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Its value went below 50 cents compared to
1940 some time ago. And this means
we have robbed the widows, orphans, coal
miners, pensioners, social security bene-
ficiaries, old-age assistance people, and
untold millions of others out of their
patrimony or income or standard of liv-
ing.

This disgrace upon the dollar has now
settled like a shameful dunce cap even
upon the head of the once respected
Government bond so that today it is sell-
ing at less than 85 percent of its face
value or par value. People apparently
no longer have full faith in the Govern-
ment bonds of our country.

- While anyone may entertain his own
opinion about the cause of all this dis-
grace and humiliation, yet I feel that it
basically lies in the deficit Government
financing we have been practicing in al-
most every year during the past genera-
tion of our recent history. What is defi-
cit financing? Well, it is simply putting
out more than you take in. Uncle Bill
Provins ran a country store a few miles
from my hometown. Some druminer
asked him about his markup and his net
income. He said, “I don’t know nothing
about them things but I do know when I
buy a hat for $3 and sell it for $5, I ain’t
lost nothing.” Well, I myself am not an
economist or financier, but I do know
when we put out more than we take in
we are doing deficit financing and dis-
gracing the dollar and robbing the
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widows and workers of our country and
all the income receivers, both big and
small, throughout the whole land.

One of the easiest and best ways to
stop deficits and deficit financing is to
stop most of this foreign aid right now.
Some high Government officials recently
stated that we would have to continue
foreign aid indefinitely and maybe for
the next 50 years or so. It is the only
way, they claim, to stop Russia and pre-
vent the spread of communism. I do not
agree at all. But if we are planning to
keep on with this foreign aid over an in-
definite period, then we should change
the motto on all our coins and make that
motto “In foreign aid we trust” instead
of our present motto, “In God we trust.”
Where did we ever obtain the insipid no-
tion that America could be sustained or
helped or defended by foreign aid? This
overall program has already cost the
American taxpayers about $70 billion
over the past 14 years. It has done
nothing for our country but cause dis-
grace to the dollar, flight from our Gov-
ernment bond, inflation of our grocery
bills, robbery of our common people, em-
bezzlement from our pensioners and
workers, and continuation of high taxes
upon every American that makes his
bread in the sweat of his face. While
Great Britain and Japan both were re-
ducing taxes in recent times for their
own people, we had to continue all of
our tax burdens, transportation tax,
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telephone tax, income tax, gasoline tax,
and all the rest, so we could help Great
Britain and Japan reduce their own
taxes upon their own pecple. A total of
$3 billion of foreign aid money has act-
ually gone to foreign powers so that they
could reduce their national debts and
balance their budgets, and yet to extend
this kind of aid we ourselves had to bor-
row the money that was needed. We
have also given more than $2 billion to
foreign governments that were and are
unfriendly to the United States, includ-
ing the Soviet Union, Yugoslavia, and
Poland.

Mr. Speaker, paraphrasing the remark
of Patrick Henry, I know not what
course others may take but as for me,
give me something for Albany—Ken-
tucky—ahead of Afghanistan, something
for Harlan ahead of Hindustan, and
something for London, Ky., ahead of
London, England. And, in conclusion, it
is now almost the Fourth of July and I
wish to say that I do not apologize for
being an American instead of an inter-
nationalist or for favoring the motto,
“In God we trust,” over the current
song of many, “In foreign aid we trust.”

Let us return to sanity and let us lift
our pitiable dollar out of disgrace up to a
returned respectability. Let us shake off
our old sackcloth and ashes and say,
“Hurray for America—I am proud to be
an American and to stand for Americans
as long as the world stands.”

SENATE
Moxnpay, JuxNe 15, 1959

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

O God whodwellest in light unclouded,
Thou knowest what is in the darkness;
Thou seest that in the murkiness of our
fog-shrouded days, we, Thy children,
move in a confusion of light and
shadows, and that amid encircling gloom
we are not certain of the way we should
take.

Amid the perplexities of such an hour
in human relations, save those who must
speak for the people from dealing in
agitation without vision, passion with-
out poise, heat without light.

Somehow, Thou God of radiance un-
dimmed, in whom is no darkness at all,
we who are pilgrims of the night must
find in Thee what we fail to find in the
broken lights of man—a clearer under-
standing of the basic facts and forces of
the exploding world about us.

O Thou God of our salvation, who
knoweth the end from the beginning,
send forth Thy light of truth and love
and duty in whose clarity we may walk
and in the splendor of which we may la-
bor on, until the evening finds us un-
ashamed and unstained.

We ask it in the holy name of the
One whose “I am the Light”, steadies
our faltering feet. Amen.
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DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI-
DENT PRO TEMPORE

The legislative clerk read the follow-
ing letter:
U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D.C., June 15, 1959,
To the Senate:
Being temporarily absent from the Senate,
I appoint Hon. Mike MANSFIELD, a Senator
from the State of Montana, to perform the
duties of the Chair during my absence,
CARL HAYDEN,
President pro tempore.

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

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. Jounson of Texas,
and by unanimous consent, the reading
of the Journal of the proceedings of Fri-
day, June 12, 1959, was dispensed with.

LIMITATION OF DEBATE DURING
MORNING HOUR

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, under the rule, there will be the
usual morning hour; and I ask unani-
mous consent that statements in connec-
tion therewith be limited to 3 minutes.

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

Morning business is in order.

ORDER DISPENSING WITH CALL
OF THE CALENDAR

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the

call of the calendar, under the rule, be
dispensed with today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Dobp
in the chair). Without objection, it is-
50 ordered.

PRINTING OF ADDITIONAL COPIES
OF HEARINGS ENTITLED “MU-
TUAL SECURITY ACT OF 1959"

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, on behalf of the Senator from Ari-
zona [Mr. HaypeEN], I submit a resolution
to provide for the printing of additional
copies of part 1 of the hearings entitled
“Mutual Security Aect of 1959.” T ask
unanimous consent for the present con-
sideration of the resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res-
olution will be read for the information
of the Senate.

The legislative clerk read the resolu-
tion, as follows:

Resolved, That there be printed for the
use of the Committee on Foreign Relations
one thousand eight hundred additional

coples of part 1 of the hearings entitled
“Mutual Security Act of 1959."

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

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion (S. Res. 132) was considered and
agreed to.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I also submit a resolution to pro-
vide for the printing of additional copies
of part 2 of the hearings entitled “Mu-
tual Security Act of 1959.” I ask unani-
mous consent for the present considera-
tion of the resolution.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res-
olution will be read for the information
of the Senate.

The legislative clerk read the resolu-
tion, as follows:

Resolved, That there be printed for the
use of the Committee on Foreign Relations
one thousand eight hundred additional
copies of part 2 of the hearings entitled
“Mutual Security Act of 1959.”

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

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion (S. Res. 133) was considered and
agreed to.

FARM INCOME—RESOLUTION

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, the
McPherson County Farmers Union at its
regular meeting adopted a resolution
urging that Congress enact legislation
which would give the farmer his fair
share of the national income.

I ask unanimous consent that this res-
olution be printed in the REecorp and
referred to the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry.

There being no objection, the reso-
lution was referred to the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry, and ordered
to be printed in the REecorp, as follows:

Whereas the farm price situation has
shown no improvement; and

Whereas farm income in relations to non-
farm income is below parity; and

Whereas this not only works a severe hard-
ship on farm families but also on the busi-
ness firms in farm towns and cities: There-
fore be it

Resolved, That the McPherson County
Farmers Union in session this 8th day of June
1959 urge the Congress to enact legislation
which will increase farm income; and be it
further

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be
mailed to Senators ANDREW SCHOEPPEL and
FRANK CarnLson and Congressman Ep REES.

Arvip MATTSON,
President.
ART E, GUSTAFSON,
County Secretary.

REGULATIONS ISSUED BY FEDERAL
COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION—
- RESOLUTION

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, the
radio broadcasters of Kansas - are
greatly concerned over the regulations
issued by the Federal Communications
Commission in regard to political broad-
casts as interpreted by the Commission
under section 315 of the Federal Com-
munications Act.

At a recent State meeting of the or-
ganization, they adopted a resolution
in regard to these regulations, and I ask
unanimous consent that the resolution
be printed in the REcCORD.

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

‘Whereas radio Wbroadcasters have been
concerned about the Federal Communica-
tions Commission regulations pertaining to
political broadcasts and whereas section 315
has caused many broadcasters concern as to
what they can and cannot do, the Kansas
Association of Radio Broadcasters meeting
In its annual convention at Wichita on May
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24, 1959, unanimously resolves that the Sen-
ators and Representatives from Kansas be
urged to support the bill introduced by
Senator HarTKE of Indiana pertaining to
section 315 of the Federal Communications
Commission rules and regulations. The
resolutions committee chairman is hereby
instructed to so advise the Senators and
Representatives from Kansas.
KANSAS ASSOCIATION OF
RADIO BROADCASTERS,
THAD M. SANDSTROM,
WIBW, Topeka, Chairman, Resolutions
Committee.
Jimmd McEENNEY,
KMDO, Fort Scott.
CrLEM MoReaN, KWSK, Prati.

PUBLIC POWER NEEDS OF NORTH-
EASTERN STATES—RESOLUTIONS

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. Presi-
dent, the electric power rates in the
northeastern region of the United States,
including the State of Ohio, are the
highest in the Nation. It is time that
we take steps to develop the electric
power resources of this area as has been
done in other regions.

The American Public Power Associa-
tion representing over 800 local pub-
licly owned eleetric utilities just recently
concluded their annual convention.

This convention adopted two resolu-
tions designed to provide the people of
the Northeastern States with low cost
electricity.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that these two resolutions, en-
titled “Northeastern Power Adminis-
tration” and “Transmission of Niagara
Power” be printed in the REcorbp.

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

NORTHEASTERN POWER ADMINISTRATION

Whereas there are interstate power proj-
ects presently existing in Northeastern
United States whose responsibility trans-
cends State lines; and

Whereas Corps of Engineers surveys in
recent years indicate there are many un-
developed hydroelectric sites feasible of de-
velopment in this area; and
. Whereas there is a vital need for further
study and coordination of these projects for
maximum development of the region’s re-
sources; and :

Whereas this area is the only section of
the country without a Federal agency for an
overall resource study, and electric rates in
the area are among the highest in the Na-
tion; and

Whereas the Secretary of the Interior un-
der authority of the Food Control Act of
1944 has created the Southeastern Power
Administration and Southwestern Power
Administration, and has a similar authority
and responsibility with respect to the
northeastern region of the United States:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the American Public Power
Assoclation urges the Secretary of the In-
terior to establish a Northeastern Power Ad-
ministration, similar to the Southeastern and
Southwestern Power Administrations, to
make a comprehensive study of the region’s
electric power resources northeast from and
including the Ohio River Valley, for maxi-
mum orderly development of the region's
natural resources in the public interest.

TRANSMISSION OF NIAGARA POWER ~
Whereas Congress authorized the Federal
Power Commission to issue a license for the
Niagara Falls powerplant under a manda-
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tory condition that up to 170,000 kilowatts
of the power output be made available to
public and cooperative electric systems of
Ohio and Pennsylvania; and

Whereas no Federal transmission lines ex-
ist for transmitting this power into these
States; and

Whereas private utilities have indicated
that they are not willing to wheel this power;
and

Whereas the intent of the Congress will
not be carried out unless transmission lines
can be provided; and

Whereas the Secretary of the Interior ap-
parently does not have adequate legislative
authority to build a transmission line or ar-
range for wheeling Niagara power: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the American Public Power
Assoclation urges that Congress amend the
Niagara Act so as to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to build transmission lines
or otherwise arrange for the transmission of
Niagara power so that the intent of Congress
can be carried out.

POLITICAL BROADCASTS—
RESOLUTION

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, on
May 24, 1959, at Wichita, Kans., the
Kansas Association of Radio Broadcast-
ers unanimously adopted a resolution
urging support of a bill introduced by the
Senator from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE] per-
taining to political broadcasts.

Thad M. Sandstrom, the president of
the association, has sent the resolution
to me, and I present it to the Senate, and
ask that it be appropriately referred.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce, and
ordered to be printed in the REecorp, as
follows:

Whereas Radio Broadcasters have been
concerned about the Federal Communica-
tions Commission regulations pertaining to
political broadcasts and whereas section
315 has caused many broadcasters concern
as to what they can and cannot do, the
Kansas Assoclation of Radio Broadcasters
meeting in its annual convention at Wichita
on May 24, 1959, unanimously resolves that
the Senators and Representatives from Kan-
sas be urged to support the bill introduced
by Representative HarTKE of Indiana per-
taining to sectlon 315 of the Federal Com-=-
munications Commission rules and regula-
tions. The resolutions committee chair=-
man is hereby instructed to so advise the
Senators and Representatives from Kansas.

EANSAS ASSOCIATION OF RADIO
BROADCASTERS,
THAD M., SANDSTROM,
WIBW, Topeka, Chairman, Resolutions
Commitiee.
Jim McEENNEY,
KMDO, Fort Scott.
CLEM MORGAN,
KWSK, Pratt.

CONTINUED FEDERAL AID FOR VO-
CATIONAL EDUCATION—RESOLU-
TION
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, at a

recent convention in Green Bay, Wis.,

the Wisconsin Association for Vocational
and Adult Education adopted a resolu-
tion expressing strong opposition to the
administration’s proposal to discontinue

Federal aids for vocational education

under the Smith-Hughes and George-

Barden acts.
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Wisconsin has been extremely proud
of the pioneering work that has been
done in this field in our State, dating
back to 1911. Our State’s vocational
school program today is one of the
strongest in the Nation. Every com-
munity of 5,000 or more population
maintains a local vocational school, of-
fering programs of vocational education
for youngsters who drop out of the aca-
demically oriented public high schools,
for those who want to take vocational
training after graduating from high
school, for adults who wish to develop an
avocation or hobby, and for those who
require vocational rehabilitation after
suffering physical disabilities.

In Wisconsin and other States, the
Federal aid programs have greatly aided
the development of these vocational and
adult education programs. This is a fine
example of the kind of Federal aid that
more than repays its own investment by
training the men and women to take
more effective parts in the economic de-
velopment and progress of our Nations,

Mr. President, I therefore ask unani-
mous consent that the resolution of the
Wisconsin Association for Vocational
and Adult Education be printed in the
Recorp, and appropriately referred.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, and ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Whereas the program of vocational edu-
cation in Wisconsin has had as a primary
objective the development of the skills of

the working youth and adults of our State;
and

‘Whereas the program of vocational educa-
tion in Wisconsin has been developed with

the assistance of Federal aids allotted to the

State under the provisions of the Smith-
Hughes and George-Barden Acts; and
Whereas the elimination of Federal aids
for vocational education under the Smith-
Hughes and George-Barden Acts would re-
sult in discontinuance of some established
vocational education training programs
which are essential to the basic economy of
our Nation and would hinder the develop-
ment of needed new programs; and
Whereas the elimination of Federal aids
for vocational education would weaken the
industrial, business, and agriculture train-
ing structure of our country, the strength
of which is so essential to successful com-
petition with the Communist world; and
Whereas President Eisenhower in his 1959
budget message to the U.S. Congress has
recommended the elimination of Federal
aids for vocational education under the
Smith-Hughes and George-Barden Acts
beginning on July 1, 1960, and has stated
that legislation will be introduced into the
1959 session of Congress to accomplish this
objective: Therefore be it
Resolved, That the Wisconsin Assoclation
for Vocational and Adult Education con-
ference assembled in Green Bay, Wis., on
Friday and Saturday, May 1 and 2, 1959, take
action vigorously opposing the recommenda-
tions of President Eisenhower for the elim-
ination of Federal aid for vocational edu-
cation beginning on July 1, 1960; and be it
further

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be
sent to the Honorable Dwight Eisenhower,
President of the United States, Washington,
D.C.,, to all Wisconsin congressional repre-
sentatives, and to the Honorable Gaylord A.
Nelson, Governor of Wisconsin,
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RESOLUTIONS OF VERENDRYE
ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE, INC,

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I pre-
sent a series of resolutions adopted at
the annual meeting of the Verendrye
Electric Cooperative, Inc. I ask unani-
mous consent that the resolutions be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tions were received, appropriately re-
ferred, and ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

To the Committee on Agriculture and

Forestry:
“RESOLUTION 2

“Whereas for more than 50 years the pref-
erence clause in Federal power laws, giving
preference to nonprofit and rural electric
systems, has been an important influence in
insuring the continuation of a healthy com-
petition in the electric industry; and

“Whereas over 400 of the rural electric
systems are dependent either directly or in-
directly upon Federal power projects for
their power supply; and

“Whereas constant attempts are being
made to weaken the preference clause by
such devices as the Case amendment and
the Niagara limitations enacted in the 85th
Congress: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, That we reafirm our strong
support for the preference rights of non-
profit, consumer-owned electric systems and
express our complete opposition to any re-
peal, watering down, or evasion of the prefer-
ence clause; and be it further

“Resolved, That we strongly oppose any
and all attempts to weaken or destroy the
preference clause and recommend enactment
of legislation to remove the effects of the
Case amendment to the Rivers, Harbors, and
Flood Control Authorization Act of 1958.”

“RESOLUTION 6

“Whereas the Verendrye Electric Coopera-
tive, Inc., assembled in annual meeting this
8th day of June 1959, hereby wish to thank
Senators LANGER and Younc for their sup-
port of REA legislation in the past and ask
them to continue to do everything in their
power to facilitate the program of REA.”

“RESOLUTION T

“Whereas we urge the enactment by the
States and the Federal Government of legis-
lation to protect the territory of the rural
electric systems and their unrestricted right
Ia: serve in that territory: Now, therefore, be

“Resolved, That Verendrye Electric Coop-
erative of Velva, N. Dak., urge our State and

National Government to carry through such
legislation.”

“RESOLUTION 8

“Whereas the 2 percent REA interest rates
are under attack as being a subsidized rate;
and

“Whereas there is no basis in fact or theory
that this 2 percent rate is a subsidized rate,
for over the years the REA has accrued a net
income to the U.S. Treasury from lending op~
eration of some 48 million; and

“Whereas the Congress entered into con-
tract with the rural electric cooperatives in
19844 to lend them money at a fixed 2 percent
interest charge if the rural electrics would
provide complete and continuing area cover-
age (to serve all new consumers and provide
adequate service to existing consumers)
which the cooperatives are admittedly do-
ing; and

“Whereas any increase in the REA interest
rate would for all practical purposes destroy
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and eliminate the rural electrie cooperative
program: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved, That the Verendrye Electric Co-
operative oppose any increase in interest
rate.”

“RESOLUTION 10

“Whereas the Verendrye Electric Coopera-
tive, Inc., duly assembled in annual meet-
ing this 8th day of June 1959 are not satis-
fied with results of the vote on the Hum-
phrey-Price bill: Therefore be it

“Resolved, That we ask reintroduction of
the same legislation in the next session of
Congress and urge all of our Senators and
Representatives to support the bill."”

To the Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs:

“RESOLUTION 5

"“Whereas the present and future develop-
ment of the Nations resources will require
careful long-range planning and a substan-
tial investment; and

“Whereas the failure to protect and use
these resources is resulting in costly floods,
loss of valuable top soil and loss of much
needed water power; and

“Whereas the Federal Government does
not have a long-range program for pro-
tecting and using its natural resources; and

“Whereas Senator MansrFiELp and others
have introduced Senate Resolution 48 call-
ing for a study of national water resources:
Now, therefore, let it be

“Resolved, That we commend Senator
MansFIELD and urge the U.S. Senate to adopt
Senate Resolution 48."

To the Committee on Public Works:

“RESOLUTION 3

*“Whereas the Tennessee Valley Authority
which has done a remarkable job of serving
their area for a period of 25 years; and

. “Whereas it has been proved that they
have served their people well under the
handicaps of constantly asking for appro-
priations for enlarging and modernizing
their facilities: Now, therefore, let it be

“Resolved, That we ask our Senators and
Congressmen to support TVA self financing
plan as introduced in HR. 3460 by Con-
gressman Jownes, of Alabama, ABERNETHY, of
Mississippl (H.R. 3462) and others.”

RESOLUTION OF AMERICAN
VETERANS COMMITTEE

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I pre-
sent, for appropriate reference, a resolu-
tion adopted at the 12th national con-
vention of the American Veterans Com-
mittee, favoring the adoption of Senate
Resolution No. 17, favoring the estab-
lishment of an inter-American regional
development bank. I ask unanimous
consent that the resolution may be
printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Foreign Relations, and ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

INTERNATIONAL RESOLUTION 1

Whereas the continued existence of free
institutions rests on the unity of the free
nations of the West, yet serious division
within NATO and the Atlantic Community
threatens the peace and security of the
West, and such division among the Western
democracies is a primary objective of the
Soviet foreign policy; and

Whereas the international affairs platform
of the American Veterans Committee adopted
at its 10th national convention urged that
some of the best minds from the Western
democracies be assembled for the express
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purpose of exploring just how, and to what
extent, it might be possible to create the
unity which is essential for us all: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That we, the 12th national con-
vention of the American Veterans Com-
mittee, do endorse Senate Concurrent Reso-
lution 17 (H. Con. Res. 107-108) which
resolved:

1. That the legislatures of the other demo-
cratic governments of the North Atlantic
Treaty Organization shall be invited to name
delegates to meet in a convention with dele-
gates from the United States and from such
other democracies, wherever situated, as the
convention may invite, to explore and to re-
port as to what extent their people might,
within the framework of the United Nations
and in accord with the baslc principles of
the Constitution of the United States,
achieve more effective and democratic unity
in advancing their common economic and
political affairs, their joint defense and the
aims of world peace and individual freedom.

2. That the convention should be com-
posed of leading representative citizens offi-
cially appointed on a nonpartisan basis but
free to explore the problem fully as indi-
viduals without being officially instructed or
able to commit their governments.

Adopted May 17, 1959.

RESOLUTION OF LOCAL 207, NA-
TIONAL FEDERATION OF FEDERAL
EMPLOYEES UNION

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I pre-
sent, for appropriate reference, a resolu-
tion adopted by Local 207, National Fed-
eration of Federal Employees Union, re-
lating to a comprehensive health insur-
ance plan. I ask unanimous consent
that the resolution may be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service, and ordered
to be printed in the REecorp, as follows:

Whereas the National Federation of Fed-
eral Employees Union, Local 207, is concerned
about legislative action pertaining to S. 94,
the comprehensive health insurance plan,
which was proposed by the Civil Service
Commission; and

Whereas local 207 feels that a medical and
surgical health plan would be beneficial to
both recruitment of new employees and
morale of present employees; and

Whereas because of increased costs in
health programs @nd such programs still do
not cover all contingencies: Therefore be it

Resolved, That National Federation of Fed-
eral Employees, local No. 207, go on record as
favoring immediate action by the Senate In-
surance Subcommittee of the Senate Post
Office and Civil Service Committee on 8. 94.

Dated this 11th day of June 1859.

RIcHARD R. BAUER, .
President, Local No. 207.

REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE

The following reports of a committee
were submitted:

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

S.506. A bill for the relief of Borislav Pet-
rovich (Rept. No. 387);

5.1241. A bill for the relief of Sirvart
Easablan (Rept. No. 388);

S5.1297. A bill for the rellef of Salim
Menashi Eliahoo Reuben (Rept. No. 389);

S.1601. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Erika

Elfriede Ida Ward (Rept. No. 390);
5. 1613. A bill for the relief of Matilda Ko-
lich (Rept. No. 391); and
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S.1647. A bill to amend section 4083, title
18, United States Code, relating to peniten-
tiary imprisonment (Rept. No. 392).

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

S.1369. A bill for the rellef of Yukie Arita
Hale (Rept. No. 393).

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

S.1430. A bill for the relief of Agostino
Aresco (Rept. No. 394);

S.1533. A bill for the relief of Ho Rim
Yoon (Rept. No. 305); and

H.J. Res. 323. Joint resolution to facilitate
the admission into the United States of cer-
tain aliens (Rept. No. 396).

BILLS INTRODUCED

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

By Mr. MANSFIELD (for himself, Mr.
CooPER, Mr. MURRAY, and Mr. NeU-
BERGER) :

S5.2167. A bill to amend chapter 3 of title
18, United States Code, so as to prohibit the
use of aireraft or motor vehicles to hunt cer-
taln wild horses or burros on land belonging
to the United States, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

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

By Mr. FULBRIGHT (for himself, Mr.
McCrLELLAN, Mr. BusH, Mr. CHAVEZ,
Mr. EASTLAND, Mr. SPARKMAN, and
Mr, THURMOND) :

S.2168. A bill to amend the Navy ration
statute so as to provide for the serving of
oleomargarine or margarine; to the Commit-
tee on Armed Services.

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

By Mr. MURRAY (for himself, Mr. AL-
LOTT, Mr. ANDERSON, Mr, BENNETT,
Mr. BIBLE, Mr. CANNON, Mr, CARLSON,
Mr. CHAVEZ, Mr. CHURCH, Mr. DwoR-
SHAK, Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. GRUENING,
Mr. JORDAN, Mr. KERR, Mr. MAGNUSON,
Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr., MONRONEY, Mr.
Moss, and Mr. SCHOEPPEL) :

5. 2169. A bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code relating to adjustment upward of
the import duties on lead and zinc; to the
Committee on Finance.

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

By Mr. NEUBERGER:

S.2170. A bill to authorize a 10-year pro-
gram of grants for construction of mediecal,
dental, and public health educational facili-
ties, and for other purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Labor and Public Welfare.

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

By Mr. LANGER:

5.2171, A bill for the relief of Ronald L.
Jorgensen;

5. 2172. A bill for the relief of Kenneth G.
Boelke; and

8.2173. A bill for the relief of Mrs. John
Slingsby, Lena Slingsby, Alice V. Slingsby,
and Harry Slingsby; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. HOLLAND:

8, 2174. A bill to permit M. Margaretta Van
Horne to file application for a patent to cer-
taln land in Florida; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. BUTLER (for himself and Mr.
WiLriams of Delaware) :

5.2175. A bill to amend the Merchant Ma-
rine Act, 1936, in order to eliminate the 6
percent differential applying to certain bids
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of Pacific coast shipbuilders; to the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.
By Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey:

8.2176. A bill for the relief of Antonio
Abele Tarabocechia; and

5.2177. A bill for the relief of Peter J.
Waterton; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. DIRESEN (by request):

S.2178. A bill to amend titles I, II, and III
of the Immigration and Natlonality Act, and
for other purposes; and

5.2179. A bill to amend section 1915 of
title 28, United States Code, relating to pro-
ceedings in forma pauperis; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

(See the remarks of Mr. DirsEN when he
introduced the above bills, which appear
under separate headings.)

By Mr. JOHNSON of Texas:

5. 2180. A bill for the relief of Paul Pesthy;

to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. O'MAHONEY :

S.2181. A bill to amend the Mineral Leas-
ing Act of February 25, 1920; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

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

By Mr. MAGNUSON:

S.2182. A bill for the relief of Andrew J.

Metealf; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio submitted a con-
current resolution (S. Con. Res. 49) ex-
tending greetings to Kent State Univer-
sity on the occasion of the 50th anniver-
sary of its founding, which was referred
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

(See the above concurrent resolution
printed in full when submitted by Mr.
Youncg of Ohio, which appears under a
separate heading.)

RESOLUTIONS

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas submitted the
following resolutions, which were consid-
ered and agreed to:

8. Res. 132. Resolution to print additional
coples of part 1 of the hearing “Mutual Secu-
rity Act of 1959"; and

5. Res. 133. Resolution to print additional
coples of part 2 of the hearing “Mutual Secu-
rity Act of 1959.”

(See the above printed in full when sub-
mitted by Mr, JoensoN of Texas, which ap-
pear under a separate heading.)

PROHIBITION OF USE OF ATRCRAFT
OR MOTOR VEHICLES TO HUNT
CERTAIN WILD HORSES OR BUR-
ROS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in
the past I have received small bits of
information about the inhumane meth-
ods used in capturing wild horses and
burros which roam certain public lands.

It is not a very pleasant picture. Re-
cently more detailed information has
come to my attention, including photo-
graphs showing the extreme cruelty be-
ing inflicted on these animals which are
driven by low-flying planes from their
retreats in the high mountains. The
most disgraceful means are used, the
animals are tortured until they tire and
are easily towed away in trucks to can-
neries where they are made into pet
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food. Because of humane considera-
tions and for the protection of a gradu-
ally disappearing species something must
be done to prevent this sort of thing.

State legislation will not stop this
cruelty. The State of Nevada has a law
outlawing the pursuit of wild horses and
burros with motorized equipment, but
the State has no control over these prac-
tices on the vast areas of Federal land
within the State. This is a situation
similar to that in other Western States.

There is a real public demand for leg-
islation to control these practices on
Federal lands. Therefore, Mr, President,
on behalf of myself, and my distin-
guished colleagues, Senators COOPER,
MuURrraY, and NEUBERGER, I am infroduc-
ing a bill which would prohibit the use
of aireraft or motor vehicles to hunt
certain wild horses or burros on land be-
longing to the United States. The ap-
proval of this proposed legislation would
not prevent either capturing or killing
by humane means the animals in ques-
tion when this is really necessary. This
proposed legislation is designed to elimi-
nate the unnecessary cruelty to these
symbolic animals of the old West.

The Department of the Interior has
estimated that no more than 20,000 of
these animals are left in the entire West.
‘When I was a boy, in one county in Mon-
tana alone there were more than 20,000
horses. Since World War II, in Nevada
alone, some 100,000 horses have been
butchered by these cruel means.

The nationwide movement to protect
the horses has grown from the efforts of
Mr. Velma Johnston, of the Double Lazy
Heart Ranch in Wadsworth, Nev., and of
Nevada animal protective societies and
humanitarians who have worked to-
gether as a result of first-hand experi-
ence.

Legislation is needed on both State and
Federal levels if we are to save the mus-
tang, if Congress does not take action
soon then they will become extinct.

Mr. President, I ask that this bill lie
on the desk for 4 days so that other
Senators who may wish to join in spon-
soring it will have an opportunity to do
§0.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bhill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill
will lie on the desk, as requested by the
Senator from Montana.

‘The bill (S. 2167) to amend chapter 3
of title 18, United States Code, so as to
prohibit the use of aircraft or motor ve-
hicles to hunt certain wild horses or
burros on land belonging to the United
States, and for other purposes, intro-
duced by Mr. MANSFIELD (for himself and
other Senators), was received, read twice
by its title, and referred to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

REMOVAL OF RESTRICTIONS ON
USE OF MARGARINE BY THE
NAVY
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I in-

troduce a bill, for appropriate reference,

on behalf of myself, my colleague, the
senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Mc-

CLELLAN], the Senator from Connecti-
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cut [Mr. Busa], the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. CHavEz], the Senator from
Mississippi [Mr. EasTLanp], the Senator
from Alabama [Mr. SparkMaN], and the
Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
THURMOND].

The bill I am introducing will clear
up the last direct Federal restriction on
margarine, eventually save the taxpay-
ers many millions of dollars, and bene-
fit the Navy.

The bill amends the Navy ration
statute to insert the words “margarine”
or “oleomargarine.” It gives the Navy
permissive authority to buy margarine
for table use, which authority is not now
explicit in the statute.

The Navy Department itself has for
some time indicated it wanted this leg-
islation. Butter cannot meet the Navy's
needs for a nutritious spread suitable to
all of the extremely variant conditions
under which our Navy operates through-
out the world. The Navy has stated
that a saving of some $1 million a year
could ensue if it could use margarine as
an alternate to butter when needed.

There is no valid reason why the Navy
or any other branch of the armed serv-
ices should not be given simple freedom
of choice to buy what foods it needs,
within the structure of the present ra-
tion statute. The omission of margarine
in that statute today is discriminatory
and restrictive. Today, more mar-
garine than butter is being used in the
United States.

In 1950 the Congress removed the old
Federal taxes on margarine, and in
1949 it refused to restrict the Army’s
purchase of margarine. Surely this
principle of freedom of choice should
apply to the Navy also.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately
referred.

The bill (8. 2168) to amend the Navy
ration statute so as to provide for the
serving of oleomargarine or margarine,
introduced by Mr. FurLericHT (for him-
self and other Senators), was received,
read twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on Armed Services,

ADJUSTMENT OF IMPORT DUTIES
ON LEAD AND ZINC

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, I in-
troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill
to provide for the adjustment upward of
the import duties on lead and zine.
Eighteen of my colleagues, namely, Sen-
ators ALLOTT, ANDERSON, BENNETT, BIBLE,
CANNON, CaArLsON, CHAVEZ, CHURCH,
DworsHAK, GOLDWATER, GRUENING, JOR-
pAN, KERR, MAGNUSON, MANSFIELD, MoON~-
RONEY, Moss, and ScHOEPPEL have joined
me in the sponsorship of this bill, I call
attention to the fact that this sponsor-
ship is bipartisan.

The lead and zinc mining industries of
this country are in dire straits as the
result of worldwide overproduction of
the two minerals, Ores and concen-
trates produced by foreign miners who,
in many countries, are paid a mere pit-
ta.nce,_ overhang the market in such
quantities as to threaten the livelihood
of every lead and zinc miner in the
United States.
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Action taken by the President last
September in setting up a schedule of
import quotas for lead and zinc has
proven to be inadequate to solve the
problem of protecting these vital Ameri-
can industries and the workers employed
in them from the unfair competition of
foreign labor, which in some instances
is paid less than one-twelfth as much as
the American miner receives.

Industry leaders have advised that if
the adjustments in duties provided in
this bill are enacted, they, together with
the presently operating import quotas,
will provide the economic assistance nec-
essary to assure the continuance of these
industries and their employees as a part
of the American taxpaying community.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill may remain at the desk
for 3 days, so that other Senators may
Pavetan opportunity to join in sponsor-
ng it,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill
will lie on the desk, as requested by the
Senator from Montana.

The bill (8. 2169) to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code, relating to adjust-
ment upward of the import duties on
lead and zine, introduced by Mr. MURRAY
(for himself and other Senators), was
received, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance.

CONSTRUCTION GRANTS FQR MEDI-
CAL. SCHOOLS ESSENTIAL TO
MEET FUTURE HEALTH CARE AND
RESEARCH DEMANDS

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I
introduce, for appropriate reference, a
bill to authorize a 10-year program of
grants for construction of medical, den-
tal, and public health educational facili-
ties to assist in insuring our country of a
supply of physicians, dentists, teachers,
and scientists adequate to meet the
health care and medical research need
which the United States faces in the
decades immediately ahead.

My bill is a companion measure to H.R.
6906, introduced in the House of Repre-
sentatives by Representative Jorn E.
FocarTty, of Rhode Island, for many
years a vigorous leader in the field of
medical legislation. I submit Repre-
sentative FocarTY's proposal today so
that it may receive simultaneous consid-
eration in the Senate.

Mr. President, despite the well-recog-
nized status of our academie institutions
as the roots from whieh medical prog-
ress stems, circumstances have been al-
lowed to develop which, if not remedied,
may seriously curtail the supply of
trained people which must be provided to
meet projected demand for medical care,
research, and teaching. Funds are ur-
gently needed for construction of medi-
cal and health education facilities and
incentive programs to encourage en-
trance by young men and women into
training in these fields.

NEW NEEDS PRESS MEDICAL SCHOOLS

Without expanded facilities, our medi-
cal schools cannot graduate enough
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qualified doctors to maintain the pres-
ent U.S. ratio of 130 physicians to every
100,000 persons. Broken down, that
amounts to 1 doctor for every 750
people. It is clearly not in the public in-
terest for this ratio of physicians and pa-
tients to decrease. To maintain it, the
output of doctors will have to reach 8,700
by 1870. This would be a 1,900 increase
over the present annual graduation rate.

By 1970 there will be 220 million peo-
ple in the United States. Of those, 110
million will be over 65 or under 20 years
old. This group of young and advanced
in age will account for nearly three-
quarters of the 26 percent population in-
crease in the next 10 years. These are
the age groups that are so often victims
of the yet to be conquered diseases at
which basic research grants are aimed.

With a rising percentage of older peo-
ple in our population, pressures will con-
tinue to mount for increased emphasis
on research and treatment in chronic
and degenerative diseases. Medical re-
search supported by tax funds is neces-
sarily and properly influenced by such
needs. But if we hope to meet these
demands, our research facilities must be
adequately staffed. It is primarily
through our medical school graduates
that we can expect to find the key to
continued progress in these fields. Re-
search and education are inseparable
twins.

EDUCATIONAL DEMAND ALSO RISES

Along with the inereased demand for
medical care and research, we can ex-
pect the demand for medical education
and to grow. By 1970, the
Bayne-Jones report suggests that the
college age population will jump from
its present 15 million to 26 million.
Motivated by strong social and economic
incentives, at least 6.4 million of these
young people can be expected to reach
college. This, compared to our 1958 col-
lege enrollment of 3.5 million, will surely
place added admission burden on the
medical schools unless more teaching
and lab space is provided. Earlier this
year I introduced legislation which would
amend the National Defense Education
Act of 1958 to permit forgiveness, of up
to 50 percent, of loans granted under the
program to persons who enter medical
research. Success of this program would
mean not only an addition to the num-
ber of trained researchers but also a
larger student load for the Nation's med-
ical schools.

The bill which I am introducing today
is based on the premise that the Nation’s
standard of health and medieal research
effort is intrinsically interlocked with
the ability of our institutions of higher
learning to produce trained personnel in
the field of medicine. Without provision
of adequate facilities, the schools will be
unable to support the enlarged medical
framework required to meet new needs.

TWO PRINCIPAL PROGRAMS OFFERED

Like all other elements of higher edu-
cation, the medical schools are finding it
increasingly difficult to live on their en-
dowments, State aid, and gifts. If the
Federal Government can finance re-
search in cattle disease and crop condi-
tions, it seems only reasonable to believe
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that equal consideration should be given
to helping to educate the men and
women who in effect may control our
lives.

Mr. President, here is how the pro-
posal which I introduce today would
assist in carrying out this goal.

First, it would create a $50 million a
year, 5-year program of matching grants
for expansion, improvement, and mod-
ernization of medical, dentistry, and
public health schools already in opera-
tion.

Existing facilities can be improved.
This is at best a stopgap expedient.
Experiments are now in progress involv-
ing a shift of teaching responsibilities
between universities and medical schools
which may help reduce the time required
to produce physicians. If these experi-
ments germinate, the basic preclinical
courses such as anatomy, biochemistry,
microbiology, and pathology could be
taught in the universities, thus provid-
ing students to fill the existing clinical
facilities of the medical schools, which
are too often not fully utilized.

By improving existing medical school
facilities and teaching methods, we can
increase the present output of physi-
cians by about 700 annually.

PROVIDES $100 MILLION FOR NEW FACILITIES

Second, the bill authorizes expenditure
of $100 million in a 10-year program of
grants for construction and mainte-
nance of new medical schools.

As previously pointed out, 1,900 more
physicians than are presently being
graduated will be needed in 1970, accord-
ing to projections made by the authorita-
tive Bayne-Jones report. If existing
medical schools can provide only 700 of
that number, about 1,200 additional doe-
tors must be produced by new schools of
medicine, dentistry, and public health.

The average medical school graduates
about 90 students a year; a minimum of
14 and as many as 20 new medical
schools will have to be built to maintain
present standards of medical excellence.

To meet this need, and with the
knowledge that about 10 years typically
elapse between the planning of a school
and production of its first graduates, it
is clear that construction of these new
schools will have to begin in the imme-
diate future. Similar reasoning applies
in the case of dental and public health
training institutions. Moreover, the
specialized facilities required for health
education must be viewed in the perspec-
tive of the much larger total demand for
construction of all kinds of facilities
for higher education.

A new medical school requires a capi-
tal investment of from $35 to $50 mil-
lion. The total cost of new medical
school construction required to sustain
today's population-physician ratio would
range between $500 million and $1 bil-
lion. The $100 million of aid this bill
provides is not a panacea, but without it
we may face the severe danger of a de-
cline in our medical services.

MAXIMUM HEALTH EFFORT DEMANDED

We are currently competing with a
monolithic society where all interests—
public and private—are governmentally
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canalized into a single course of action.
The Soviets have oriented their human
resources in medicine so that 70 percent
of the Soviet doctors are women. By con-
trast, only 6 percent of the doctors in the
United States are women.

The personnel techniques of the Rus-
sians may be criticized, but the release of
men for other jobs and the utilization of
women in a field where their natural
proclivity for human kindness can he
put to best advantage is a lesson we
might well learn.

We need not emulate the Russian’s
mechanism for accelerating public health
programs. But we will be foolhardy and
negligent if, with our vast resources of
technology and talent, we do not utilize
means available to the Federal Govern-
ment to promote the physical well-being
of all our citizens.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that there be printed at the con-
clusion of my remarks the text of my
bill.

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

The bill (S. 2170) to authorize a 10-
year program of grants for construction
of medical, dental, and public health fa-
cilities, and for other purposes, intro-
duced by Mr. NEUBERGER, was received,
read twice by its title, referred to the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare,
and ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Health Educational
Facilities Construction Act of 1959,

National Advisory Council on Health Edu-
tional and R ch Facilities

Sec. 2. Paragraph (1) of section 702 of the
Public Health Service Act is amended by in-
serting “Educational and” immediately after
llethl’.

Sec. 3. (a) The heading of section 703 of
the Public Health Service Act is amended by
striking out *Research facilities” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “educational and re-
search facilities”.

(b) (1) The first sentence of subsection
(a) of such section is amended by striking
out “Research Facllities” and Iinserting in
lieu thereof “Educational and Research Fa-
cilities”, by striking out “the Surgeon Gen-
eral of the Public Health Service who shall
be Chairman, and” and inserting in lieu
thereof “the Surgeon General, who shall be
Chalrman, the Commissioner of Education,
and”, and by striking out “twelve” and in-
serting in Heu thereof “sixteen’.

(2) The second sentence of such subsec-
tion is amended by striking out “Four” and
inserting in lieu thereof “Six” and by strik-
ing out “eight” and inserting in lieu thereof
“ten".

(3) Clause (1) of the third sentence of
such subsection is amended by inserting
“medical or dental schools or” before “insti-
tutions™. Clause (2) of such sentence is
amended by striking out “research” and in-
serting in lieu thereof “research or teach-
ing”.
(¢) Paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection
(b) of such section 703 are amended by in-
serting immediately after “this title”, each
time it appears, the following: “and title
V", {
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Grants for Health Educational Facilities

Sec. 4. The Public Health Service Act (42
U.S.C., chapter 6A) is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following new title:

“TITLE VIII—HEALTH EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES
CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM

“Sgc., 801, The Congress hereby finds and
declares that—

“(a) increased demand for health services
and health research necessitates the expan-
sion and improvement of existing health edu-
cational facilities;

“(b) steadily increasing tuition fees and
increasing contributions from private citi-
zens, associations, funds, and foundations
and from the health professions themselves
have proven insufficient to provide the nec-
essary caplital funds required for such ex-
pansion and improvement;

“(ec) it is, therefore, the policy of the
Congress to provide funds for construction
of health educational facilities for our public
and nonprofit medical, dental, and public
health schools, thus insuring the continued
production of an adequate number of prop-
erly qualified and trained physicians,
dentists, teachers, and research sclentists.

“Definitions

“Sgc. 802. As used in this title—

*“(1) The term ‘Council’ means the Na-
tional Advisory Council on Health Educa-
tional and Research Facilitles established by
section T703.

“(2) The terms 'construction’ and ‘cost of
construction’ include (A) the construction of
new bulldings and the expansion, remodel-
ing, and alteration of existing bulldings,
including architects’ fees in excess of
amounts granted under section 803(¢)(3),
but not including the cost of acquisition of
land or off-site improvements, except in the
case of exlsting structures suitable for use as
health educational facilities, and (B) equip-
ping new buildings and existing buildings,
whether or not expanded, remodeled, or
altered.

*(3) The term 'monprofit’, as applied to a
school, means a school owned and operated
by one or more nonprofit corporations or
assoclations no part of the net earnings of
which inures, or may lawfully inure, to the
benefit of any private shareholder or individ-
ual.

“(4) The term ‘medical school’ includes
two-year schools and means a school provid-
ing training leading to the degree of doctor
of medicine or osteopathy, approved or ac-
credited by a recognized body or bodies ap-
proved by the Surgeon General after he has
obtained the advice and recommendation of
the Counecil, except that a new school which
(by reason of no, or an insufficient, period
of operation) is nof, at the time of applica-
tion for a grant to construct a facility under
this title, eligible for accreditation by such a
recognized body or bodies, shall be deemed
accredited for purposes of this title if the
Surgeon General finds, after consultation
with the appropriate accreditation body or
bodies, that there is reasonable assurance
that the school will, upon completion of
such facility, meet the accreditation stand-
ards of such body or bodles.

“(6) The term ‘dental school’ means &
school which provides training leading to the
degree of doctor of dental surgery, or an
equivalent degree, approved or accredited by
a recognized body or bodies approved by the
Surgeon General after he has obtained the
advice and recommendation of the Council.

“(6) The term ‘public health school’
means & school which provides comprehen-
sive professional training, specialized con-
sultative services, and technical assistance in
the fields of publie health and in the admin-
istration of State and local public health

rOgrams.
“(7) The term ‘health educational facili=
ties’ includes educational and related re-
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search facilities in medicine, dentistry, and
public health.

“Authorization of appropriations

“Sgc. 803. (a) To assist in the construc-
tion of health educational facilities, as pro=-
vided in this title, there is hereby authorized
to be appropriated—

“(1) $50,000,000 for the fiscal year begin-
ning July 1, 1959, and each of the four suc-
ceeding fiscal years for grants for the expan-
sion and improvement of existing schools of
medicine, dentistry, and public health; and

*(2) $100,000,000 for the period beginning
July 1, 1069, and ending June 30, 1969, for
grants for the construction of new schools of
medicine, dentistry, or public health.

“(b) Sums appropriated pursuant to this
section shall remain available until ex-
pended.

“(e) No such grant shall be in excess of 50
per centum of the cost of construction with
respect to which it is made, except that—

“(1) in the case of new schools, grants may
be made in an amount not to exceed 663%;
per centum of the cost of construction; and

“(2) in the case of existing schools, grants
may be made in an amount not to exceed
6625 per centum of that portion of the costs
of construction found by the Surgeon Gen-
eral to be reasonably attributable to ex-
panded capacity for freshman enrollment;
and

“(3) upon application of any medical,
dental, or public health school, a grant of
not to exceed $25,000 may be made for the
purpose of preparing initial plans with esti-
mates for the proposed new construction.

“(e) In the case of existing schools, no
grant or grants shall be made to any one
medical school in excess of $3,000,000 or to
any one dental or public health school in
excess of $1,000,000 for the total five-year
program authorized in this section, exclu-
sive of amounts granted under subsection
(b) (3} of this section.

“Applications by medical, dental, and public
health schools for grants

“Sec. 804. Any new or existing public or
nonprofit medical, dental, or public health
school desiring a grant under this title may
file an application therefor with the Surgeon
General for the fiscal year in which such
grant is desired. Such application shall con-
tain such information as the Surgeon Gen-
eral may by regulation prescribe and shall
contain adequate assurances that the school
will be operated as a public or nonprofit in-
stitution and comply with all provisions of
this title and regulations promulgated pur-
suant thereto.

“Grants for construction

“Sgc. 805. (a) The Surgeon General, in ac-
cordance with regulations, and upon the
recommendation of the Counecil, shall de-
termine from time to time the amount to
be pald to each medical, dental, or public
health school from appropriations under sec-
tion 803 and shall certify to the Secretary
of the Treasury the amounts so determined.
Upon receipt of any such certification, the
Secretary of the Treasury shall, prior to audit
or settlement by the General Accounting
Office, pay in accordance with such certifica-
tion.

“(b) Not to exceed 20 per centum of the
amount of any grant for a new school may,
at the discretion of the applicant, be allo-
cated to permanent endowment for the cost
of maintenance of the new facllity.

“Regulations

“Sec. 806. All regulations under this title
with respect to payments to medical, dental,
or public health schools shall be made only
after obtaining the advice and recommenda-
tion of the Council.

“General provisions

“Sec. 807. Nothing in this title shall be
construed as authorizing any department,
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agency, officer, or employee of the United
States to exercise any control over, or pre-
scribe any requirements with respect to, the
curriculum or administration of any medi-
cal, dental, or public health school, or the
admission of applicants thereto.”

Technical amendments to Act of July 1, 1944

Sec. 5. (a) The Act of July 1, 1944 (58
Stat. 682), as amended, is hereby further
amended by changing the number of title
VIII to title IX and by changing the num-
bers of sections 801 to 814, inclusive, and
references thereto, to sections 801 to 914,
respectively.

(b) Section 1 of the Public Health Service
Act is amended to read as follows:

“SepcrioNn 1. Titles I to VIII, inclusive, of
this Act may be cited as the ‘Public Health
Service Act'.”

AMENDMENT OF TITLES I, II, AND
III OF IMMIGRATION AND NA-
TIONALITY ACT

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, by re-
quest, I introduce, for appropriate ref-
erence, a bill to amend titles I, II, and
III of the Immigration and Nationality
Act, and for other purposes.

The bill would carry out the recom-
mendations for amending our immigra-
tion laws which were made by the
President in his budget message to the
Congress on January 19, 1959.

It is substantially the same as the
administration’s bill, introduced in the
85th Congress, by former Senator Wat-
kins of Utah and cosponsored by sev-
eral other Senators, with the exception
that certain provisions which were in-
corporated in the act of September 11,
1957, have been eliminated.

The measure is discussed in detail in
the explanation and section-by-section
analysis which I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REecorp.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred; and, without objection, the
explanation and  section-by-section
analysis will be printed in the Recorb.

The bill (S. 2178) to amend titles I,
IT, and III of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act, and for other purposes,
was received, read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

The explanation and section-by-sec-
tion analysis presented by Mr. DIRKSEN
are as follows:

EXPLANATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE Pro-
VISIONS OF THE Biun “To AMEND Trrres I,
II, anp III oF THE IMMIGRATION AND Na-
TIONALITY ACT, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES™

SECTIONS 1, 2, AND 3

These sections of the bill would provide
moderate revisions in the quota system.
The system would be brought up to date.
Equitable distribution of additional gquotas
would be provided. Four regional guota
pools would be established to which unused
quota numbers would be assigned. Mort-
gages on guotas would be elilminated. New
political entities would be protected against
decreases in quota. The ceiling of 2,000 on
the quotas within the Asia-Pacific triangle
would be removed.

Under the existing law the annual quota
of 154,657 is computed by taking one-sixth
of 1 percent of the white population in 1920,
less Western Hemisphere immigrants and

their descendants. If the total population
in 1920 had been used for this somputa=

tion, the quota figure would have consti-
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tuted one-seventh of 1 percent. The bill
applies the latter percentage to the 1950
total population of the United States as
defined in the act. The result is an annual
quota of 219,461, or an increase of 64,804,

Under the bill the existing quota of 154,-
657 would continue to be allocated as at
present, but the present maximum sub-
quota allocation of 100 to each colony would
be raised to 200. With respect to the alloca-
tlon of the quota over and above 154,657
the legislation would provide for an increase
in the guota for each minimum quota area.
This increase would be from the present 100
to 200. With respect to the allocation of
the remainder of the increase in the quota
sputhorization the bill would provide an
important new feature designed to recog-
nize actual immigration since the quota act
of 1924, This would be accomplished by
providing for the distribution of the re-
mainder of the increase in the total quota,
to the several quota areas so that there will
be assigned to each quota area that pro-
portion which the immigration to the
United States since July 1, 1924, and up to
July 1, 1955, from that area bears to the
total immigration from all guota areas.

Another significant change proposed is to
provide for utilization of unused quota num-
bers. Under existing law failure to use in the
year all of the quota allocated to a particular
area results in its being wiped out. It is not
carried forward into the next year. The bill
would establish a separate quota pool for
each of four regions, Europe, Asia, Africa, and
Oceania, as described in the proposal, to
which the unused quota numbers of the
respective regions would be assigned for re-
distribution. Quota numbers thus assigned
would be available for use only during the
pericd of 1 year following their assignment.
Buch gquota numbers would be made available
only for allocation within the respective
regions and only to qualified immigrants
eligible for a preference status under para-
graphs (1), (2), (3), and (4) of section
203(a) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act

The bill further proposes to delete entirely
the ceiling of 2,000 imposed on the minimum
quotas within the Asia-Pacific triangle. The
law now provides that any increase in the
number of minimum quota areas above 20
shall result in a proportionate decrease in
each minimum quota so that the sum total
of all minimum quotas within the Asia-
Pacific triangle shall not exceed 2,000. As
20 minimum quatas of 100 each have already
been established within the Asia-Pacific tri-
angle, the creation of any additional mini-
mum quotas within the triangle would re-
quire a proportionate reduction in the quota
of each of these 20 countries. The proposed
amendment, by removing the ceiling, would
prevent such erosion of the minimum quotas
within the triangle,

Looking ahead to probable political
changes in the administrative arrangements
of several areas, including the West Indies
Federation, the bill would also assure to such
a new political entity an immigration quota
of not less than the total of subquotas or
minimum quotas now comprising the area.
Upon the recent merger of Syria and Egypt,
each of which countries had a minimum
quota of 100, the new quota for the larger
quota area was reduced to 100 per year. The
proposed amendment would prevent such a
result,

The bill also would incorporate into the
basic statute the provisions of Public Law
85-316 which removed the mortgages im-
posed on the annual quotas.

SECTIONS 4, 5,AND 6

These provisions of the bill would revise
and clarify existing parole authority cover-
ing the emergency admission of aliens into
the United States. Also, procedures would
be provided under which a designated num-
ber of aliens who have been paroled into
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the United States might adjust thelr im-
migration status to that of a lawful perma-
nent resident. Aliens paroled into the
United States and who are presently here
in an indefinite status include aliens ad-
mitted for emergency reasons or for reasons
of public interest.

Section 4 grants the President power to
authorize the parole by the Attorney General
into the United States of refugees selected
by the Secretary of State. Refugees are
defined in the bill to include (1) persons
who have been forced to flee from Com-
munist territory or from a country in the
Middle East because of persecution or fear
of persecution based on race, religion, or
political opinion, or (2) vietims of war,
political upheaval, or natural calamity who
are unable to return to their former homes.
The number of refugees who could be pa-
roled annually may not, under the proposal,
exceed the average number of aliens who
have been permitted to come to the United
States each year since June 25, 1948, by spe-
cial acts of Congress (approximately 68,000).
Parole would be granted by Presidentlal
proclamation to refugees living in non-
Communist countries. The Attorney Gen-
eral would be authorized, in the absence of
such proclamation, to parole annually not
more than 10,000 such refugees.

Section 5 sets up a procedure whereby the
immigration status of parolees may be ad-
justed to that of a lawful permanent resident.
The Attorney General could grant such ad-
justment of status in his discretion after
the alien has been in the United States for
2 years and if the applicant is of good char-
acter and if the adjustment would not be
contrary to the national interest. A report
of the Attorney General’s action if favorable
would be submitted to the Congress. Un-
less the Congress disapproved, the alien’s
entry would be recorded as of the date of the
alien’s last arrival in the United States. If
the Congress did not approve the admin-
istrative action, the Attorney General is to
require the departure of the alien from the
United States.

Section 6 provides that the number of
aliens whose status may be adjusted under
section 5 shall not exceed in any fiscal year
the average number of aliens authorized
to be admitted to the United States for
permanent residence each fiscal year between
June 25, 1948, and July 1, 1957, by any spe-
cial public acts of Congress enacted during
that period.

SECTIONS 7, 8, 9, AND 10

These sections of the bill would provide
the necessary administrative authority to
take care of hardship cases. The purpose
of these provisions is to reduce the need
for private immigration legislation which
over the years has grown to staggering pro-
portions, The President and Congress would
thus be relieved of unnecessary and in-
tolerable burdens in this field. A more suit-
able means would be provided for the con-
sideration of applications for relief and a
basis would be established for the uniform
treatment of all cases.

Sectlon T of the bill would vest in the
Attorney General discretionary power to ad-
mit to the United States aliens with close
relatives in this country, regardless of a
technical statutory ground of inadmissibil-
ity. The same benefits are made available
to war veterans and to functionaries of
religious organizations. However, the bill
provides that no relief shall be accorded
aliens whose presence here would be dan-
gerous to the safety and security of the
United States. Similarly, section 8 of the
bill vests discretionary authority in the At-
torney General to withhold institution of
deportation proceedings, to cancel such pro=-
ceedings if instituted, and to adjust the sta-
tus of deportable aliens to that of perma-
nent residents. This discretionary power to
grant relief is likewise limited to aliens
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who have close relatives in this country, war
veterans and religious functionaries.

It is further provided that there shall be
an annual ceiling of 5,000 on all cases in
which the Attorney General may exercise
the authority provided by sections 7 and 8,
and that in each case there shall be an
appropriate charge against the quota.

SECTION 11

Existing law requires that certain aliens
who have been excluded or deported from
the United States may not reapply for ad-
mission unless the Attorney General first
grants permission to do so. This is an un-
necessary and expensive complication in our
immigration procedures and should be elimi=-
nated since there are now ample safeguards
in the law against the readmission of unqual-
ified aliens. Particularly is this true when
consideration is given to the documentary
requirements in the statute which contem-
plate a preliminary screening by a consular
officer before the alien receives a travel docu=-
ment. Allled provisions in the statute re-
quire prosecution of aliens who have re=-
turned to this country without having
obtalned the necessary permission from the
Attorney General. This section of the bill
would provide for repeal of these require-
ments.

SECTION 12

The act contains provisions permitting the
Attorney General and the Secretary of State
to walve the requirement of travel docu=-
ments in certain instances on behalf of non-
immigrant allens. The exercise of this
power in individual emergency cases is now
limited to those which are “unforeseen.” The
quoted word is unnecessarily restrictive and
should be eliminated. The provisions of
this sectlon of the bill would effect this
desirable change.

BECTION 13

This section codifies into section 212(d)
{(7) of the basic Immigration and Nation-
ality Act the effect of the recent statutes,
Public Law 85-508, granting statehood to
Alaska, and Public Law 86-3, granting state-
hood to Hawaii.

SECTION 14

In prescribing the procedures for the con-
duct of hearings before special inquiry offi-
cers of the Immigration and Naturalization
Service, to determine eligibility of persons
to enter the United States (so-called ex-
clusion hearings), existing law provides that
such hearings shall be conducted by a spe-
cial inquiry officer. The law does not spe-
cifically provide for the assignment of an
additional officer to present evidence at such
hearings. In regard to deportation proceed-
ings the existing statute provides for the
assignment of an additional officer to pre-
sent the Government's case. In order to
remove any doubt as to the authority of
the Attorney General to assign an additional
officer to perform the prosecutive functions
in exclusion cases, in his discretion, where he
deems such procedure to be desirable in par-
ticular cases, express statutory authority
should be provided. This section of the
bill would remove any doubt as to the
authority of the Attorney General to make
such assignments of examining officers in
exclusion cases.

SECTION 15

There has been a tremendous increase in
air and surface travel throughout the world
and many aliens traveling from one foreign
country to another find it necessary to pass
through the United States. Under contracts
authorized to be entered into between the
Attorney General and operators of transpor-
tation lines such aliens may be exempted
from certain documentary requirements of
the Immigration and Nationality Act. How=
ever, they must undergo the examination
and inspection required of aliens generally,
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resulting in some instances in their exclusion
or deportation. The enforcement of this re-
quirement has resulted in severe hardship as
well as loss of good will and unnecessary ex-
pense to both the Government and the op-
erators of transportation lines where the
aliens would otherwise pass through this
country in direct transit. To alleviate this
unfortunate situation authority should be
vested in the Attorney General to dispense
in his discretion with this requirement in
individual cases. Section 15 of the bill
would accomplish this purpose. The guar-
antees entered into by the Attorney General
with the allens and the operators of trans-
portation lines, it is believed, would provide
ample safeguards.

SECTION 18

This section would provide that deporta-
tion proceedings may be instituted otherwise
than by a warrant of arrest. Under a prac-
tice of long standing, deportation proceed-
ings have been instituted by a physical arrest
of the respondent. Such action has been
regarded on occaslons as being unduly harsh,
particularly when the alien is a child of
tender years, or is of advanced age, or for
some other reason is not likely to abscond.
Although section 242(b) of the present law
prescribes the deportation hearing procedure,
it does not specify the manner in which such
proceedings must be initiated, The Depart-
ment of Justice has recently adopted the
practice of commencing a deportation pro-
ceeding with an order to show cause, reserv-
ing a physical arrest for those cases in which
custody and detention of the allen is re-
garded as necessary in the public interest or
safety. While this procedure is regarded as
being entirely within the contemplation of
the law, enactment of this section would af-
ford an unmistakable statutory sanction for
this less drastic procedure.

SECTION 17

This section would liberalize those pro-
visions of existing law granting special nat-
uralization benefits to alien members of the
Armed Forces and to certain allen veterans,
and would consolidate and codify a number
of related statutes. Existing law grants spe-
cial benefits in this regard to aliens who
have completed at least 3 years’ peacetime
honorable service in the U.S. Armed Forces.
The advantages of the law however, are avall-
able only to those who were lawfully ad-
mitted to the United States for permanent
residence. These requirements have the ef-
fect of denying benefits to many worthy
soldiers who, because of oversubscribed
quotas, or other reasons, are unable to ob-
tain an immigration visa, and to those who,
because of service connected disabilities,
have been honorably discharged before com-
pleting the required 3 years' service., The
proposed amendment would eliminate the
requirement of lawful admission for perma-
nent residence and would extend the bene-
fits to those who were prevented from com-
pleting the necessary 3 years' service because
of disabilities received while serving. In re-
cent years the Congress has enacted a num-
ber of statutes providing speclal naturaliza-
tion benefits for members of the Armed
Forces. Separate statutes were enacted ex-
tending these special benefits to persons who
served honorably in the Armed Forces dur-
ing the Spanish-American War, during
World War I, durlng World War II, and
during the Korean conflict. This section
would consolidate these separately enacted
statutes and would make uniform the con-
dition for naturalization although based
upon service during different conflicts in
which the United States may have been in-
volved. Proper safeguards are contained in
the proposal to limit the advantages of this
new legislation to those who served in an
active duty status, and were honorably dis-
charged,
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SECTION 18

(a) Under section 316 of the Immigration
and Nationality Act, certain allens who are
employed by the U.S. Government or certain
American firms or institutions, etc., may go
abroad in the course of their employment
without losing the residence prerequisites for
naturalization. However, no provision is
made for their alien spouses or children who
wish to go abroad with them, but likewise
desire to avold endangering their eligibility
for naturalization because of interruption of
their U.S. residence. This causes unneces-
sary separation of families. It is believed
that that if an allen employee of the Govern-
ment or of an American firm may receive the
benefit of retaining his eligibility for natu-
ralization because of the advantage to our
national interest derived from his employ-
ment abroad, he should be permitted to
bring with him his alien wife and chil-
dren and they should be entitled to the
same benefits. A similar provision, in re-
spect to spouses, was contained in a former
naturalization law (Act of June 29, 1938, 52
Stat. 1247). This proposal would benefit
employees of the State Department and other
governmental agencies as well as persons
statloned abroad while serving in the Armed
Forces. With respect to children, it is
deemed appropriate that the benefits should
be limited to the period before the child
reaches the age of 23 years or it is married.
This will result in the receipt of benefits only
by those children whose sole purpose in being
abroad is to remain in the household of their
parent, who leaves the United States hecause
of his employment.

(b) Under existing law a petition for
naturalization must be filed in a naturaliza-
tion court having jurisdiction over the peti-
tioner’s residence. This places an undue
hardship upon many aliens now being in-
ducted into the Armed Forces for military
training. Although they are fully eligible
for mnaturalization, having completed the
necessary five years residence in the United
States, ete., they find that thelr military
obligations frequently cause them to be sta-
tioned in the United States far away from
the State where they have their residence.
In view of the obligations placed upon them
by the Government, it appears equitable that
persons actually serving in the Armed Forces
of the United States should, while so serving,
be exempt from the ordinary requirements
as to place of filing a petition for naturaliza-
tion. This proposal would accomplish that
purpose by exempting persons in the Armed
Forces from the requirement contained in
section 310(a) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act as to the location of the
naturalization court in which a petition for
naturalization must be filed.

(c) Under section 316(a) of the present
act a petitioner for naturalization under the
general provisions of the law must establish
6 months continuous residence in a particu-
lar State immediately preceding the filing of
his petition. For the same reasons as are
given above in respect to (b), this require-
ment also places an excessive burden upon
aliens now being inducted into the Armed
Forces. Their military service makes it im-
possible for them to remain in any particular
State for as long as 6 months in order to meet
the general requirements applicable to other
petitioners for naturalization, causing delay
in their acquiring citizenship. In view of
their military obligations, such persons,
while actually serving, should be exempted
from the ordinary requirement as to the 6
months’ residence in a particular State at the
time of filing a petition for naturalization.
‘This proposal would accomplish that purpose
by exempting them from that requirement
contained in section 316(a) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act.

June 15

SECTION 19

Section 202 of the act deals with the de-
termination of quotas to which immigrants
shall be chargeable. This section would re-
vise section 202 so as to grant an Asian spouse
the benefit of the quota of an accompanying
spouse, and permit the Asian spouse of a
native of a Western Hemisphere country to
be classified as a nonguota immigrant if ac-
companying, or following to join, such
spouse.

SECTION 20

Section 203 of the act established the bases
upon which immigration visas shall be allo-
cated within the quotas. This section of the
bill would carry forward the provisions of
section 3 of Public Law 85-316 which ac-
corded first preference status to spouses and
children following to join as well as accom-
panying the spouse or parent who received
first preference status by virtue of his
special skills and abllities under section
203(a) (1) (A). In addition, the gquota allo-
cations would be revised by giving the fourth
preference category, that is, brothers, sisters,
sons, and daughters of citizens, a fixed 10
percent of the quota, in lieu of the present
percentage of an undetermined leftover
amount of quota numbers which the present
statute permits. This change is regarded as
desirable to make this preference a reality.
Section 203(a)(2) of the act provides that
parents of an American citizen are entitled
to second preference quota status only if the
petitioning citizen is at least 21 years of age.
Subsection (a)(4), which affords fourth
preference status to brothers, sisters, sons,
and daughters of citizens, does not limit that
preference status to such kin of citizens who
are at least 21 years of age. This section
would amend section 203(a) (4) so as to limit
its operation to those cases in which the
petitioning citizen is likewise at least 21
years of age. It would also amend the sec-
tlon so as to accord the same preference
quota status to the spouse and child of such
a brother, sister, son, or daughter of a citi-
zen, if such spouse or child is accompanying
or following to join the relative.

SECTION 21

The present act permits the Secretary of
State to determine the amount of nonimmi-
grant visa fees on the basis of reciprocity.
This section of the bill would vest the Secre-
tary with a desirable discretion to deviate
from this rule when politically or otherwise
necessary in the national interest. It would
also clarify the present statute with respect
to the manner of computing the amount of
such visa fees.

SECTION 22

Section 212(a) (9) of the act specifies the
classes of aliens who shall be excluded from
the United States because of criminal in-
volvement. This sectlion would amend sec-
tion 212(a) (9) so as to clarify and incorpo-
rate within the basic act the pertinent pro-
visions of section 4 of Public Law 770, 83d
Congress, 68 Stat, 1145, which in effect, but
not in form, modified section 212(a)(9) of
the Immigration and Nationality Act with
respect to aliens who have been convicted of
or have admitted the commission of petty
offenses.

SECTION 23

Section 221(f) of the act provides in part
that an alien crewman may be admitted to
the United States if his name appears on a
crew list visaed by a consular officer, “until
such time as it becomes practicable to issue
individual documents.” The quoted require-
ment for individual documents has proved
to be most difficult of achievement and un-
duly burdensome. This section would de-
lete the quoted matter, thus eliminating the
requirement that all alien crewmen eventual-
1y must be in possession of individual visas.
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SECTION 24

Section 222 of the act prescribes the con-
tents of a visa application. Subsection (a)
deals with applications for immigrant visas
and subsection (c) deals with nonimmigrant
visas. Both require information as to race
and ethnic classification. This section would
eliminate this requirement since the terms
are not susceptible of definition and have
served no useful purpose in the administra-
tlon of the Immigration and Nationality Act.

SECTIONS 25 AND 26

Section 352 of the act sets forth circum-
stances under which naturalized citizens
shall lose their citizenship by virtue of resi-
dence abroad. Sections 353 and 354 enum-
erate categories of persons to which section
352 shall not apply. Sections 25 and 26,
respectively, of the accompanying bill, would
‘extend to veterans of World War I and II or
of the Korean conflict and to their spouses,
children, and dependent parents, broader
foreign residence privileges. The amend-
ments would extend (1) to veterans of
World War II, retroactively, the provisions of
section 406(h) of the 1940 act; and (2)
restore to veterans of World War I that

of the provislons of sectlon 406(h)
of the 1940 act which permitted World
‘War I veterans to reside in the country of
nativitly or former nationality. The pro-
viso to the proposed amendment contained
in section 25 is designed to make clear what
is thought to be the intent of Congress
that the spouse, children, and dependent
parents of such a veteran shall enjoy the
same foreign residence privileges as does
the veteran.

SECTION 27

Section 223 of the act relates to reentry
permits. Subsection (b) authorizes the
Attorney General to issue reentiry permits
under certain circumstances, However, such
permits shall be valid for not more than
1 year from the date of issuance and may
be extended for periods aggregating not
more than 1 year. This has resulted in
hardships to certain allen spouses and chil-
dren of servicemen stationed abroad for
extended tours of duty. This section would
add a proviso to the subsection to provide
that “the Attorney General may in his dis-
cretion extend the validity of the permit of
& spouse or child of a member of the Armed
Forces of the United States stationed abroad
pursuant to official orders for such period
or periods as the Attorney General shall
deem appropriate.”

SECTIONS 28 AND 29

Under the several methods of review avail-
able to them aliens clearly deportable, in-
cluding many in the criminal classes, have
been able to delay unduly their expulsion
from this country. The purpose of these sec-
tions of the bill is to prevent the abuse of
judicial process through the establishment
of review procedures having uniformity, pro-
viding orderly venue and permitting the ex-
peditious handling of such matters.

Historically, an order for the deportation
of an alien could be challenged in the courts
solely by habeas corpus proceedings, which
were available to the alien only after he had
been taken into custody pursuant to the
order of deportation. In recent years, it has
become possible, as a result of judicial de-
cision, for aliens to obtain judicial review
of an order of deportation upon its issuance.
An equally divided Supreme Court on Janu-
ary 11, 1854, afirmed per curiam a holding
that deportation orders issued under the
Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952 are
reviewable in actions for declaratory judg-
ment as well as by habeas corps. Brownell v.
Rubinstein (346 U.S. 929 (1854)). Also,ina
recent decision the Supreme Court held that
deportation orders entered under the Immi-
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gration and Nationality Act of 1952 can be
Jjudicially reviewed in actions for declaratory
and injunctive relief under section 10 of the
Administrative Procedure Act. Shaughnessy
v. Pedreiro (349 U.S. 48 (1955)).

These several methods of review lack uni-
formity and are deficient with respect to
such important incidents as the need for
expedition, orderly venue and the avoidance
of repetitious court proceedings. Leglsla-
tion is necessary to resolve these problems
effectively. It is believed also that such leg-
islation should include a single statutory
method of review specifically applicable to
aliens subject to orders of deportation but
who are not in custody pursuant to such
orders.

Section 28 of the proposal would amend
the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952
(66 Stat. 163; 8 U.S.C. 1101), by adding to
title II a new section 293. Paragraph (1) of
subsection (a) of the new section would per-
mit an alien in custody pursuant to an or-
der of deportation to obtain judicial review
of the order solely by means of habeas corpus.
With respect to an alien not in custody but
who is subject to an order of deportation
issued after December 23, 19562, the proposal
would provide a special single statutory
method of review initiated by the filing of
a petition for review in the appropriate U.S,
district court.

Paragraph (1) of subsection (a) would
further provide that deportation orders
shall not be subject to judicial review except
as provided in the bill, “Notwithstanding the
provisions of the Administrative Procedure
Act or any other law, including section
405(a) of this act.” The purpose of this
language is to insure that the specific pro-
visions of the bill will not be overridden by
the general provisions of existing law, It
would also provide that a deportation order
shall not be reviewed by the courts if the
alien has not exhausted the administrative
remedies for review available to him.

Paragraph (2) of subsection (a) would
provide that “a petition for review may he
filed not later than 6 months from the date
of the deportation order or from the date
of the enactment of this subsection, which-
ever is the later, except that no such peti-
tion or a petition for habeas corpus to re-
view the validity of the order may be filed
by an allen during the pendency of a crimi-
nal proceeding against such alien for vio-
lation of subsections (d) or (e) of section
242 of this act.” This time limitation is im-
portant. It is proposed for two reasons:
By placing pressure upon aliens subject to
deportation to obtain judicial review within
a reasonable period of time (or undergo the
inconvenience of being taken into custody
in order to obtain review in habeas corpus
proceedings) it is hoped to facilitate the

ess of removing deportable aliens by
reducing the number of last minute judi-
cial proceedings. A further reason for the
proposed change stems from section 242(e)
of the act which imposes criminal liability
upon an allen, in the criminal, subversive or
immoral classes “who shall willfully fail or
refuse to depart from the United States
within a period of 6 months from the date of
the final order of deportation under admin-
istrative process, or, if judicial review is had,
then from the date of the final order of the
court * * * whichever is the later.”

Paragraph (2) of subsection (a) also deals
with the problem of repetitious review pro-
ceedings by providing that “No petition for
review or for habeas corpus shall be enter-
tained if the validity of the deportation order
has been previously determined in any eivil
or criminal proceeding, unless the petition
presents grounds which the court finds could
not have been presented in such prior pro-
ceeding or the court finds that the remedy
provided by such prior proceeding was in-
adequate or ineffective to test the validity
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of the order.” This provision is designed fo
insure that an alien shall have only one
judicial review of a deportation order, ex-
cept in wunusual circumstances, Cf. 28
U.8.C. 22556 and United States v. Hayman,
342 U.B. 205, which would seem to remove
all doubt as to the validity of such a provi-
sion.

Occasionally, an alien subject to an order
of deportation, and for whom the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service has arranged
passage on a ship or a plane, will file a
petition for a writ of habeas corpus and,
when the ship or plane has departed will
withdraw the petition. Paragraph (2) of
subsection (a) would prevent such abuse of
legal process by providing that no petition
for review or for habeas corpus may be with-
drawn without the consent of the Govern-
ment and of the court in which it is filed.

Paragraph (3) of subsection (a) would
provide that the Immigration and Natural-
ization Service shall be the named respond-
ent in a review proceeding under the pro-
posed bill. If the Service rather than a
named official is designated as respondent,
there will be avoided the frustrating issues
of abatement and substitution which occur
when a named respondent official is replaced
by another. It would further provide that
a petition for review of a deportation order
shall be filed in the judicial district in which
the administrative deportation proceeding
was conducted. Venue has been defined in
these terms rather than in relation to the
alien’s residence because a recently arrived
alien often will not have a residence in the
usual sense in any district, Alternative
venue in the District of Columbia has been
purposely omitted in order to eliminate the
possibility of an undue concentration of
cases in that district. Moreover, the present
concentration of deportation review proceed-
ings in the District Court for the District
of Columbia would be diluted by the pro-
vision in paragraph (1) of subsection (a)
that cases pending, unheard In any district
court on the date of the enactment of the
bill, shall be transferred for determination
to the district court having jurisdiction to
entertain a petition for review. The further
provision of paragraph (1) of subsection (a)
that a deportation order shall not be sub=-
ject to judicial review if the alien has de-
parted from the United States after the issu-
ance of the deportation order, is intended
to prevent an alien who has already been
deported, perhaps many years ago, from chal-
lenging in the court the order for his depor-
tation.

Paragraph (3) of subsection (a) also would
provide for the service of a copy of the peti-
tion for review upon certain designated offi-
cials and would provide that such service
would ordinarily stay the deportation of an
alien pending determination of the petition,
unless the court otherwise directs. Also, in
view of the calendar congestion in some dis-
trict courts, paragraph (3) of subsection (a)
would provide for expedition of review pro-
ceedings by stating that “the hearing and
disposition of a petition for review shall be
expedited in the same manner as is required
in habeas corpus proceedings.” See 28 US.C.
2243. This provision recognizes that while
every alien is entitled to his day in court, the
national interest requires that such cases
should be determined promptly.

Paragraph (3) of subsection (a) also would
provide that the administrative findings of
fact in deportation cases shall be conclusive
if supported by reasonable, substantial, and
probative evidence on the record considered
as a whole. This is essentlally the eviden-
tiary standard contained in section 10(e) of
the National Labor Relations Act, as
amended.

Paragraph (4) of subsection (a) would
provide that claims of American nationality
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raised in resisting deportation shall be pre-
sented to the courts only in review proceed-
ings under this proposal or in habeas corpus
proceedings, and that such claims shall not
be determined by the courts in any other
way, as in proceedings under section 360 of
the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952.
The purpose of this provision is to force into
a single judicial proceedings all of the issues
ralsed in a deportation proceeding, rather
than to permit a claim of citizenship to he
raised separately, perhaps for purposes of
delay.

Paragraph (5) of subsection (a) would
provide that in criminal prosecutions under
subsections (d) or (e) of section 242 of the
Immigration and Nationality Act the
validity of deportation orders may be chal-
lenged only by a motion before trial, such
motion to be determined by the court with-
out a jury and upon the administrative
record, rather than in a judicial trial de
novo. (See Cox v. United States, 332 U.S.
442 under the Selective Tralning and Serv-
ice Act.) This motion remedy would be
made exclusive. Thus, the motion having
been determined by the judge before
jeopardy attached, the Government may
properly be given a right to appeal from a
determination that the deporation order
underlying the criminal proceeding is in-
valid.

Paragraph (6) of subsection (a) would
specifically provide that the mere avail-
ability of judicial review as distinguished
from the actual commencement of review
proceedings, will not require the Attorney
General to refrain from deporting an alien
or release an alien from compliance with
the surveillance and departure requirements
of subsections {(d) and (e) of section 242
of the Immigration and Nationality Act. It
would further provide that nothing in the
proposed bill shall interfere with the Attor-
ney General’s present authority under sub-
sectlon (¢) of section 242 to detain an
allen,

Until recently it was thought that an
order excluding an alien from admission to
the United States could be reviewed in the
courts only by habeas corpus. However, the
U.S. Supreme Court held on December 17,
1956, in Brownell v. Tom We Shung, that
such orders may be judicially reviewed in
actions for declaratory judgments as well as
in habeas corpus. It is believed that since
an alien who has been excluded is ordi-
narily held in custody habeas corpus pro-
vides a wholly adequate remedy for the
judicial review of exclusion orders, and ac-
cordingly subsect:>n (b) of the proposed
section 293 provides that habeas corpus
shall be the exclusive method for judiclal
review of such orders.

SECTION 30

Sectlon 6 of the act of September 11, 1957
which authorizes the admission of certain
immigrants notwithstanding their affliction
with tuberculosis will expire on June 30,
1959. The proposed amendment would pre-
serve this authority on a continuing basis
subject to such safeguards as the Attorney
General may impose after consultation with
the Surgeon General of the U.S. Public
Health Service.

SECTION 31

This section repeals those provisions of
existing law relating to naturalization of
soldiers and veterans, made necessary by the
restatement and codification of that natural-
ization law as contained in this bill,

AMENDMENT OF UNITED STATES
CODE, RELATING TO PROCEED-
INGS IN FORMA PAUPERIS
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, by re-

quest, I introduce, for appropriate re-

ference, a bill to amend section 1915(a)

of title 28, United States Code, which
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section relates to proceedings in courts
of the United States without prepayment
of fees, costs, or security under certain
circumstances.

Specifically, section 1915(a) provides
that any court of the United States may
authorize the commencement, prosecu-
tion, or defense of eivil or criminal litiga-
tion, including appeals, without prepay-
ment of fees, costs, or security by a
citizen who makes affidavit that he is un-
able to pay such costs or give security
therefor.

It is the view of the Department of
Justice that it would be consonant with
the ideals and policies of the United
States to afford indigent aliens the same
privileges of proceeding in forma pau-
peris as is now afforded citizens.

This legislative proposal would ac-
complish this desirable result by chang-
ing the word “citizen” to “person.”

The Bureau of the Budget has advised
that there is no objection to the sub-
mission of this recommendation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred.

The bill (S. 2179) to amend section
1915 of title 28, United States Code, re-
lating to proceedings in forma pauperis,
introduced by Mr. DIrRKSEN, by request,
was received, read twice by its title, and
rt_aferred to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

MINERAL LEASING ACT AMEND-
MENTS OF 1959

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
introduce, for appropriate reference, a
bill to amend the Mineral Leasing
Act by providing a new measure, to be
called Mineral Leasing Act Amendments
of 1959.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the bill will be received
and appropriately referred.

The bill (S. 2181) to amend the Min-
eral Leasing Act of February 25, 1920,
introduced by Mr. O’MaHONEY, was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr, President, the
recent filing by the Department of the
Interior of several contests alleging vio-
lations of the limitations on the amount
of land any person may hold by way of
oil or gas leases or options on the
public lands has caused confusion
amounting almost to chaos in the ex-
ploration and production of oil and gas
in the public land States.

The Secretary of the Interior is, of
course, right in taking vigorous action
to prevent violations of the law, whether
committed by fraud or by mistake. The
disposition of such cases, however, in
administrative and court hearings, re-
quiring, as will be inevitable, months if
not years to accomplish, will threaten a
severe public loss, for the public land
States and their school districts, as well
as the Federal Government itself, derive
substantial revenues from the royalties
paid for production on public lands.

BILL WILL CLARIFY MINERAL LEASING ACT

I am, therefore, introducing a bill to-
day which is designed to clarify the law,
to remove roadblocks to the continued
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development of oil and gas lands, to fa~
cilitate the handling of contests by the
Department of the Interior, to provide
for the relief of persons who, though
involved as defendants in the pending
contests, are in fact innocent of viola-
tions, and at the same time to punish
law violators who have knowingly sought
to hold more land than Congress in-
tended.

PROCEEDINGS AGAINST ALLEGED VIOLATORS FILED

Three contests have been filed by the
Department of the Interior in the Fed-
eral land offices at Billings and Cheyenne
involving more than 200 parties—some
of them individuals, some of them cor-
porations, lease brokers, and operating
oil and gas companies—are all involved.
It is alleged that the defendant appli-
cants have failed to declare their hold-
ings as required by the law, that some of
the applicants were dummies acting for
others and thus knowingly participated
in an effort to evade the law.

The contests were filed in the local
land offices, but defendants have con-
tended that any proceedings leading to
cancellation or forfeiture should be filed
in the courts. In these circumstances,
the determination by the courts of the
proper procedure, the taking of deposi-
tions, the holding of hearings in the land
offices, and the trial of cases in the courts
might easily continue for several years
before final determination. It thus
seems necessary, in the interest of all
concerned, to clarify the law so that the
pending cases may be concluded as
speedily as possible and future viola-
tions prevented.

BILL WOULD PROTECT INNOCENT LEASEHOLDERS
AND STRENGTHEN ACREAGE LIMITATION =

The act I propose will be cited as the
Mineral Leasing Act Amendments of
1959. The provisions of the present law
which need clarification are contained
in sections 17 and 27. These sections,
therefore, have been rewritten to pre-
serve as much as possible of the present
language while making changes to pro-
duce the desired results,

The main proposals are as follows:

First. To make the primary term of
all oil and gas leases 10 years and so long
thereafter as oil or gas is produced in
paying quantities.

Second. To provide that no person, as-
sociation, or corporation shall hold more
than 246,080 acres in any one State by
option or lease except in the States of
Alaska or Hawaii.

Third. To provide that no option for
an oil or gas lease shall extend for more
than 3 years without the prior approval
of the Secretary, that no person, associa-
tion or corporation shall hold any such
option at any one time on more than
200,000 acres of land in any one State
except Alaska and Hawaii, and that, un-
til exercised all options shall be charged
to both parties.

Fourth. To require the filing in the
local land offices of notice showing the
number of acres under option, the names
of all parties and their interests and ob-
ligations.

Fifth, To provide that violations may
be proceeded against by the Secretary
in administrative proceedings but that
in the event the Secretary has reason to
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believe that fraud has been committed,
he may request the Attorney General to
institute proceedings in the U.S. district
court. -

Sixth. To authorize the court if fraud
is found to declare the violator ineligible
thereafter, either permanently or for a
lesser period, to hold any lease or other
interest in land under the provisions of
this act.

Seventh. To give to any party to a
contest the right to have the proceedings
against him dismissed upon the show-
ing that he acquired his interest in good
faith without violation of the law, and

Eighth. Finally, that any person who
has been found in any of these proceed-
ings not to have violated the law or to
have been guilty of fraud “shall have the
right to have his interest extended for a
period of time equal to any period during
which development rights were sus-
pended with respect to his interest.”

FIFTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF KENT
STATE UNIVERSITY, OHIO

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
the year 1960 will mark the 50th anni-
versary of the founding of Kent State
University, a State-supported institu-
tion of higher learning in northeastern
Ohio.

This great university has, over the
years, enabled some 90,000 young people
of my State and of other States of the
Union to obtain a higher education
which, by reason of economic conditions
and other factors, they might otherwise
have found it impossible to obtain.

Kent State University has dedicated
itself, to the fullest possible extent, to
the development of our Nation's most
priceless heritage, our human resources.

Mr. President, I submit a concurrent
resolution felicitating and congratulat-
ing Kent State University, of Ohio, on
this outstanding achievement, and ask
that it be appropriately referred.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Moss
in the chair). The concurrent resolution
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred.

The concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 49) was referred to the Committee
on the Judiciary, as follows:

Whereas May 19, 1960, marks the fiftieth
anniversary of the founding of Kent State
University as the State-supported institution
of higher learning in northeastern Ohio; and

Whereas during this half-century Kent
State University has evolved from a normal
school of forty-seven students to a university
of more than seven thousand, offering diverse
programs in education, the arts and sciences,
and business administration on both the
graduate and undergraduate levels; and

Whereas EKent State Unilversity was a
ploneer in the development of extension cen-
ters remote from the central campus, thereby
reaching thousands of students who might
not otherwise have been able to gain ad-
vanced training so necessary to the well-being
of our society and democratic government;
and

Whereas Kent State University has directly
educated nearly ninety thousand of the Na-
tion's youth and has indirectly enriched the
lives of countless thousands more; and

Whereas the university has dedicated itself
to the fullest possible development of our
Nation’s most priceless heritage, our human
resources: Therefore, be 1t
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Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep=-
resentatives concurring), That the Congress
hereby extends its greetings and felicitations
to Kent State University on the occasion
of the fiftieth anniversary of its founding,
and joins with the people of the United
States in expressing its recognition and ap-
preciation of the service which Kent State
University has rendered to the State of Ohio
and to the Nation in making available to
Americans in every walk of life the benefits
of higher education. The Secretary of the
Senate shall prepare a suitable copy of this
resolution and present the same to the presi-
dent of Eent State Unlversity.

CONSOLIDATED FARMERS HOME
ADMINISTRATION ACT OF 1959—
ADDITIONAL COSFONSORS OF
BILL

Under authority of the orders of the
Senate of June 9, and June 12, 1959,
the names of Senators CHAVEZ, YOUNG
of North Dakota, MuUNDT, BENNETT,
LaANGER, BringeEs, LAUSCHE, CARLSON,
GOLDWATER, CasE of South Dakota, BeaLr,
and CapeHART were added as additional
cosponsors of the bill (S. 2144) to sim-
plify, consolidate and improve the au-
thority of the Secretary of Agriculture
with respect to loans to farmers and
ranchers, and for other purposes, intro-
duced by Mr. ALrorT on June 9, 1959,

NATIONAL MINERALS POLICY—AD-
DITIONAL COSPONSORS OF JOINT
RESOLUTION

Under authority of the order of the
Senate of June 9, 1959, the names of
Senators MansFIELD, CHURCH, and CaN-
NOoN were added as additional cosponsors
of the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 107)
expressing the sense of the Congress
with respect to a sound national min-
erals policy, and directing the Secretary
of the Interior to take certain action in
furtherance of such policy, introduced
by Mr. MURRAY on June 9, 1959.

INTERNATIONAL FUBLIC HEALTH
AND MEDICAL RESEARCH YEAR—
ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF
RESOLUTION

Under authority of the order of the
Senate of June 5, 1959, the names of
Senators BARTLETT, CARROLL, CHAVEZ,
CHURCH, DoUuGLAS, ENGLE, GREEN, GRUEN-
ING, HARTKE, HENNINGS, JACKSON, JAVITS,
KENNEDY, LANGER, MANSFIELD, MCCARTHY,
McNamara, Morsg, Moss, MURRAY, MUs-
KIE, NEUBERGER, PROUTY, PROXMIRE, SAL~-
TONSTALL, TALMADGE, WirLrLiams of New
Jersey, YArBorOUGH, and Younc of Ohio
were added as additional cosponsors of
the resolution (8. Res. 129) favoring con-
tinued efforts by all nations to strength-
en cooperation in health and research
activities submitted by Mr. HUMPHREY
on June 5, 1959.

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI-
CLES, ETC., PRINTED IN THE
RECORD
On request, and by unanimous con-

sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc.,
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were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

By Mr. EEATING (for Mr. MARTIN) :
Statement prepared by Senator MARTIN en-
titled “American Fair Play: What's Happen=-
ing to 1t9”
By Mr. NEUBERGER:

Article entitled “John Foster Dulles: A
Profile in Courage,” written by Senator Ken-
wepY, and published in the American Weekly
for June 14, 1959,

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON PRO-
POSED LEGISLATION RELATING
TO SMALL BUSINESS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, as
chairman of the Subcommittee on Small
Business of the Senate Committee on
Banking and Currency, I wish to an-
nounce the commencement of hearings
or: proposed legislation now pending be-
fore that subcommittee. The proposed
legislation consists of the following bills:

S. 1340, introduced by Mr. HUMPHREY,
to provide for disaster loans to small
business concerns which suffer economic
injury due to federally aided highway
construction programs.

5. 1351, introduced by Mr. Bearr, to
authorize assistance under the Small
Business Act of 1953 to certain small
business concerns displaced as a result
of urban renewal activities under the
Housing Act of 1949.

S. 1609, introduced by Mr. Javits, to
provide assistance to small business con-
cerns to facilitate adjustments made
necessary by the foreign trade policy of
the United States, and for other pur-
POSCS.

S. 1666, introduced by Mr. Lancer, for
himself and Mr, Younc of North Dakota,
to amend the Small Business Act of 1953
to include within the definition of a small
business concern certain agricultural
enterprises.

S. 1711, introduced by Mr. Crarg, for
himself and Mr. Javits, to authorize as-
sistance under the Small Business Act to
small business concerns displaced as a
result of urban renewal activities under
the Housing Act of 1949.

S. 1879, introduced by Mr. SALTON-
sTALL, for himself and Mr. SPARKMAN, to
amend the Small Business Act, and for
other purposes.

S. 2032, introduced by Mr. SPARKMAN,
to amend the Small Business Act.

S. 2139, introduced by Mr. SALTON-
sTALL, to amend the Small Business In-
vestment Act of 1958, and for other pur-
poses.

Hearings will begin on Monday, June
22, 1959, with testimony by the Admin-
istrator of the Small Business Admin-
istration, Mr. Wendell B. Barnes, and
will be followed thereafter by testimony
of other witnesses.

All persons who wish to appear and
testify at hearings on these bills are re-
quested to notify Mr. J. H. Yingling,
chief of staff, Committee on Banking
and Currency, room 5300, Senate Office
Building, telephone Capitol 4-3121, ex-
tension 3921, as soon as possible, and in
any event, before the close of business
on June 22, 1959.

Mr. President, the New York Times of
August 17, 1958, described the record of
the 85th Congress on small business
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legislation with this headline: “Small
Business Hits the Jackpot—New Legis-
lation Goes Long Way in Providing Tax
and Financing Relief.”

The press, the small business com-
munity, financial writers, and many pro-
fessional observers were generous in their
praise of the manner in which the 85th
Congress acted to improve the outlook
for the Nation's small business concerns.

One of the principal acts of the Con-
gress was the formulation of the pro-
grams under the Small Business Invest-
ment Act.

Roger Babson’s Washington newslet-
ter characterized this act as follows:

This is a bold step that strikes at the
heart of what is perhaps the biggest prob-
lem facing small business today: lack of
equity capital and difficulty in getting long-
term loans.

This legislation was firmly based upon
a study by the Federal Reserve Board, at
the request of the Senate Committee on
Banking and Currency, which disclosed
that there was a gap in the existing
structure of financial institutions—that
there was no organized source to provide
long-term money to small concerns.

The act provides, first, for long-term
loans and equity-type capital to small
businesses, credit which is not available
through commercial banks; second, long-
term loans to State and local develop-
ment companies; and, third, grants to
State agencies and activities for research
and counseling in the management,
financing, and operation of small busi-
nesses.

The program is administered by the
Small Business Administration under an
appropriation made this year of $50
million, to be supplemented by further
appropriations in the years ahead of up
to $200 million.

The principal feature of the act con-
templates the formation of new private
financial institutions to function as
small business investment companies.
These companies must receive SBA ap-
proval, or licensing, in order to operate
under the act. They are also subject to
examination. Their licenses depend
upon the need for the type of financing
they will provide in the proposed area of
operation, and such other factors as the
character and ability of the proposed
management.

Each company must have an initial
paid-in capital and surplus of at least
$300,000. However, the SBA is author-
ized to lend them up to $150,000, which
amount can be considered as part of the
required initial capital. In addition to
this initial eapital, small business invest-
ment companies may borrow funds.
SBA can lend an additional amount of
up to 50 percent of their capital and
surplus. Small business investment
companies may supply funds to small
businesses in two basic ways: First, by
the purchase of debenture bonds con-
vertible into stock of the borrowers at
the option of the investment company;
and second by long-term loans.

In separate legislation, Congress also
gave these companies certain tax bene-
fits. It provided that investors in the
companies may treat losses in such com-
panies as ordinary deductions from ‘n-
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come, rather than as offsets against cap-
ital gains. The companies themselves
may treat their losses on convertible
debentures or stock of small business
concerns in the same way, that is, as an
ordinary deduction. The investment
companies are also entitled to a 100 per-
cent deduction on dividends received on
an investment in a small business con-
cern.

For the past few years, State and local
development corporations have been or-
ganized and financed by public spirited
citizens interested in the industrializa-
tion and diversification of their State
and local economies. However, the com-~
mittees of the Congress who have been
watching these developments, and the
studies which have been made by the
various Federal agencies concerned, have
shown that their sources of capital were
drying up, and that the progress which
they had been making in recent years in
local development was in danger of com-
ing to a halt. Therefore, the Small
Business Investment Act of 1958 pro-
vided for loans to these companies which
funds, in turn, may be loaned to small
Lusiness borrowers.

Let me emphasize that both of the
features of this act which I have dis-
cussed place emphasis on private man-
agement of the organizations and local
control over the use of the funds pro-
vided.

Another feature of this act which holds
out hope of great benefits to small busi-
ness is the provision for grants to State
agencies and to colleges and universities
for research and counseling in business
finance and management. It was
pointed out in studies which led up to
enactment of this bill that often a small
business enterprise is created by a per-
son or a group of persons who may be
quite capable in one line of business
endeavor, but who have not the time nor
the resources to develop all the talents
and to acquire all the knowledge neces-
sary to a growing enterprise in a com-
petitive economy. Often financial diffi-
culties of these companies have resulted
from a management or technical defi-
ciency which additional funds alone
could not solve. While large businesses
may overcome these difficulties by hir-
ing executives or obtaining professional
advice, small businesses are often not
able to do so, and even when able, may
not be informed as to the type and ac-
cessibility of the assistance which they
need. While there are many Federal
Government research programs such as
those of the Department of Commerce
and the Small Business Administration
itself, and there is a large amount of
information available locally, there is
difficulty in bringing this information to
bear on a particular business problem at
the proper time. Conceivably, this pro-
gram of research and counseling in small
business problems could be as fruitful to
this segment of our economy as the pro-
gram of agricultural research and ex-
tension has been to the farm economy.
At any rate, it is a very promising step
forward.

As I have said, the Small Business In-
vestment Act was hailed as a great step
forward in meeting the needs of small
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business. The program attracted wide-
spread interest on the part of persons
and organizations who indicated a desire
to form small business investment com-
panies.

Wendell B. Barnes, Administrator of
the Small Business Administration, testi-
fied on June 3, 1959, that from Septem-
ber 1958 through January 31, 1959, the
Small Business Administration answered
13,000 letters and inquiries on the pro-
gram, and in January alone answered
8,000. Notwithstanding the widespread
interest in the act, the record of ac-
complishment under it is, I think, disap-
pointing. As of June 3, Small Business
Administration had received 79 pro-
posals from organized small business in-
vestment companies, had given prelimi-
nary approval to 38 such proposals, and
had actually licensed 13 companies. I do
not at this time seek to assess responsi-
bility for this disappointing record.

However, it is my purpose, as chairman
of the Subcommittee on Small Business
of the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency, to undertake an examination into
the operation of this program, as well as
the other programs administered by the
Small Business Administration, in addi-
tion to the specific legislative proposals
which I have mentioned.

I take this means publicly to invite
the testimony of witnesses who have
been interested in the establishment of
small business investment companies and
who have been either successful or un-
successful in the formation and opera-
tion of such companies.

I hope that the subcommittee can de-
velop from this testimony and from its
own deliberations whatever amendments
will be required to make the Small Busi-
ness Investment Act carry out the pur-
poses for which it was intended.

In conclusion let me say a word about
the role of small business in our economy.
Small firms play a vital role in the main-
tenance of active competition, upon
which our economy is based. They per-
form great services in the area of inno-
vation and stimulation of the economy by
the development of new ideas, new prod-
ucts, and new processes. Perhaps most
important of all is that their existence
provides opportunities for individualism
of the owners and entrepreneurs. In a
society which is growing in the direction
of great and powerful organizations, it
is more and more important that we
preserve the opportunity for the individ-
ual businessman to develop his own
economic future in his own way. Other-
wise, the economy and the political
scheme in which it operates will tend to
centralized uniformity and to the stifling
of initiative and autonomy. A healthy
small business community helps to pro-
vide stability and moderation in the
economy, in politics, and in society in
general.

I hope that, as chairman of the Sub-
committee on Small Business, I can make
some contribution to the health of this
vital element of our economy.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. 1 yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I extend to the
Senator from Wisconsin every good wish
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in undertaking the hearings which he
has just informed the Senate he is about
to inaugurate. In my opinion such an
investigation could provide a very prom-
ising program of assistance to small
business.

The Senator from Wisconsin will re-
call that the sponsor of a Senate bill, the
senior Senator from Texas [Mr. JOHN-
sonl, and the chairman of the Select
Committee on Small Business, the Sena-
tor from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN], ex-
pressed the hope that such legislation
would offer assistance to small business
in an area where it was most vitally need-
ed, the area of long-term loans and
equity financing.

I hope the Senator from Wisconsin
will soon be in a position to tell the Sen-
ate how this very important, promising
program has been working in practice,
because, as the Senator has indicated,
this is a matter which affects not only
one city or State, but really the Nation
as a whole.

Again I commend and congratulate
the Senator for the announcement which
he has just made.

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator from
Montana is exactly correct. Legislation
to assist small business can be of very
great benefit to small business, for the
simple reason that it is not working as
rapidly as most of us had hoped it
would. I am delighted that the Senator
from Montana has indicated his very
real interest in these hearings.

INFORMATIONAL MEDIA GUARAN-
TEE PROGRAM OF THE U.S. IN-
FORMATION AGENCY

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the time
has come for the United States to take
more vigorous action to make our life
and culture better understood abroad,
especially in the new nations of the
world. The Soviet Union is becoming
ever more effective in this field, with its
touring teams of performing artists and
its expanding subsidized exports of pub-
lished materials, not infrequently in the
English language.

We are already doing a considerable
amount in this field, with the student
exchange programs and other activities
of the State Department and the U.S.
Information Agency. There is one area,
however, in which I believe we could
greatly increase our effectiveness at very
small cost and in a manner which has
few of the disadvantages of direct Gov-
ernment action—which frequently is dis-
counted abroad as propaganda. This is
the area of facilitating, through normal
channels of trade, the export of Ameri-
can published materials and other in-
formational media. American business
firms and nonprofit groups are already
doing a magnificent job in this field
wherever it is possible for them to oper-
ate commercially. American book ex-
ports have grown from a level, measured
in wholesale prices, of less than $5 million
a year before World War II to over $60
million, last year. American periodical
exports have also greatly increased in
the postwar period—especially exports of
scientifie, technical, and scholarly jour-
nals, and the overseéa foreign language
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editions produced locally, such as the in-
ternational editions of Reader’s Digest.
American motion picture showings
abroad have grown in about the same
magnitude as domestic showings.

This is excellent, so far as it goes.
These American materials are made
available abroad at no cost to the Gov-
ernment; the foreign consumer buys
what he has enough interest in to pay
for; and there is no tinge of Government
propaganda. The drawback is that there
are important areas of the world where
this private enterprise operation will not
function at this time. A good many
countries, especially the new and under-
developed ones, are so short of foreign
exchange, especially dollars, needed for
economic development purposes that dol-
lars are not available for the import of
American books, periodicals, and other
informational media.

For some 10 years we have had a de-
vice for dealing with this.problem—the
informational media guarantee program.
Under this program, the U.S. Govern-
ment makes it possible for U.S. mate-
rials to be sold in dollar-short countries
for local currencies, which, in turn, are
purchased by the U.S. Government for
its own use in those countries. In this
way, over a 10-year period some $150 mil-
lion—at retail prices abroad—of U.S. ex-
ports of informational media have been
made possible, &t a cost to the U.S. Gov-
ernment of between $10 and $16 million,
or about 10 cents cn the dollar.

There was an original authorization of
$28 million for this program, in a revolv-
ing fund. Because of losses, this amount
has gradually been reduced to a point
where the program cannot funection
without a replenishment of the revolv-
ing fund by new appropriations. The
Congress authorized such appropriations
last year, and the President recom-
mended an appropriation of $7 million
at that time. Unfortunately, the other
body cut out this item entirely, and it
was only possible for the Senate confer-
ees to saivage $2.5 million in conference.
This made possible a program of about
$10 million in wholesale export terms
during the current fiscal year, which
means about three to four times that
amount in retail prices abroad. This
year the President’s budget recom-
mended an appropriation of $3.5 million,
which the House has reduced to $2.5 mil-
lion. This would make possible in the
next fiscal year a program considerably
smaller than the one in the current year,
and probably only about one-third of the
size of the export demand for American
materials in the 12 countries in which
the program now operates: Burma,
Chile, Indonesia, Israel, Pakistan, the
Philippines, Poland, Spain, Taiwan, Tur-
key, Vietnam, and Yugoslavia. In addi-
tion, there are other countries to which
the program ought to be extended, but
for which the present revolving fund is
totally inadequate.

The appropriation for this program is
now before the Senate Committee on
Appropriations. I trust that now that
it has been reviewed, our committee will
authorize an amount which will make
it possible for this activity to be car-
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ried on in a vigorous way. As the report
of a subcommittee of the Senate Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations under the
chairmanship of the junior Senator
from Montana [Mr. ManNsFIELD] pointed
out last year, this is an exceedingly val-
uable and useful program which aids a
number of foreign-policy objectives.
For example, we have a great asset in
the English language, which is becom-
ing ever more popular abroad as a sec-
ond language, and even in some cases a
first language. We are helping this de-
velopment by the English language
teaching program of the U.S. Informa-
tion Agency. We ought to capitalize on
it further by making available to these
users of the English language in other
countries the American books, periodi-
cals, and other materials which they are
so eager to be able to purchase and use.
It is noteworthy in this connection that
an increasing volume of subsidized So-
viet publications is being offered in many
of these countries in our own language—
English.

Without in any way deprecating the
importance of many of our other valu-
able programs in this general area which
are being carried on by the State De-
partment and the U.S. Information
Agency, I sincerely believe we are over-
locking a great opportunity in not mak-
ing maximum use of the informational
media guarantee program which is at
the same time so inexpensive and so
effective. I do hope that the Congress
will take advantage of the opportunity
which is open to us to go ahead strongly
in this field.

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR JOHNSON OF
TEXAS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on
June 11, an interesting article by Mr.
Richard L. Strout was published in the
Christian Science Monitor. It has to
do with the many and varied responsi-
bilities which confront the Senate ma-
jority leader, the senior Senator from
Texas [Mr. JonsoN]. Mentioned in
the article is the citation which was
given to the majority leader when he
was awarded a well-deserved honorary
degree by Brown University in Provi-
dence, R.I. It reads as follows:

When the Executive and the legislature are
divided, anything or nothing can happen,
As majority leader of the Senate you have
used your political strength in the national
interest to make it possible for moderates of
both parties to join with you to do the
possible and to seek the best. Your skill as
a politician has been notable, but you have
subordinated politics to national interest,
the service for which you will be best re-
membered.

I think this is an appropriate citation,
because it indicates the majority leader’s
position when there is a division between
the executive and the legislative
branches of the Government. It is well
to note and to emphasize the part of the
citation which states that the majority
leader has used his “political strength in
the national interest,” and, also “to do
the possible and to seek the best.”

It is well to note, further, that in the
concluding sentence of the -citation,
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Brown University has this to say of Sen-
ator JOHNSON:

You have subordinated politics to nation-
al interest, the service for which you will
be best remembered.

Here, in brief, is a summation of
what the majority leader has been try-
ing to do in a responsible manner in the
past three Congresses, as well as in the
present Congress. Attacks have been
made upon him from time to time, and
from various quarters; but the proof of
achievement is always in the record
made, not in the assumptions which
critics make.

There has been, for example, an ob-
vious and premature attempt, in recent
weeks, to try to define the values of this
Congress on the basis of the amount of
legislation passed. In this respect, com-
parisons have been made with the 80th
Congress. The record, I believe, will in-
dicate that a greater quantity of legisla-
tion was passed in the first session of the
80th Congress than in the first session of
86th Congress to date. If we are going
to judge Congresses by the amount of
legislation passed, however, we shall use
a wrong and dangerous criterion for
measurement. Not the quantity of leg-
islation passed, but the quality of the leg-
islation is what marks the effectiveness
of a particular Congress and, for that
matter, a particular political party.

If this Congress is to be judged on the
basis of the quantity of legislation
passed, then I think it only fair for parti-
sans to recognize that not only are they
asking for more legislation, but they
are also asking for more public expendi-
tures, at a time when they are staking
their whole case on their alleged fiscal
responsibility and frugality.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article by Richard L.
Strout be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

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

TIGHTENING OF PoLITICAL TENSION—AN
INTIMATE MESSAGE FROM WASHINGTON
(By Richard L, Strout)

Democratic Majority Leader Lynpon JOHN-
soN has a lot of critics. Some in his own
party in Congress blame him for not making
a more direct attack on President Eisen-
hower. Senator JoHNsON is adamant. “Bob
Taft,” he says in s0 many words, “always said
you had to attack something. He made his
points by attack—Truman, Communists,
New Dealers. But that,” he adds, "just isn't
the way I operate.”

Senator Jorwson is firm. Politically he
may be right, he may be wrong. But he has
held verbal sniping down to a rather re-
markable minimum so far. In and out of
season he has told audiences that he believes
voters in 1960 will judge his party on its
legislative record. They did that in 1958,
didn’t they? he asks.

Brown Unlversity just gave an honorary
degree to Lynpon JoENsoN. It is interesting
to note the citation. With the exception of
what, I have no doubt, is some excellent
Latin, it reads as follows:

“When the Executive and the legislature
are divided, anything or nothing can happen.
As majority leader of the Senate you have
used your political strength in the national
interest to make it possible for moderates of
both parties to joln with you to do the pos-
sible and to seek the best. Your skill as a

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

politician has been notable, but you have
subordinated politics to national interest,
the service for which you will be best
remembered.”

The difficulty of maintaining this posture
is great; it may be impossible; it may not
even be wise. The Founding Fathers created
the dilemma when they left the door open
to split government. At Baltimore this
week Mr. JouNsoN accused some Republi-
cans in Congress of trying to sabotage the
work of Congress to discredit the Demo-
cratic majority.

To Mr. Jounson it seems plain enough.
He is trying to do something that is good
for the country—and his party. But to
achieve a constructive legislative record he
is faced, on one hand, with all sorts of
Democratic pressure groups and, on the
other, with the threat of a veto. Speaking
of some Republican opponents, he charged
in Baltimore that “unless they control an
institution of government, they will not let
that institution work.”

It is difficult to maintain balance in
such a situation. Mr. Eisenhower tossed
Mr. JoHNsoN an uncomfortable chore on
Monday. The bond market is demoralized;
the country faces the biggest peacetime debt
in history, and Mr. Eisenhower asked Con-
gress for an emergency increase in the debt
ceiling and higher interest rates on long-
term Government bonds and on savings
certificates.

The chore probably has to be dore., But
there is always the partisan squabble of
who’s to blame. Democracy would not be in
working order if a situation like this did
not create a legislative debate. And debates
engender heat.

Mr. JoHnsOoN's attempt, to quote the
Brown University citation, to subordinate
“politics to national interest,” was not made
easler by the juxtaposition of the Republican
congressional $100-a-plate dinner on the
same evening that the President made his
financial request.

Partisan dinners require partisan speeches.
There will be more as time passes; indeed
the 2d session of the 86th Congress may not
do much except deliver them. President
Eisenhower's speech was relatively miild.
He warned his GOP hearers not to be de-
ceived by declarations that there are *“no
differences between our parties.” The dif-
ference he defined as follows:

“Except for the support of some discern-
ing Democrats, it is the Republican Party
that fights for responsible, sensible fiscal
policy in Government, as urged in the recom-
mendation of the administration.”

This statement brought hearty applause
and was appropriate enough for the occa-
sion. After all, it acknowledged that there
are “some discerning Democrats.”

But anybody who senses the present Wash-
ington atmosphere notes a tightening of the
political tension. It is not certain how
much longer moderates of both parties will
join with Lywnponw JoHNsON “to do the
possible.”

ENGINEERS AND PUBLIC POLICY—
ADDRESS BY SENATOR ANDERSON

Mr. TALMADGE., Mr. President, on
last Saturday the able and distinguished
junior Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
AnDERsON] delivered the principal ad-
dress at the annual commencement exer-
cises of the Georgia Institute of Tech-
nology in Atlanta. Speaking on the
topic “Engineers and Public Policy,” he
made an eloquent and inspiring presen-
tation of the role of the engineer as “‘our
first line of defense in the world race for
control and use of nuclear power.” He
painted a graphic word picture of the
problems and challenges of the world of
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the future which was enthusiastically
received by his audience, and I ask unan-
imous consent, Mr. President, that the
text of his remarks be printed herewith
in the body of the RECORD.

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

ENGINEERS AND PusLic PoLicY

(Commencement address by Senator CriN-
ToN P. ANDERSON at the Georgia Institute
of Technology, Atlanta, Ga., June 13,
1959)

President Harrison, members of the board
of trustees, members of the faculty, distin-
guished guests, and members of the graduat-
ing class:

I am honored to be here today. I have the
greatest respect for the forward-looking
work of this school. You are fortunate to
have had the fine training available here
under the guldance of your able president
and faculty. My visit is to urge this school
and this class to go forward with good
works.

To be sure that my talk here today could
not be regarded as political, I have omitted
ifrom the advance text three paragraphs
which I would be delinquent in my duty if
1did not read to you.

Georgia has in the Senate of the United
States two of the ablest and finest Senators
that any State in the Union can boast.
Dick RussgLn, who Is my superior on the
Atomic Energy Committee, is as fine a
friend and as competent a Senator as that
distinguished body knows. He is regarded
by all as representative of the finest tradi-
tions of the Senate, and he is & model to-
ward which younger Senators can aspire.

HeRmAN TALMADGE came in on trial be-
cause he replaced a Senator for whom many
of us had genuine admiration and affection.
I am happy to testify, after a too short an
acquaintance with Senator Talmadge, that
he has proved to be a man of great talent
and ability, of extremely sound judgment
and of filne personal characteristics. I
predict that his tenure of office in the U.S.
Senate will be long and fruitful, and that
Georgla will become as proud of him as he is
proud of the State which sent him there.

You graduate today into a world of ac-
celerating change.

It is a world in turmoil. In Africa and
in Asia man’s natural instinct for freedom
is being fulfilled—not all at once, and not
always peacefully.

It is a world of mounting population. In
a short 40 years the earth’s population will
more than double. That means new pres-
sures in many places.

It is a world of nuclear power. The atom
gives us either the power to destroy the
world or to bulld a richer, and a better life.

It is a hungry world. Underdeveloped
peoples are struggling to raise themselves
out of poverty, disease, and hunger, while
our own country struggles to overcome its
food surpluses.

It is a competitive world. We are faced
with the unrelenting challenge of the So-
viet Union.

The challenge is military, of course, but
it is also economie, educational, psychologi-
cal, political, and cultural. Theirs is a to-
tal challenge, requiring from us a total re~
sponse.

In short, this Nation is engaged in the
greatest competition ever undertaken by a
free country. We are up against the most
enormous problems of our history. We
must use all our resources and use them
wisely. And of all our resources, the rich-
est are the minds and spirits of free men.

We should be putting our best brains to
work on the crucial issues of national policy.

The fact is, however, that much of our
brightest talent is lost to the national ef-
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fort. We do not enlist—as we should—
the full help of the scientist in general, and
in particular, the engineer.

This situation is not unique to any one
administration. My remarks apply to what
is a natlonal problem—a mnational short-
coming.

Since sputnik, we have made some prog-
ress in mobllizing our best scientific talent.
We now have, at the highest level, a Special
Assistant to the President for Secience and
Technology, and a Science Advisory Com-
mittee which is trying to develop a national
plan for exploring and expanding the fron-
tiers of science. We have recently estab-
lished a National Aeronautics and Space
Administration.

But progress so far is piecemeal and stop-
gap. We still have much to do to make
effective use of scientific and engineering
talent—in the interest of a national policy
of survival.

Congress, as well as the executive branch,
requires sclentific counsel. I now serve on
several committees which must utilize the
advice of scientists—on finance, on interior,
on aeronautical and space sclences, and on
atomic energy. But perhaps the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy offers the most
instructive examples of how Congress re-
quires the help of the scientist and the
engineer.

This committee, composed of nine mem-
bers of the Senate and nine from the House
of Representatives, was established by the
Atomic Energy Act of 1946. Its original
function was to be a watchdog for Congress
and the public over & super-secret operation
of great Importance to the national defense.
Over the years it has also become a creative
policymaker both in the military field and
more recently in the area of cilvillan uses
of atomic energy. Many of its members
have worked in these fields for a longer pe-
riod of time than most of the members of
the Atomic Energy Commission or many of
its senior officials.

This reservoir of experience is an enormous
advantage.

But of equal significance has been the
abiding faith of many members of the Joint
Committee In the ability of our scientists
and engineers to harness the tremendous
energy of the atom for our military defense
and peaceful development.

This faith, backed by experience, led the
committee to advocate with others the de-
velopment of the H-bomb, to support the
Nautilus project for a nuclear-propelled
submarine, to recommend acceleration of the
civilian atomic power program, and to in-
crease basic research and engineering fa-
cilities.

In all its work the committee must rely
on advice from experts. Let me suggest four
examples:

First, should we now move ahead with a
$1056 million linear accelerator or a $200 mil-
lion particle accelerator?

Accelerator development has been keenly
competitive in this country. Several years
ago a group of midwestern universities got
together a group called MURA, which pro-
posed to construct the world's largest ac-
celerator. But Stanford's suggested linear
accelerator—to be built in California—has
apparently beaten out other types. Should
we take Stanford’s program—or MURA's—or
call a plague on both their houses and have
neither? Congress must decide. In that de-
cision, the testimony of physicists and en-
gineers will be indispensable.

Second, should we authorize alterations in
the Shippingport reactor to take it up to
150,000 kilowatts in power?

Last week the Joint Committee on Atomiec
Energy reported out an authorization bill for
AEC expenditures. It carried $5 million for
additional work at the Shippingport plant
of the Duquesne Power & Light Co. The
reactor there is owned by the Government,
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the generating equipment by the distributing
company, Adm. H. G. Rickover had pro-
posed that the Government spend $5 million
to raise the capacity of that plant from
100,000 kilowatts to 150,000 kilowatts. This
expenditure would be over and beyond the
budget estimate.

The Government already has $100 million
invested in the reactor. Should it spend $5
million more to give us further data on the
commerecial possibility of a pressurized water
reactor in the development of electricity from
atomic power? The engineer can help us to
AN answer.

Third, should the new $125 million reactor
at Hanford, Wash.,, be a single-purpose
plutonium reactor or a reactor convertible to
electricity?

If the demand for plutonium suddenly
drops off because of a disarmament agree-
ment, 300,000 kilowatts or more of electricity
might be generated by a converted plant,
and fed into the Northwest power grid. Thus
part of the cost of the plant would be sal-
vaged. Even if the demand for plutonium
should not drop off, the Congress might vote
to add the convertible feature in order that
the surplus heat might be utilized rather
than wasted. The sale of this heat in the
form of power might cut the production cost
of plutonium by a third, possibly cut it in
two.

Do we spend the additional $25 million to
make the reactor convertible, or do we save
it? 'To deal with this type of problem Con-
gress must draw on the advice of competent
engineers,

Fourth, should a new carrier for the Navy
be propelled by conventional or nuclear
power?

On the one hand, the designer of the nu-
clear submarine thinks it would be a waste
of money and effort to build the conven-
tionally powered ship. On the other hand,
the Navy says that to make it a nuclear
carrier would add $120 million to the $260
million the Navy now plans to devote to it.
Do you spend this $120 million, or save it?
Here again the engineer is the adviser to the
Congress, and his judgment is essential.

Granted, the need of advice from scien-
tists and engineers—there are some very real
difficulties in practice.

For one thing, scientists and engineers
with equal competence, objectivity, and in-
tegrity come up with different ideas and con-
flicting counsel. This has been the case, in
all the examples I have just cited. As a re-
sult, the politician must constantly choose
between divergent scientific advice. To make
any sort of sensible decision we ourselves
often have to go deeply into the technical
aspects of a problem.

Furthermore, the scientist himself may not
distinguish clearly between technical judg-
ments and political judgments. There is a
crop of what I am compelled to call “polit-
ical scientists’—some of whom have large
reputations and many followers, and are be-
coming known as “opera stars.” I must say,
however, that engineers, by and large, by
reason of their nature and training, have
not put themselves in the “opera star”
category.

Our effort to obtain full Information on
the fallout problem has been plagued by con-
fusion among scientists between technical
advice and political judgment.

For example, the General Advisory Com-
mittee of the AEC recently issued a report
on the atomic fallout problem. This report
was submitted in the middle of hearings be-
ing conducted by the Special Subcommittee
on Radiation of the Joint Committee. You
might be interested in reading this report,
for its conclusions strike me as unscientific
reporting. This report gave no consideration
to the extent and effects of the future test-
ing of nuclear weapons. It also minimized
the effects of weapons tests to date and
ignored the problem “hot spot" areas in our
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North Central States. I might add that these
were among the problems we were tackling
in our congressional hearings. The people of
America—yes, of the world—have a right to
better Information on fallout and to have it
soon,

Or take the case of our Aircraft Nuclear
Propulsion (ANP) program—on which the
Government has spent almost a billion dol-
lars. We on the Joint Committee have
thought that if this large amount of money
is to produce any results, we should at least
alm the early flight of an experimental
prototype alrcraft.

Yet each time the decision is almost
reached to move to the prototype state, some
new sclentific committee set up to review the
program gets cold feet.

A classic example occurred in 1958 when a
group went to the main ANP laboratory near
Cincinnati and spent about 214 hours re-
viewing the general progress and problems of
the project. As a result of this very brlef
review, together with an analysis of past
reports which were directed to a different
objective, the group recommended that the
Government should not press forward with
the project to the flight prototype stage. The
question which we on the Joint Committee
asked was: “How can sclentists and engi-
neers make such a recommendation with so
brief a review of the problem from a first-
hand standpoint or even from the standpoint
of a review of reports?” I might add that
we are still asking this question concerning
the ANP program.

Some of the questions I have mentioned
concern the pure field of science, Many
of them, however, would beckon the engi-
neer to aid in the making of public policy.
I have separated—in that sentence—the
engineer from the scientist.

Dr. J. R. Killian, Jr.,, whom I regret to
see leave his post as Special Assistant to the
President for Science and Technology, first
called my attention to the fact that engi-
neers make up a profession separate from
science.

“Engineering,” Dr. Killian reminded me,
“is concerned with applying science to the
use and convenience of man. The engineer's
work usually has a social and economic ob-
jective. The work of the scientist may be
directed primarily at increasing our under-
standing of nature. While sclentists and en-
gineers each have separate professional func-
tions to perform, they are increasingly de-
pendent, one upon the other. Modern sci-
ence requires the great instruments such as
radio telescopes and high-energy accelerators
which the engineer comes to create, whereas
the engineer is increasingly dependent upon
the new ideas which flow out of the work
of the scientist.”

That statement explains better than a
thousand words my interest in this grad-
uating class.

You are needed in the service of the
Nation.

Take the problem that now presses on us
so urgently: nuclear weapons testing. Our
country is now observing in the testing of
nuclear weapons a 1-year moratorium which
will expire this October. Is that moratorium
to be modified to apply to future atmos-
pheric tests—or will it be continued from
year to year on a temporary basis?

This is in part a political problem—but
it is also an engineering one. What we do
in the future can depend in no small degree
on the work the engineers can do for us—
by way of developing, testing and evaluating
nuclear detection devices.

I am not satisfied to use as our sole cri-
terion the findings of an underground shot
in an isolated area of Nevada. I believe
that the nuclear detection devices which
may be called upon to measure both sur-
face and underground explosions should be
evaluated not by one country but by some
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international organization or under an agree-
ment by the three nations which currently
comprise the nuclear club.

Lacking the wise handling of this prob-
lem, we will probably see the nuclear club
expanded in the next few years to include
France, Red China, and a half dozen other
nations. Then the problems of control will
be vastly magnified—and every problem of
agreement gravely complicated.

Let me say this in conclusion:

As you move out into your careers you are
bound to have many contacts with our Na-
tional Government.

This is in sharp contrast to college stu-
dents of my generation. I was only dimly
conscious of the existence of a National Gov-
ernment. Washington was worlds away
from the Dakota prairies. Our mayor was
the biggest man I knew. I was in a church
school which raised most of its money by
persuasion and prayer. Ald to education
meant setting aside part of the proceeds of
a wheat crop.

You have only to look at the budget of
your own university or of any other univer-
sity in the land to find that one-third to
more than one-half of its expenditures are
financed in one way or another by the Fed-
eral Government. Many of the engineer-
ing and industrial corporations where you
may seek and find employment have a sub-
stantial part of their operations financed
through Government contracts with the De-
partment of Defense, the Atomic Energy
Commission, and the new National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration.

I hope each of you will find your way to
some useful form of teamwork—with Gov-
ernment—in the interest of better public
policy.

We can do little about some of our prob-
lems without awalting Soviet cooperation,
or without relying on friends and allies
abroad. But the wise use of our talent is
within our own control. This is one thing
each of us can do something about without
depending on anyone else. Talent is a
homegrown product that we can cultivate
and use wisely, if we wish.

Today represents one task completed. May
it also—for the ultimate welfare of our
land—mean a new responsibility assumed—
the pursuit of knowledge, not only through-
out your lives but throughout the lives of
those who dwell beside you in a world that
knows discord and dissension but looks hope-
fully—and ever shall—to a final peace,

HANDOUTS FOR EDUCATION

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, abhout a
week ago the Cincinnati Board of Educa-
tion took a course of action which in my
opinion is so wholesome, constructive,
and unprecedented that it should be
brought to the attention of the Members
of the Senate. The action taken by the
Cincinnati Board of Education was, by
a majority vote, to refuse the sum of
$110,000 to which it was entitled as a
Federal grant under the National De-
fense Education Act of 1958. The board
met in session. A majority of the board
voted that Cincinnati would take care
of its own school problems and would not
accept the Federal aid tendered to it.

I think that course of action is one of
such significance that it should be
brought to the attention of the Nation.
In these days when local and State gov-
ernmental units, aided by public officials,
are expounding the theory that the Fed-
eral Treasury is bottomless and that all
governmental units, and frequently pri-
vate enterprises, can turn toward it for
financial aid, one ought to find great en-
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couragement in this noble act of the
Board of Education of Cincinnati. I
think we are going to learn soon that we
cannot keep coming to the Federal Treas-
ury without end, unless we finally throw
the Federal Treasury into such a state
that it will require the combined efforts
and sacrifices of the people of our coun=
try to reestablish the strength of that
Treasury. Constant spending of more
money than we have can only lead us to
the poorhouse, That principle is appli-
cable to the Federal Government exactly
as it is applicable to the State and local
governments and to private individuals.

Mr, President, I have in my hand an
editorial which was published in the
Cincinnati Enquirer of June 5, 1959, and
I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the REcorp as a part of my
remarks.

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

HANDOUTS FOR EDUCATION

When a school board majority turns down
the offer of a Federal handout, or even a
matching fund, it's news. Yet that is the
indicated policy of the Cincinnati Board of
Education, thanks to the sound judgment of
Messrs. Edwin Becker, Stanley McKie, Homer
Toms, and Sam Todd, in preferring to sacri-
fice immediate profit for ultimate gain.

Involved here was participation in a Fed-
eral matching fund program which would
have made $110,000 in Federal money avail-
able to the Cincinnati public schools under
the National Defense Education Act of 1958.
There would, no doubt, have been an imme-
diate gain in improved mathematics and
science teaching equipment, in foreign lan-
guage “laboratories” and additional guid-
ance counselors, all of which are needed.
But the greater purpose is the preservation
of local control of public school education.
The school board majority is right to be
cautious about any Federal foot in that
doorway.

Two arguments were made by members
who favor the matching arrangement, the
school board president, Dr. Fred Heinold,
and Charles I. Westhelmer. One is that Cin-
cinnatians are going to be taxed anyway for
the program so why not get Cincinnati's
share? That is, of course, the lure so fre-
quently used, and so frequently ending in
outright Federal control. As a matter of
fact, Cincinnatians pay Federal taxes for all
kinds of things which they never expect to
enjoy themselves. Our motorists contribute
to building Federal highways across remote
States where they never expect to drive. The
“get-your-share” argument is a perilous and
also a deceptive lure.

The other argument is that Cincinnati
accepts Federal ald for school lunchrooms,
so why not take it for teaching improve-
ments? There is, however, a great deal of
difference in principle between feeding
young bodies and feeding young minds in a
democracy. To accept Federal aid in school
lunchrooms from a Government with colos-
sal food surpluses on hand, and for the
benefit of children whose parents cannot af-
ford to pay for proper lunches, is one thing.
To accept it for teaching programs, in a com-
munity which can pay and always has paid
for them, is quite different.

Over the years the Cincinnati taxpayer
has responded generously to the requests of
our school authorities, with the result that
we now have a fine public school educa-
tional setup here. But once let that tax-
payer get the idea that Uncle Sam is footing
the bill, or even half of it, and no tax levy
or bond issue would stand a ghost of a
chance at the polls.
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NOTICE OF INTENTION TO DIS-
CUSS THE NOMINATION OF LEWIS
L. STRAUSS TO BE SECRETARY OF
COMMERCE

Mr. OMAHONEY. Mr. President, I
rise to make a brief statement.

In the hope that a quorum of the
Senate may be present tomorrow, it is
my intention to take the floor, when I
can get it, on Tuesday, immediately
after the morning business, for the pur-
pose of discussing with my colleagues
the pending Strauss case. I have every
hope that among those who will gather
will be all the Democrats, including the
majority leader, who are reading the
REecorp to determine what position they
will take in this matter, and also all
Republicans, because I believe the is-
sues in this case rise above all partisan
considerations.

The conflict which has thus far taken
place over the confirmation of the nom-
ination of this Presidential nominee to
become head of the Department of Com-
merce and a member of the Cabinet has
been mistakenly presented to the public
as a petty partisan plan to harass the
President or a purely personal conflict of
little importance. It is neither of
these.

We face a deep constitutional erisis
involving the right of the people to know
what the Executive is doing in the ordi-
nary processes of managing the Gov-
ernment.

I shall undertake to show by incontro-
vertible evidence that Admiral Strauss
is an exponent of the un-American
theory that public affairs should be con-
ducted in secrecy by the executive
branch whenever that branch or any
part of it feels it is desirable to do so.

I shall undertake to say that a man
who entertains the views of executive
secrecy which Mr. Strauss has practiced
and proclaimed is not qualified, in the
public interest, to be the head of the
great Department which, under the laws
of Congress and the Executive orders of
the President, exercises a pervasive in-
fluence over the entire scope of domes-
tic and foreign commerce in which the
people of this Nation are engaged.

If we place at the head of the Depart-
ment of Commerce a man who will not
tell Congress what he is doing, how shall
we protect the people in their right to
know what their Government is doing?

I shall undertake to say that Mr.
Strauss has been shown by both his pri-
vate and his public career not to be an
advocate of competition, and that he is
thus unsuited to be the Secretary of
Commerce. If competition is, indeed, the
life of trade, then the President should
select as his nominee a candidate who is
a known advocate of free competitive
enterprise. That is not the situation, as
I shall show tomorrow, in the case of
Mr, Strauss,

U.S. FISCAL POLICY
Mr. WILEY. Mr, President, one of the
problems with which we shall be con-
fronted in the very near future, as I un-
derstand the majority leader, is the
question of extending the debt limit.
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We shall also hear the arguments in re-
lation to interest rates.

Already we have been entertained
hour after hour on the subject of inter-
est rates. I wish very briefly to read
from an analysis which has come to my
desk, from the Whaley-Eaton Service,
under date of June 13, 1959. I think it
points up in very good style the position
which at least our friends of the Demo-
cratic Party have taken:

The interest rate controversy is developing
along the exepected partisan lines. Demo-
crats see an opportunity to make a direct
political issue out of the Treasury's request
for freedom to price its long-term bhond
issues at the going open market rate. Their
questioning of AwnpErRsoN and MARTIN has
brought out the fact, however, that the
liberals are split three ways.

One group, ardent advocates of a perma-
nent low interest level, fights to keep the
present artificial ceiling at 414 percent. Un-
der existing market conditions this would be
about as effective in holding down borrowing
costs as King Canute’s attempt to halt the
incoming tides.

Another group demands a revival of the
practice, abandoned in 1951, of Federal Re-
serve purchases of Treasury issues In the
open market whenever they dip below par.
'This would create additional bank reserves
without regard to the banking system'’s need
for them and would be directly inflationary,
Bo also would the proposal of a third faction,
to require FRB to broaden its operations to
buy medium and long terms.

The three embattled liberal groups may
cancel themselves out when Congress finally
makes its decisions. The confusion over
techniques, technicalities, and tactics which
they are causing will cool congressional
ardor for any radical solution. But there
will be: ample opportunity for political name
calling. It is significant that Senate Ma-
jority Leader Jonwnsown, apostle of modera-
tion on most other issues, is acting like a
liberal on this question. He thus reverts
to type as an easy-credit advocate.

The public probably neither understands
nor cares much about the intricacies in-
volved in these arguments. But it is aware
that taxes are high and that bloated spend-
ing—voted by Congress—bars any reductions
now.

No drastic changes in Treasury fiscal pro-
cedure are likely even when Congress gives
it the greater leeway it is after. Investor
confldence in long-term bonds will recover
slowly. Meantime, new Pederal issues will
be confined mainly to the short terms, easily
sold to banks.

INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS
LEAGUE CONFERENCE

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, this year
again some 300 high school students of
Oregon and southern Washington met
on the University of Oregon campus for
the 12th International Relations League
Conference and discussed in roundtables
U.S. foreign aid policy.

I have received a letter from Miss
Irene Blumenthal, an instructor in the
College of Liberal Arts of the University
of Oregon, department of political
science, enclosing a copy of the proceed-
ings of the International Relations
League conference conducted by those
students.

I ask unanimous consent that the let-
ter and the copy of the proceedings be
printed in the Recorp at this point as a
part of my remarks.
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There being no objection, the letter
and proceedings were ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

UNIVERSITY OF OREGON,
COLLEGE OF LIBERAL ARTS,
Eugene, Oreg., June 4, 1958.
The Honorable WayNE MoRsE,
U.S. Senator,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEear Sir: This year again some 300 high
school students from Oregon and southern
Washington met on the University of Oregon
campus for the 12th International Relations
League Conference and discussed in round-
tables U.S. foreign aid policy. I thought that
you might be interested to know what our
junior citizens are thinking about this sub-
ject and I am, therefore, including a copy of
the IRL Bulletin which has summaries of
the roundtable discussions, Next year we
are planning to discuss U.S. policy regard-
ing military alliances.

The conference always takes place at the
end of February, so that we have not much
of an opportunity to invite our Oregon legis-
lators to address these students. BShould
your business bring you back to Oregon next
year during this time, we would hope that
you could find the time to attend our 2-day
conference tentatively scheduled for Febru-
ary 26-27, 1960,

Respectfully yours,
IRENE BLUMENTHAL,
Instructor.
|From International Relations League
Bulletin, May 1959]

Hupson's Bay HicH ScHooL TAKES FIRST
PrLACE 1IN BEST OVERALL PROGRAM CONTEST
The judging of the best overall program

contest took place at the executive board

meeting, May 9, in Eugene, Oreg. First prize
winner was Hudson's Bay High School, Van-
couver, Wash.; second prize winner, Lebanon

High School, Lebanon, Oreg.; and third prize

winner, South Salem High School, Salem,

Oreg. The awards, which will be a collection

of international relations books for the club's

library, will be mailed to the recipients at a

later date.

Hudson's Bay High School’s participa=
tion in international relations activities con-
tained high standards in their programs, out-
standing speakers and fine topics. All this
reflects a vital interest in international af-
fairs. Their club attended the Southwest
Washington Institute of International Af-
fairs, as well as the conference at Eugene,
Their specific programs included discussions
and speakers on the following topics:
“Should Foreign Aid Be Continued,” “Re-
solved, That Nuclear Weapons Testing
Should Be Outlawed,” “Forelgn Ald,” “The
Orient,” “England,” and “Israel.”

Lebanon High School, second prize winner
had a well-rounded program accentuated
by an impressive scrapbook illustrating their
achievements. Unique among contest en-
tries was their own school handbook. Leb-
anon has developed a strong community-
club relationship witnessed by substantial
writeups in the local newspapers, Thelr
main event was participation in an Amer-
ican Field Service banquet sponsored by
members of the Lebanon community. The
purpose of this banquet is to ralse funds to
send a Lebanon student abroad, and to bring
a forelgn student to Lebanon for a school
year. Other highlights of their program
were: a United Nations Day banguet includ-
ing a speech entitled “The Layman’s View of
the United Nations”: and, a presentation
by a former technical assistant from the
United States to Iran.

South Salem’s IR Club, third prize win=
ners, began their year by writing to every
source of material listed in the study guide.
They felt that this material aided their study
for the conference. It was through their
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study that this group was prompted to
launch the most energetic part of their pro-
gram which was their preconference meeting.
Six clubs were invited to attend. The pre-
conference included roundtables and a
speaker from Willamette University. South
Salem's IR Club’s activities did not end with
the conference. They had a progressive din-
ner with a foreign foods theme. Russian,
Chinese, Swedish, and American dishes were
served. South Salem also submitted a scrap-
book illustrating their activities.

The eight other questionnalres judged also
presented interesting and stimulating pro-
grams which are briefly summarized as
follows:

The Cleveland High School IRC included
in their activities: A Uniteq Nations Assem-
bly, a combined assembly with foreign stu-
dents, a speaker from the World Affairs
Council, and an international banguet, to
which several other clubs were invited.

The Grants Pass IRC sponsored several
service projects during the 1958-59 club year.
Some of them were: Sending CARE packages
to underdeveloped countries, selling UNICEF
greeting cards, and sending current informa-
tive magazines to parts of Asia—this project
was called “Magazines for Friendship.” Their
program was rounded out by an annual food
picnic and several speakers.

One of the highlights in the Medford IRC
program was their sponsorship of a young
Czechoslovakian apprentice in West Germany
through Foster Parents, Inc. The club has
weekly meetings with discussion groups and
speakers.

Roosevelt High School’'s IRC was busy
raising money to sponsor an American Field
Service student. They also participated in
a program for a PTA meeting.

Although a new and small IR Club, the
group at St. Francis High School in Eugene,
Oreg. carried on a fine program. After the
Eugene conference, they shared their sub-
ject matter with the world history classes at
their school by presenting a panel on the
conference topic. Their other activities in-
cluded a speaker on Nigeria and the sponsor-
ship of an IRL breakfast.

The IRC of South Eugene High School in-
cluded in their activities a UNICEF drive;
a foreign student dessert with foreign stu-
dents at the University of Oregon attending;
publication of an IRC newspaper, the Ex-
posé; and the raising of money to sponsor an
exchange student. .

The OEA-IR executive board agreed that
all schools entering the competition should
be commended on thelr fine programs and
their interest in international: relations.
They expressed the hope that more clubs will
enter the contest next year, and that all
clubs will strive to formulate purposeful pro-
grams which will benefit the participants.

The  entries from Woodrow Wilson High
School and Fort Vancouver High School ar-
rived after the judging had taken place.

C. M.

TiMe To THINK OF NEXT YEAR

Now is the time to start organizing your
IRL Club for next fall. The present mem-
bers can do much to assure continuation of
an active international relations club. By
organizing and maintaining a scrapbook of
material or a good filing system, you will
provide much asistance to your successors.
The material you save each year will help to
plan programs, organize meetings, and pre~
pare delegates for the State conference.

Issues of the Bulletin should also be
saved. They provide many suggestions for
improving your club’s program. The reports
in the “Family Tree” offer you ideas tested
and proved by other clubs.

The letters and materials you receive from
the State office at the University of Oregon
should receive your prompt attention if you
wish to take fullest advantage of the oppor-
tunities offered. To be able to serve you and
your fellow clubs, you must first aid us.
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Deadlines are most important. This year
several clubs found that they had to miss
things because of their failure to meet their
obligations and deadlines. Don't let this
happen next year.

If you select responsible students for your
club officers, your IRC will profit much by
their leadership and service to you. Like-
wise, interest your friends in the Interna-
tional Relations Club, for an active and con-
tinuing membership is necessary. It's your
club—make it a good one. (THE EDITOR.)
UNIVERSITY OF OREcON Hosrs StATeE IRL

CoNFERENCE;, GANGE KEYNOTE SPEAKER

Dr. John F, Gange, director for review and
development for the Asia Foundation, opened
the 12th annual conference of the Oregon
High School International Relations League
on Friday, February 27, with an address ex-
amining “Alternate Policies in American Re-
lations With Underdeveloped Countries.”
Dr. Gange told the 312 representatives of 39
Oregon and southern Washington high
school international relations clubs and
guests that the problems of underdeveloped
countries were not new nor necessarily over-
whelming.

American security depends heavily upon
the success or failure in our forelgn aid pro-
grams, Gange emphasized. To raise the
gtandard of living above merely subsistence
means that capital must be available to these
areas for more than merely short-term re-
turns for private enterprise. Likewise, de-
velopment for health advancement means a
steep increase in population, resulting in
further complications for these areas.

A step in the right direction, Gange ad-
vises, would be to educate our administra-
tors, technicians, and diplomats in the cul-
ture and geography of the areas to be aided.
A better understanding of the way of life
of others would lessen frequent resistance
met by the administration of U.S. foreign
aid in many of the underdeveloped areas.

Following the opening speech, the dele-
gates joined their respective roundtables.
The first session for all panel groups was
concerned with the main panel topic, “U.S.
Foreign Economic Policy and Underdeveloped
Lands.” At noon the roundtables adjourned
for luncheon and a business meeting pre-
sided by Reece Bader, IRL State president.
A luncheon for advisers was held at the
University Faculty Club.

In the afternoon panel discussions were
dealing with their particular toples. The
16 roundtables of no more than 20 members
met with a “resource person” from among
the graduate students of the university.

The banguet in the Erb Memorial Union
ballroom was presided over by IRL President
Reece Bader. Dr. Robert D. Clark, dean of
the College of Liberal Arts, welcomed the
delegates in the name of the university. En-
tertainment was provided by the university
singers and members of the Cosmo Club, per-
forming colorful native dances. After the
banquet, a mixer sponsored by Cosmo Club
was held in the Dad’s lounge of the Student
Union.

Saturday saw the election of new State
officers, following a lively election campalgn.
After lunch joint reports prepared by the
roundtable panel chairmen and secretaries
were presented, terminating the conference.

CONFERENCE ROUNDTABLE REPORTS
PANEL 1: THE PROBLEMS OF UNDERDEVELOPED
COUNTRIES

The problems of underdeveloped countries
presented many economie, political, and so-
cial problems for consideration.

After much discussion of what an under-
developed country is, it was declded that
these countries are characterized by a low
standard of living, mass poverty, high rate
of population increase, lack of food and other
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essentials, few formal educational oppor-
tunities, low life expectancy, little industry,
primitive agriculture, and underdeveloped
natural resources. Although a country may
be underdeveloped socially, politically, and
economically, it still can have a highly
developed culture.

Problems confronting underdeveloped
countries were grouped into three categories:
economie, political, and social. Education,
both technical and academic, was the most
discussed. It was generally agreed that all
people should know how to read and write.
Training personnel in the use of machines
and equipment was also deemed important,

‘The first big step In educating and training
these people is to learn their language, cus-
toms, and religions. Our technical advisors
must be acquainted with their way of life
before they can hope to solve any of these
countries’ problems. It was the general
opinion that needed changes must come
gradually.

Other problems discussed were: the need
for transportation of goods, the fact that aid
seldom reaches the common people, the U.S.
tendency to prescribe what a country needs
rather than leaving the cholce to its people,
too much redtape involved in administering
aid, expressions of superiority by Americans
when living or visiting abroad, and the
health and housing problems. Many sug-
gestions for ways to remedy these problems
were offered but no definite conclusions
were reached,

PANEL 2 OUR STAKE IN THE FATE OF UNDER-

DEVELOPED COUNTRIES

Our panel declded that stake means inter-
est. Underdeveloped countries are those
which have mass poverty not merely as the
result of temporary misfortune. Social or-
ganization and production methods were
found obsolete. We decided that the under-
developed areas include Africa, South
America, the Middle East, southeast Asia,
and Eastern Europe.

Our interests in these areas are divided
into three main topics: political, economic,
and military. These are all interrelated and
we concluded that military considerations
are the outgrowth of economic and political
interests. The purpose of our foreign aid
in these areas is to bolster our security,
establish a humanitarian reputation for us
and to provide us with economic gains by
increasing markets for our goods and serv-
ices while meeting needs for raw materials.

In the area of economic aid, we should
help to expand the development of natural
resources, industry, and trade. We should
further private investment and the exchange
of ideas. Stimulating education among the
people to develop their resources and capital
will result in more educational funds being
made avallable through taxation of the in-
creased productivity.

It Is to our advantage to maintain secu-
rity through the containment of communism
while raising the standard of living elsewhere
in the world. In order to achieve this, it is
necessary to train our foreign service per-
sonnel in the history and cultural back-
ground of the nation as well as providing
them with a speaking knowledge of the local
language. It is also necessary to have a
knowledge of economics and other social sei-
ences. This will further our understanding
between these areas and the United States
of America.

The Soviet Union is subtle, when infiltrat-
ing a country. Only when sucecessful do the
Soviets advertise their accomplishments.
However, America enters with a big brass
band and declares itself the savior of the
country. The Soviet Union gives the people
more what they want, while we give what
we think they need.

In the military field our purposes are three-
fold. We wish to fight communism, gain
allies, and protect countries from the ex-
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cesses of their own nationalism. We also
find that the United States must often de-
cide between the friendship of the old co=-
lonlal powers and the rebelllous colonies.
We should adopt a new policy, that is offen-
sive instead of defensive. It is sald that the
United States is never interested in an area
until the Communists are there. We should
work in specific areas instead of chasing the
U.S8.R.

We believe our Interests in underde-
veloped areas could best be attained by:

1. Adopting a more equitable form of aid.

2. Formulating one program instead of
many.

3. Better educating our diplomatic service.

4. Bringing capital to the people of the
country.

5. Encouraging private investment in for-
elgn countries.

Submitted by John Aylmer,
Engle, Sandra Hall, Sally Sloan.

PANEL 3:

Dorothee

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE IN UNDER-
DEVELOPED COUNTRIES

We decided to view the problem of tech-
nical assistance in underdeveloped countries
in the light of humanitarian interest rather
than In the interests of private enterprise
or other concerns.

For the purposes of our discussion, we de-
fined technical assistance as assistance in
skills and training; an underdeveloped coun-
try is characterized by a lack of industrial
growth. We discussed the need for technical
assistance and the various technical assist-
ance programs of the U.8. Government
agencies and private enterprises abroad.

The Soviet Union likewise engaged in tech-
nieal assistance programs to underdeveloped
countries but these programs are exclusively
government administered. We then dis-
cussed the means by which technical assist-
ance is given to underdeveloped areas on a
multilateral or bilateral basis, between gov-
ernment, private assistance, et cetera.

We discussed economic forces and conflicts
as they relate to technical assistance pro-
grams in underdeveloped countries. Tech-
nical assistance in recent years from the ICA
averaged about $150 milllon annually, while
technical assistance from U.S. private in-
vestors extended to businesses abroad from
$5 to 86 billion in 1958, aovr

Cultural differences exist between U.S.
technical assistance administrators and the
Aslans, Africans, and South Americans whom
they serve; whereas, the differences between
the Soviet administrators and, at least, the
Asian people are not as great. Conflict exists
between the Interests of the U.S. private in-
vestment and our humanitarian concern in
the development of the underdeveloped
countries. However, it was observed that
U.5. private enterprise development in these
countries is a part of their historical ad-
vancement.

Submitted by Jim Kindler, Shelley Brink,
Chuck McFadden, Diane Lewis_

PANEL 4 INVESTMENT AND TRADE

The panel on Investment Trade discussed
the various problems connected with this
subject: illustrations of the past and pres-
ent movements and future policy of the
United States, possible solutions to the
problems, and improvements in our program
of Investment and trade. In any such pro-
gram which is undertaken, there should be
more advance planning and coordination be-
tween the specialized areas of foreign aid.
More effective dissemination of information
is also needed. Trade should be widespread
and include Red China. Disagreement arose
as to whether a trade agreement with Red
China should be negotiated immediately or
be delayed.

These specific proposals were made: (1)
common markets should be established
where feasible (e.g. Latin America); (2)
tariff rates should be lowered; (3) choice
should be offered between a military draft
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and & foreign ald service draft; (4) private
investment through the cltizens of the coun-
Ty should be encouraged; (5) investment
treaties should be revised; (6) additional in=-
vestment guarantees should be offered; (7)
our tax structure should be revised to avoid
conflicts between countries; (8) partnership
between public and private investment
should be encouraged so that the country's
substructure will be more fully developed;
(9) Government subsidization to private in-
vestors,

We realize that public oplnion is a deter-
mining factor for the acceptance of pro-
posals, but we feel that these suggestions
would create an ideal situation. Further-
more we advocate an administrative body
which would coordinate all phases of our
forelgn ald program, for we realize that
unity is a necessity for success.

Submitted by Edith Brown, Carolyn Han-
sen, Carolyn Mencke, Judy McBhatko.

PANEL 5: THE SOVIET UNION IN UNDERDEVEL-
OPED COUNTRIES

The basic alm of U.S. foreign policy to-
wards underdeveloped countries should be to
promote the economic well-being of these
countries while enabling them to maintain
their independent status. The hope that
these countries will become our allies in the
cold war was discarded as being unrealistic.

In providing foreign aid, the Soviet Union
alms at drawing them into the Soviet or-
bit. Russla carrles out these alms by (1)
using more technical assistance than direct
economic aid, so that the people do not
resent their help; (2) much publicity for
thelir ald; (3) offering to help in the form
of trade, without immediate stipulation of
the terms. It was also declided that Russia
would accept these countries’ neutrality, if
it meant preventing them from becoming
allies of the United States.

The form of government of the Soviet
Unien, their culture and geography give it
certain advantages in the technique of dis-
pensing forelgn ald. For example, their
dictatorial government enables the Soviets
to send help almost immediately after the
need arises, while the United States must
first go through several channels.

It appears that the best way to offset
these disadvantages and disclose the true
Soviet purposes in glving ald, would be to
channel development funds through the
United Nations. The United States would
profit more from such a move because of the
Soviet Unlon’s superiority in bilateral tech-
niques. The principal obstacles to such a
policy would be: (1) convincing Congress
that such a policy is desirable and that funds
for it should be appropriated; (2) to ma-
neuver the Soviet Union into agreeing to
channel their funds through the U.N. Per-
haps the best way of achieving this would
be to challenge them to participate in such
& program. If refused, the political motives
of Soviet foriegn aid would be exposed and
loss of prestige might act as a leverage to
influence their policy.

Some doubt was raised whether such a
policy would be feasible. In any event we
felt that the United States should seize the
initiative in an attempt to improve its own
program and force Russia to fully expose its
own,

Submitted by Sharon Woods, Mary Ann
Ragland, Sue Willlams, Jackie West.

PANEL 6: U.S. FOREIGN AID PROGRAMS

Our panel members thought that educa-
tion both in our country and in other coun-
tries was our primary concern. We need to
train our ambassadors in the language, cus-
toms, and religlon of those countries we wish
to ald. With more education we would be
able to reach the common man and get
more results with this ald. We also need to
educate our own people so that they know
-what and why we are giving foreign ald.
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This could be done by television commer-
e¢lals, articles in newspapers, international
relatons courses, and easily wunderstood
literature. 1

We also felt that thé¥e should be more em-
phasis placed on technical assistance rather
than military aid. A foreign aid program
administered by the United Nations was
judged to be the best solution. A good for-
eign trade policy is also Important. Of
course, the big problem here would be how
currency payments would be made. Under
the U.N. plan there would be less strings at-
tached. This would bring better feelings of
those who accept the aid. And finally, this
plan should be a long-range policy, giving
the underdeveloped countries time to get
more results.

In discussing this topic we did not try to
actually solve the problem of our forelgn aid
programs but rather attempted to point out
some improvements that could be effected.

Submitted by Dave Mulder, Irene Daschell,
Judy Wolfe, Sandra Thomas.

PANEL 7. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT IN AFRICA

During our discussions we found the en-
tire Continent of Africa to be underdevel-
oped. Nevertheless, we also realized that Af-
rica has a great potential. This area has
vast natural resources in addition to an old
and diverse culture.

We also found two distinet parallels be-
tween Africa’s problems and our country's
history. First, there Is the very apparent
and pressing problem of racial discrimina-
tion. Africa is the home or host to nearly
every known race of man. While the Negroid
racial types are both more numerous and
by reason of tenure have the best claim to
being indigenous, other races have long been
identified with the continent,

Three types of racial situations are preva-
lent in Africa: (1) Relationships among in-
digenocus peoples; (2) relationships between
Africans and Buropeans; and (3) relation-
ships involving Aslan and other ethnle
groups. However, we also agreed that Af-
rica’s problems are internal and that America
should treat them as such. Our support of
anticolonial movements will not win African
allies for us, as Suez well illustrated. And
yet America cannot plead neutrality when
South Africa elbows its African majority
aside. We can expect nothing better than
neutrality In return when we seek to rally
the support of Africa's peoples to the free
world. Africa remalns to be convinced that
the American concern for freedom embraces
the black man as well as the white.

As our second parallel, we found that Af-
rica is struggling under the yoke of colonial-
ism Just as America did. The overall trend
has been toward well organized demands for
an end to colonlallsm. Of course, exceptions
are evident, such as the Mau Mau of Kenya,
the open terrorism in Algeria, and the dis-
turbances in the French Cameroons. Inevit-
ably, however, as more and more African
countries secure independence, America is
being confronted by a very real dilemma.
Can the nationalist governments in weak
and underdeveloped states be counted on to
malintaln stable governments, adequate de-
fenses, and economies which remain open to
the West?

The following questions were also dis-
cussed by the panels: Why does the United
States give ald to Africa? Is it a sincere
desire to help the peoples of Africa, or is
it only—because if America didn't, Russia
would? Many Africans feel that the latter
is the case, and they resent it. As we dis-
cussed the motives of Amerlca's foreign ald
programs, we wondered if, perhaps, the Afri-
cans are not justified in their belief. The
underlying theme of both panels, however,
appeared to lie in an ares other than just
the giving of ald. American aid to Africa
invariably took the form of “helping Afri-
cans to help themselves.”
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Submitted by Bill Freck, Nancy Albin,
Beverly Killam, Bob Patterson.

PANEL 8. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT IN SOUTH
AND SOUTHEAST ASIA

American policy in south and southeast
Asla must gain the cooperation and under-~
standing of the under-developed nations in-
volved to realize its objectives. We must
develop an appreciation of national cul-
tures and philosophies, a tolerance of po-
litical objectives, and a realization of the
immediate problems of these areas. Cul-
ture and philosophies differ from those of
the West and even widely among the coun-
trles of this region. Enlightened admin-
Istrative methods must be cognizant of the
problems of these countries; they are not the
same as those of the West and must,
therefore, be met and solved differently,
The rise of nationalism and the desire for
self-determination must be recognized.

An organization such as the United Na-
tlons was thought desirable to administer
and distribute ald and investment. Aid
from a multilateral body does not insult
the pride of nationalism. Politlcal disagree-
ments with the United States must be re-
solved on this point. The recipients of our
ald must be carefully chosen. Prosperity,
not arms, give rise to free enterprise. Edu-
cated people realize the dangers of com-
munism. The need for and love of their
own way of life is stronger than capitalism
or communism.

Seeking to make more effective use of our
foreign ald in southeast Asia we could (1)
improve our diplomatic service and appoint-
ment system; (2) improve the general stand-
ard of living and thereby halting the spread
of communism—not an ultimate aim, but a
desirable result; (3) Increase the exchange
of students and teachers: (4) further pub-
lic knowledge about and understanding of
a4 country's problems; (5) administer gov-
ernmental low-interest, long-term loans
through a multilateral agency to develop
projects of a public nature (i.e., dams, roads,
agricultural extensions, etc.) followed by in-
dustrial development by private enterprise
again distributed through a multilateral,
nonpolitical organlzation,

An increased emphasis on economic aid
coupled with our present policy of military
asslstance is necessary for the mutual wel-
fare of our Nation and the underdeveloped
lands of south and southeast Asia.

Submitted by Leigh Hess, Steve Beckham,
Bill Koons, and Jim Compton.

OF GENERAL INTEREST
GRANTS PASS HIGH SCHOOL

The Grants Pass chapter of the Interna-
tional Relations League is sponsoring a stu-
dent tour to the International Exposition
Trade Falr to be held in Portland, starting
June 10. The tour is open to any Grants
Pass High School student who is willing to
help raise the money for transportation,
lodging, and other expenses. Money-raising
projects, such as cake sales, bottle drives,
rummage sales, and the selling of Oregon
Centennial seals and Reader's Digest sub-
scriptions, have all been planned so that
individual expenses will be as low as pos-
sible. The students on this tour, which be-
gins June 10, will stay 2 days at the fair.

On March 17 at their last meeting, the
IR.C. featured Miss Jessie Hughes from
Portland as guest speaker. Miss Hughes
showed slides and told the members of her
experiences in a student work camp in the
French Cameroons.

ROOSEVELT HIGH SCHOOL, PORTLAND

Roosevelt High School held its annual
American Feld Service Assembly on April
2, 1959, for the assembled student body.
Each I.R.C. member represented a nation of
the world and throughout the day wore
the appropriate costume for that nation.
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Such countries as Bulgaria, Lithuanla, Scot-
land, Ireland, Germany, Greece, and Italy
were represented. Two of the exchange stu-
dent guests were Damajantl Kartasasmita
from Indonesia, who danced for the assem-
bly, and Gursan Cumbus, who wore a Turk=-
ish costume and explained differences be-
tween the Moslem and Christian religions.
After the assembly, a new money-raising
project was introduced. The sale of token
shares of stock to help finance the trip of
an American field service foreign student
was explained and set into motion as of
that date. The shares of stock are avall-
able from any IRC member. $565.65 of the
8650 has been received. The remainder of
the day was spent in taking the students
to classes and helping them get acquainted
with Roosevelt High.

SOUTH EUGENE HIGH SCHOOL

South Eugene High School's LR.C. has
‘been working hard to raise the $650 neces-
sary for an American field service student.
Car washes, bake sales, movie ticket sales,
and PTA and Rotary Club financial help
has brought in $400. Speakers at club
meetings have talked to the group about the
Union of South Africa, Nepal, and the United
Nations. The South Eugene delegates, like
many others, expressed their enjoyment of
the State I.LR.L. conference.

Recently they held a tea to which they
invited foreign students from the University
of Oregon.

OREGON CITY SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL

The Oregon City I.R.C. three times has
sponsored “Guess for a Day"—a program in
which an American field service student from
another country is invited to the school for
an entire day. The student visits classes, goes
to lunch with club members, goes to a
student's home for dinner, and is the guest
speaker at the club meeting in the evening.
The club members provide private transpor-
tation for the guest. This program has
proven to be very satisfactory, because these
foreign students seem delighted with the
program. Faculty and students enjoy meet-
ing them and exchanging ideas.

The semester's main activity was the I.LR.C.
variety show, “Varieties of 18569," in which
a full evening (April 8) of dancing, singing,
instrumental music, and pantomimes was
presented. The proceeds go to the foreign
student exchange fund.

An excellent idea that shows the club
members’ eagerness for achlevement is a
small mimeographed booklet to be used as a
guide. It includes the following: the pur-
pose of the club; a list of its officers and
members; and a detailed account of meet-
ings, complete with lists of committees for
refreshments and programs. An attractive
brown and yellow cover encloses this helpful
booklet. .

JEFFERSON HIGH SCHOOL, PORTLAND

Jefferson’s I.R.C. has begun making prep-
arations for next year's club. With prior an-
nouncements and invitations, a meeting was
held in a member’s home on April 2. The
club’s purposes and activities were explained
to prospective members. Included in the
evening’s program were reports from dele-
gates to the State conference. ‘A meeting is
now being planned to form a tentative ac-
tivity scheduled for the fall term,

Jefl's Miss Oenone Shaw, one of the organ-
izers of Oregon's IRL 12 years ago, has
decided to work only in a supervisory capacity
with the two new, ambitious advisers,
Mr. Robert Henderson, and Mr. Forrest
Dalrymple. Miss Shaw deserves speclal
recognition for her outstanding achievement
as an IRL adviser,

FORT VANCOUVER HIGH SCHOOL, VANCOUVER,
WASH.

The Southwestern Washington Institute of
International Affairs held its fifth annual
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conference at Clark Junior College in Van-
couver, Wash., on April 3 and 4. Approxi-
mately 150 high school students and 15 for-
elgn students met for the 2 days to discuss
technical assistance in Asia. Dr. Warren
Tomlinson, of the College of Puget SBound,
and Frank Williston, of the University of
Washington, were guest speakers.

The Vancouver Council of Student Ex-
change is sponsoring its annual farewell for
the forelgn students and the students who
will spend a year or a summer abroad. This
banquet will be held on May 21.

April 30 the I.R.C. will have a program on
Russia. The Reverend John Soltman, a local
minister, will present the complete set of
slides he took on his recent trip to Russia.

CLEVELAND HIGH SCHOOL, PORTLAND

March 17 was the date of Cleveland’s LR.C.-
sponsored American fleld service assembly.
Jean Arnett, who recently returned from Hol-
land, and Jean McCarthy, who spent last
summer in Turkey, shared the time showing
slides and telling of their experiences.

During April the individual chapters of
Cleveland's IRC met. During one meeting a
potluck dinner was held with clubs from
Roosevelt and Franklin High. S8irrka-Lisa
Lankinen, dressed in her provincial Finnish
costume, told the gathering of 35 students
about her country.

At the other April meeting Mary Miko-
lavich, a teacher at Cleveland, told the group
about her European trip, illustrating her talk
with slides.

Since this is my last “family tree,” I would
like to thank everyone for helping to make
my term in office so enjoyable. At the top
of my appreciation list are Mr. Birger Brandt,
Miss Irene Elumenthal, and the members of
the OEA-IRL executive committee. I am
also grateful for the cooperation of the
clubs sending me information about their
activities.

DoNNA DEY ROBINSON,
IRL Vice President.

MINUTES OF THE CONFERENCE MEETING

The first business meeting of the 12th an-
nual IRL conference was called to order by
Reece Bader, president.

Nomination and acceptance speeches were
given for the candidates for IRL State of-
fices. Anne Morse, State IRL historian, in-
troduced the following nominees for his-
torian: Elouise Foiles, Corvallis; Linda Lou
Kiser, Lake Oswego; and Bill McCord, Hud-
eon's Bay. Kathy Leslie, State IRL secre-
tary, Introduced the following candidates for
secretary: Dean Lokken, Lebanon; Carolyn
Mencke, Medford; and Judy Wolfe, Franklin,
Donna Robinson, State IRL vice president,
introduced Rick Biles, South Salem, and
Pete Bteen, Albany, for the office of presi-
dent. Harvey Berenson, Woodrow Wilson;
Doug Nohlgren, North Salem; and Bill
Serres, Oregon City, were introduced by
Reece Bader for the office of IRL State
president.

It was announced that each delegation
would be allowed one vote,

The meeting was adjourned at 1:24 p.m,

KATHY LESLIE,
State IRL Secretary.

MORNING MEETING, FEBRUARY 28, 1959

The meeting was opened in the Erb Me-~
morial Ballroom at 8:15 a.m. for the purpose
of electing officers for 'the coming year. The
results were: Bill McCord, Hudson's Bay, his-
torian; Carolyn Mencke, Medford, secretary;
Pete Steen, 'Albany, vice president; Doug
Nohlgren, North BSalem, president.

The 19568-59 State officers thanked the IRL
and the executive committee for their help
throughout the year.

The meeting was adjourned by the presi-
dent-elect, Doug Nohlgren.

KATHY LESLIE,
State IRL Secretary.

June 15

AFTERNOON MEETING, FEBRUARY 28, 1959

The final meeting of the 12th annual IRL
conference was called to order at 12:15 by
Presldent-elect Doug Nohlgren.

Reports were given by the discussion lead-
ers summarizing what concluslons were
reached at thelr respective roundtables.

Miss Blumenthal then gave a brief evalua-
tion of the conference. She urged all clubs
to cooperate fully with the IRL office at Eu-
gene. She reminded the delegates to submit
thelr scrapbooks so that the contest for the
award to the club with the most active year-
round-program could be carried out. The
discussion leaders were reminded that a full
report of thelir respective groups was due by
April 20.

Fresident-elect Doug Nohlgren announced
that the tople for next year would deal with
the various military alliances and the effec-
tiveness of each.

The meeting was adjourned by the presi-
dent-elect at 3 p.m.

CAROLYN MENCKE,
State IRL Secretary-elect.

HERE ARE THE NEW OFFICERS

The following new officers were elected for
the next school year at the recent IRL con-
ference in Eugene. Best of luck in your term
next year.

FPresident: Doug Nohlgren, 260 North 13th
Street, Salem, Oreg.

Vice president: Pete Steen, Route No. 2,
Box 741, Albany, Oreg.

Secretary: Carolyn Mencke, 2141 East
Jackson Street, Medford, Oreg.; Medford
Union High School.

Historian: Blll McCord, 207 Evergreen
Driver, Vancouver, Wash.; Hudson's Bay High
School, Vancouver, Wash.

MINUTES OF THE OEA:IR CoMMITTEE, FEB=
RUARY 27, 1959, EUGENE, OREG,

The Oregon Education Association: Inter-
national Relatlons League Committee meet«
ing was called to order at 2:30 p.m. in Com-
monwealth Hall on the University of Oregon
campus. Present were Kenneth L. Toner,
chairman, Jacksonville High School; Irene
Blumenthal, IRL executive secretary; Charles
P. Schleicher, permanent representative on
the committee; Dr. John F. Gange, director
for review and development, the Asia Foun-
dation; Miss Rice, Cottage Grove High
School; Miss Trull, Grants Pass High School;
Mrs. Smith, Medford High School; LeRoy
Graymer, Hillsboro High School; Paul Deller,
Klamath Falls High School; John Chamber-
laln, Monmouth Union High School: Reece
Bader, IRL State president, Cleveland High
School; Donna Robinson, vice president,
Jefferson High School; Kathy Leslie; State
secretary, South Eugene High School; Anne
Morse, State historlan, Lebanon High School.

The meeting was held to decide the toplc
for next year's IRL State conference.

It was decided that a model U.N. would
not be held next year for the following rea-
sons: a handicap in physical setup; students
who were accomplished speakers were sent as
delegates, not those knowing their subject;
too much competition between high schools;
and, too much parllamentary | ure.
The model United Nations will probably be
held every 3 or 4 years.

Next year's conference will center around
roundtable discussions. Topics suggested
were the following: Military alliances; fur-
ther investigation into Asla, Africa, and
Latin America; economic systems*#nd their
relationship In the cold war. Dr.
spoke to the committee about the advantages
of military alliances as a subject. It was
moved that the preliminary topic be “Are
Our Military Alliances Obsolete?” subject to
the approval of next year's board.

A great concern of the executive board is
how to get more student organization and
participation in the conference. Regional
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organizations were discussed as a possible
answer to the problem. John Chamberlain
is to work with Miss Blumenthal to investi-
gate the idea of regional representatives,
The meeting was adjourned at 3:30 p.m.
- EaTHY LESLIE,
IRL State Secretary.

MINUTES OF THE OEA:IR ComMMITTEE, MaY 9,
1959, EUGENE, OREG.

The Oregon Education Association: Inter-
national Relations Committee meeting was
called to order at 9:30 a.m., Saturday, May 9.
Present were Kenneth L. Toner, chairman,
Jacksonville High School; Irene Blumenthal,
IRL executive secretary; Richard Barss,
OEA:IR consultant, representative of the
Oregon Education Association; LeRoy Gray-
mer, Hillsboro High School; Charlotte Mi-
rick, secretary, IRL office; Doug Nohlgren,
State president, North Salem High School;
Pete Steen, State vice president.

The first order of business was the judging
of the entries for the best overall program
contest. Miss Blumenthal reported that
there were sufficlent funds to award three
prizes. The winning selections were made
after careful review of the questionnaires
and, in some cases, acocmpanying scrap-
books. First place was awarded to Hudson's
Bay High School, Vancouver, Wash.; second
place, Lebanon High School. Lebanon, Oreg.;
and third place, South Salem High School,
Salem, Oreg.

The nine schools submitting entries were:
Cleveland High School, Portland, Oreg.;
Grants Pass High School, Grants Pass, Oreg.;
Hudson’s Bay High School, Vancouver,
Wash.; Lebanon High School, Lebanon,
Oreg.; Medford High School, Medford, Oreg.;
Roosevelt High School, Portland, Oreg.; St.
Francis High School, Eugene, Oreg.; South
Eugene High School, Eugene, Oreg.; and
South Salem High School, S8alem, Oreg.

The next order of business was the final
selection of the topic for the 1960 confer-
ence. The tentative toplic suggested at the
February 27, 1959, meeting on military al-
liances was discussed. After review, it was
decided to reconfirm this topic, suggested
originally by Dr. John Gange, speaker at the
1959 conference. The topic had found gen-
eral approval at the conference. The official
conference toplc decided upon is “Do Our
Military Alllances Serve Their Purposes?”
Mr, Graymer requested that a short bibliog-
raphy be made avalilable now. Miss Blu-
menthal agreed to have some references in-
cluded in the spring bulletin.

Inquiries were made as to a possible date
for next year's conference. Miss Blu-
menthal reported that the last week of Feb-
ruary may be considered as a tentative date,
but clearance must be sought from the stu-
dent union board and conflicts with other
high school events must be eliminated.

The study guide for next year was dis-
cussed as the next point. Miss Blumenthal
said that a study by the foreign policy as-
sociation on this topic might become avail-
able. This was found to be desirable, It
was proposed that it be distributed in a
study packet using an IRL folder and other
information on the conference. If such a
study from the foreign policy association is
not available $100 was allocated for writing
a study guide. The matter was turned over
to Miss Blumenthal for appropriate action.

Student officers were encouraged to plan
meetings for next year in order to conduct
current business and organize elections and
meetings at the conference. Doug Nohlgren
said that he tentatively planned to call one
meeting in the fall, and the other just prior
to the conference to take care of State officer
nominations.

The problem of promotion of IR Clubs,
especially eastern Oregon clubs, was dis-
cussed. The possibility of organizing re-
gional units is still pending until Mr. John
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Chamberlain, who was appointed at the ad-
visers’ meeting during the conference, to look
into this matter, presents his report,
The business being completed, the meeting
was adjourned at 12:30.
CHARLOTTE MIRICK,
IRL Office Secretary.

INTRODUCTORY READING FOR NEXT YEAR'S
CONFERENCE

Campbell, John C., "Defense of the Middle
East,” Harper Bros., 1958.

Finletter, Thomas K., “Foreign Policy: The
Next Phase,” Harper Bros., 1958.

Furniss, Edgar S., Jr., "American Military
Policy,” Rinehart & Co., 1957.

Eennan, George F., “Russia, The Atom and
the West,” Harper Bros., 1958.

Salvadori, Massimo, “NATO: A 20th Cen-
tury Community of Nations,” Van Nostrand
Co., 1957 (soft cover).

INTERNATIONAL TRADE—COMPETI-
TION FROM SOVIET-PRODUCED
MATERIALS

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, at
the present time, the U.S. chemical in-
dustry is faced with a continuing over-
supply of benzene which is manufactured
by coking plants and petroleum refiners.
In recent years the tremendous growth
in productive capacity of our oil refining
industry has out-stripped production of
benzene from coking operations.

One of the reasons for concern in the
petro-chemical field is a recently an-
nounced contract for the purchase of 54
million gallons of Soviet produced ben-
zene, delivery to take place over a 2-year
period at a total price of about $13.5
million.

It is surprising to me and many others
in the domestic industry that leading
firms in American business are purchas-
ing Soviet-produced materials and prod-
ucts when there exists in this country, in
some instances, an oversupply of the
same product readily available for use.
The question may be asked what about
the price? The U.S. domestic price is,
perhaps, a little higher, but it is a price
which reflects our Nation's high standard
of living and the wage rates paid to free
American labor employed in an Ameri-
can enterprise.

It seems foolish, indeed, to say that a
firm does not have to pay in U.S. dollars.
Whatever the consideration in another
country’s money, the transaction creates
a favorahble international trade position
for the Soviet Union. That country ob-
tains a consideration of value to it in
exchange for the goods whether the con-
sideration be dollars, or rubles; the result
is a favorable credit balance for the
U.SSR.

I am certain we are all aware of the
heavy overtones for more trade with
Russia which accompanied the recent
visit of Soviet Deputy Premier Anastas
Mikoyan's recent visit to the United
States. He was a glib salesman, but I
doubt that many persons in our business
community were taken in, or fell for, his
promotional efforts to obtain technical
know-how, aid, and goods.

Personally, I am a Senator who be-
lieves in closely restricting our trade
with Russia in certain fields. Before
we engage in any deals we should know
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precisely what effect the transaction will
have upon our own country’s industries
and our economiec position.

There can be no doubt that the Mi-
koyan visit to the United States did not
produce one desired objective, that of
increasing trade with the U.S.S.R. and
Soviet-dominated countries. There are
many competent observers who call the
Mikoyan mission a failure,

While the Soviet Government, through
various of its spokesmen, has threatened
to wage an economic offensive against
the free world, it appears to me that our
businessmen are helping those leaders
achieve their ends by participating in
contracts calling for delivery in this
country of Soviet-produced goods; yes,
in many instances goods which may have
been produced by Soviet slave labor.

‘We must realize that all international
trade engaged in by the U.S.S.R. is cal-
culated to further the objectives of that
state. International trade is an instru-
ment of foreign policy to be used to aid
the U.S.S.R.

Recently we have seen instances of
the Soviet Government having entered
into active trading in goods within the
Western Hemispheres, Price has little
meaning in a State controlled industry.
Materials can be sold at a low price spe-
cifically to break world or local area
market prices.

The Senate Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce, of which I am
the ranking Republican member, will
soon begin to organize its inquiry into
foreign trade. I shall follow that in-
quiry closely. I am suggesting several
topics within this area which I consider
to be worthy of committee study. In
my opinion the status of our foreign
trade is an area which has been too
long neglected.

NEW TACTICS TO WIN OBJEC-
TIVES—INTERVIEW WITH SENA-
TOR HUMPHREY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
there appears in the June 10, 1959, issue
of the Christian Science Monitor the
text of an interview with the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr, HUMPHREY] con-
ducted by Courtney Sheldon entitled
“New Tactics To Win Objectives.”

The interview reveals the exceptional
qualities possessed by the distinguished
Senator from Minnesota. He speaks, in
this interview, with originality and with
a courageous and wide-ranging intelli-
gence on the major issues of domestic
and foreign affairs which confront us.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp the text of the
interview.

There being no objection, the inter-
view was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows: :
NEw TactIics To WIN OBJECTIVES—A CAPITAL

INTERVIEW WITH SeENATOR HUBERT HUM-

PHREY

(By Cuu:t.ney Sheldon)

(Third in a serles of interviews on Capltol
Hill to record the viewpoints of Senators
SyminegToN, KENNEDY, and HUMPHREY, each
of whom is generally considered a serious

prospect for the Democratic presidential
nomination in 1960.)
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WasHINGTON —Minnesota Senator HUBERT
H. HUMPHREY, once a college professor in po-
litical sclence, twice elected mayor of Minne=
apolis, and now a leader of the northern b=
eral wing of his party, and the possible choice
of that faction for the Democratic nomina-
tion next year—

Belleves that a Soviet move toward an ac-
ceptable nuclear test ban agreement is one
of the things that Khrushchev will make at
a summit conference.

Recommends that the United States pro-
gram its farm production 5 to 10 years in
advance to help underdeveloped countries
improve their diets and feed their hungry.

What issues do you feel the Democrats
should concentrate on in 1960, Senator
HUMPHREY?

Well, I think you will find that issues will
vary in different areas of the country. In
my part of the country, the utter failure of
this administration’s agriculture policy will
still be an issue, for example.

A countrywide issue will be the failure of
the administration to really plan economic
growth. Now here is a difference, I think,
between liberal Democrats and Republicans.
Some of us believe in the broad outlines of
national planning for economic growth.

I believe, for example, that we can't leave
things to the accident of chance. I think
that in the light of the kind of competition
we are facing internationally from Soviet
communism we have to make better use of
our resources.

There are some limits to them and they
ought to be programed and utilized. At
the same time we must provide the widest
opportunity for individual decision within
that great national plan. We do, however,
need goals to strive for—objectives to
accomplish.

Now on international affairs what issues
of consequence do you anticipate?

Well, here the Republicans take fixed po-
sitions and try to hold them without getting
into the field of maneuver and using new
tactics to win objectives.

We haven't won anything. We have been
lucky to hang on., The same administra-
tion that tried to repudiate the doctrine of
containment, which we had for a period
after the Soviets were pressing so hard in
Western Europe, has embraced containment
even more than the previous administration.

It has been incapable of understanding
the social revolution that is going on in
the world. Conservative government, by
its nature, tends to embrace the status
quo. It approaches change with fear and
timidity.

. Would you favor more or fewer periodic
summit meetings just to exchange views?

I would favor more. I wish we could
make these summit meetings a little less
of a circus or bazaar. Meetings of heads
of state would be better if there were not
quite so much headline attention until
something was done.

You favor more contacts with the Soviets
all along the line, such as yours with
Ehrushchev?

I wish you could see the volume of let-
ters that comes every time any American,
including myself, meets with the Soviets.
You'd think that somehow or other we were
going to catch political leprosy.

It seems to me we have more to gain from
meeting with them than they have from
meeting with us. And I enjoy the idea of
intellectual competition, as well as political
and psychological competition,

I like to have the opportunity of telling
the Soviets a little about the way of our
life, and doing it in a friendly and polite
manner, and I think it is a good idea for
them to see our country. They live under
gross misconception as to what American
life is all about. This misconception could
lead to dangerous miscalculations.
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Do you feel that we have gone too far or
not far enough in our offers to the Soviets
on a nuclear test ban agreement?

I really belleve that in the past few months
we have been very sincere and have gone
quite a way with the Soviets on a policy of
trying to reconcile differences. I had a feel-
ing in January that maybe we were heing
a little too stiff. That has been changed.

While bringing to the attention of the
Geneva delegations the new sclentific data,
we have demonstrated a willingness to adapt
ourselves to this new material and to give
the Soviets an opportunity to join with us
in further scientific research for betler
means of inspection.

I hope that Soviets will come around ulti-
mately and I think they will. I believe this
is one of the things that Khrushchev will
do at a summit conference.

If that did not come about, would you
favor unilateral banning of atmospheric
tests?

Yes. Atmospheric tests, I would. I be-
lieve we have nothing particularly to gain in
atmospheric tests militarily and we have a
great deal to lose, both psychologlecally and
possibly ‘in health.

We can do these tests underground. We
can do them at extraordinarily high altitudes
which is a much safer process from a human
health point of view.

Now on the farm problem, is there really
any feasible long-range solution?

A sound national agricultural policy must
be based on expanded soil conservation; ade~-
quate farm credit; continued research not
only in production but in uses of food and
fiber; a price support or income protection
system designed to aid the family farm pro-
duction pattern—with definite ceilings on
the total of commodity loans or payments to
any one farm producer.

Farm price supports should be extended
only when farmers accept production and
marketing controls; there should be no sup-
ports for products or producers who fail to
comply with necessary production regula-
tions.

~ And finally the means of income protec-

tion or price supports should be varied—
whatever works best for any commodity or
producer. By this I mean the Secretary of
Agriculture should be authorized to use
crop loans, compensatory payments, pur-
chases, extended credit, and even retirement
of unneeded acres.

Production plans must include not only
the domestic and normal export needs, but
also food and fiber for strengthening our
foreign policy in the food deficit areas, plus
food for the mneedy at home—possibly the
use of food stamps for those on social secu-
rity plus others who recelve all too inade-
quate allowances,

I belleve that this Nation would be better
served by an agriculture of smaller units. I
suggest that we look upon this production
of food and fiber as a great economic asset in
the cold war and that we utilize it as part
of a definite international economic aid pro-
gram; that we work with the underdeveloped
countries and see what their food deficits
are, and then start to help these countries
improve their diets and feed their hungry.

This programing of farm production for
international use should be done 5 to 10
years in advance so that the recipient na-
tions and our farm people can plan on it.

FLAG DAY

Mr. KEATING. Myr. President, Sun-
day was celebrated all across America
as Flag Day. June 14 has a special and
historical significance for all Americans,
because it was on that day in 1777 that
the Constitutional Congress adopted a
resolution designating the Stars and
Stripes as our flag—the flag of freedom.

June 15

Since that time, our proud flag has
flown over the scene of every battle our
Nation has fought for democracy and
freedom. It has become a revered sym-
bol of our independence and of the lib-
erty we hold so dear.

The importance of our flag to all
Americans is emphasized by the fact
that the pledge of allegiance to the flag
is learned by our schoolchildren as soon
as they are old enough to memorize it.
We in New York State are especially
proud that the author of the pledge,
Francis Bellamy, was a citizen of our
State.

Just as the pledge of allegiance has
served to inspire millions with dedica-
tion to our flag, so that flag has through-
out the world come to symbolize the pa-
triotism and freedom which are the hall-
marks of America. A constituent of
mine, Mr, H. Zuckerman of 455 Schenec-
tady Avenue, Brooklyn, N.Y., has sent
me a verse entitled “Flag of Freedom,”
to commemorate Flag Day. I ask unani-
mous consent to have it printed in the
Recorp, following my remarks.

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

FLAG oF FREEDOM

(By H. Zuckerman)

Flag of freedom
Flag of freedom
O thou glorious emblem of the free!
Flag of freedom
Flag of freedom
Beaconlight for all humanity.
Our guardian o’er the land and o'er the sea,
The shrine of our devotion; unity!
Flag of freedom
Flag of freedom
Liberty our watchword e'er shall hel
Flag of freedom
Plng of freedom
We all pledge our allegiance to theel

SOLUTION NEEDED TO CRISIS IN
LEAD AND ZINC INDUSTRY

~ Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, the
domestic lead and zine industry is in a
perilous economic position, caused in
great part by the continuing high level
of lead and zine imports from abroad.
I am, therefore, pleased to join with the
Senator from Montana [Mr. MURRAY],
and other Senators in sponsoring pro-
posed legislation which might save the
industry from threatened extermination,
in the interest of both our national secu=
rity and the economy of our mining
States.

The main feature of the bill is a 4-cent
import tax which would be imposed
whenever the U.S. market prices for lead
and zine fell below the peril point level
of 15% cents a pound for lead and 1314
cents a pound for zine.

The lead and zinc industry has gone
through a troublesome period since the
end of the Korean war. On May 21,
1954, the Tariff Commission made &
unanimous finding that imports were
seriously injuring the lead and zine in-
dustry, and recommended increased
duties on such imports in the interest
of the national security. At that time,
the price of lead was 14 cents and the
price of zinc was 10%4 cents. Yet, today
the price of lead is 12 cents and the price
of zine is 11 cents, which as a combina-
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tion is below the 1954 level. This,
coupled with rising costs of doing busi-
ness, has all but ruined the domestic
lead-zinc industry.

Government stockpile buying and
various barter arrangements firmed up
prices from January 1956 to May 1957,
but the discontinuance of this program
saw a sharp drop in lead and zinc prices.
To relieve the serious situation, the
Eisenhower administration, in August of
1957, proposed the imposition of a sliding
scale import tax when U.S. prices were
below 17 cents for lead and 14'% cents
for zinc. This proposal passed the Sen-
ate by a 70 to 12 margin, but was rejected
in the House 159 to 182 near the end of
the 1958 session of Congress.

Meanwhile, the Tariff Commission, on
April 24, 1958, made its second unani-
mous finding of injury, and all six Com-
missioners recommended increased im-
port duties. Three of the Commissioners
recommended that quotas be imposed in
addition to the duties. Thereafter, the
President, on September 21, 1958, im-
posed gquotas on foreign imports of lead
and zine, but without import duties.
The prices then were 11 cents a pound
for lead and 10 cents for zinc.

Unfortunately, the quotas have not
worked out as well as had been hoped.
This may have resulted because the
President’s proclamation only limits im-
ports to 80 percent of lead and zinc im-
ports during the base period 1953 to
1957. That portion of the Tariff Com-
mission’s recommendations dealing with
quotas proposed that imports be limited
to 50 percent of imports during the base
period. To put it another way, the Presi-
dent’s order allows 135,000 more tons of
lead and 195,000 more tons of zine to be
imported each year than the Commis-
sion recommended.

At the same time that prices have
failed to firm up appreciably under the
quota program, lead and zinc stocks on
hand in this country have leaped up-
ward to 215,000 tons and over 200,000
tons, respectively. The normal level of
lead stocks would be about 70,000 tons,
and zinc about 75,000 tons. Moreover,
the year 1958 recorded the lowest mine
production of lead in 60 years and the
lowest zinc production in 26 years.

The serious effect of the depressed
condition confronting our lead and zine
industry in Utah is reflected ty the fact
that the average number of men em-
ployed in the industry in 1948 was 3,118;
in 1957 it was 1,410; today the number of
men working is estimated to be about
1,100. There were 21 lead and zinc op-
erators in Utah in 1948, 9 in 1957, and
only 3 today. At least one of the com-
panies still operating is suffering con-
tinuous operating losses and only re-
mains open because it would be more
expensive to shut down.

The national interest requires that we
reverse this ruinous trend.

EFFECT OF HIGH INTEREST RATES
ON HOUSING CONSTRUCTION

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
first bitter national economic fruits of
the hard money, high-interest rate policy
are reported in the papers this morning.
Last month housing starts hit a season-
ally adjusted low for this year. In the
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teeth of the alleged boom we are hav-

ing, this dropoff in home construction

may be very significant.

I wish to make it perfectly clear that
the figures for May also showed that it
was the best May in the past 4 years.
However, the trend is downward.

Everyone who has observed the hous-
ing industry knows that it is highly sen-
sitive to interest rates. Climbing interest
rates greatly increase the cost of financ-
ing home building. For example, for
every 1l-percent increase in interest
rates for a home that is financed over a
25-year period, there is an increase
equivalent to a 12'5-percent hike in the
cost of the house.

There are few social needs more ur-
gent than housing for American families.

There are still millions of Americans
out of work.

Home construction has been a vital
bellwether of our econcmy. When it
thrives, the economy thrives. When it
falters, recession is likely to follow.

This news should be emphatic warn-
ing to the administration and the Con-
gress, that high interest rates are already
developing such danger to our economy
that it would be foolish to approve of the
administration’s request to break the
more than 40-year 4Y4-percent statutory
limitation on long-term bonds,

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an article in this morning's
Wall Street Journal reporting the fall-
off in housing starts be printed in the
Recorbp at this point.

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

RATE oF PRIVATE HoME STARTS HIiT 1959 Low
IN MAY—BUT RATE Is BEST FOR MAY 1IN 4
YEARS—DECLINE Is AGAINST SEASONAL
TREND—OTHER HousiNng FIGURES MIXED
WasHINGTON.—The annual rate of private

home starts dropped last month to the low-

est level of the year, although it was the
highest for May in 4 years, the Labor Depart-
ment reported.

The seasonally adjusted annual rate of pri-
vate homes begun in May fell to 1,340,000;
1,390,000 the month before. The May rate,
however, was the highest for that month
since 1955, when the annual rate was 1,318,~
000.

Other indicators of housing construction
activity showed mixed results for May. The
Federal Housing Administration said it re-
ceived 38,200 applications for its mortgage
insurance on propoaed. new homes—off 900
from the 39,100 received the month before
but up from the 34,558 received in May 1958.
The Veterans' Administration reported re-
quests for appraisals of new homes to be
bought though GI loans rose to 20,738, up
9.9 percent from the 18,875 received in April
but well below the 29,170 recelved in May
1958.

The Labor Department’s report on home
bullding activity showed actual public and
private home starts in May of 134,000, down
from 137,000 the previous month but up from
108,600 in May 1958. This decline, the
agency said, ran counter to the usual April-
to-May seasonal increase of moderate size.
The actual number of private home starts
alone in May declined to 130,600 from 133,200
in April.

One reason for the abnormal decline in
total starts between April and May, housing
experts sald, was bullders’ uncertainty over
the fate of the housing legislation pending
in Congress. That bill contains new mort-
gage Insuring authority for the Federal
Housing Administration.
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The seasonally adjusted annual rate of pri-
vate starts, when averaged for the first 5
months of this year, amounted to 1,377,000
units, up from the relatively low rate of 975,~
000 for the like period last year.

A total of 30,700 homes were started in May
under the Federal Housing Administration’s
mortgage insurance program, the Agency said
in its report. This was up from 30,100 in
April and 22,065 in May 1958,

Applications for mortgage insurance on
existing homes, the FHA said, slipped in May
to 50,100 from 52,500 in April. A total of
55,448 such applications were made in May
of last year.

Requests for Veterans' Administration ap-
praisal of existing homes dropped to 8,243 in
May from 8,327 in April, the agency said in
its monthly summary. In May of last year,
the VA received 12,157 such requests. An-
other measure of GI housing activity, ap=
plications for home loan guarantees, dropped
4.6 percent in May to 16,787 from 17,697 in
April. In May a year ago, the agency received
only 8,705 of these applications.

Actual starts under the VA program
dropped T percent in May to 10,255 from
11,022 in April. Starts totaled 6,043 in May
1958.

DELETERIOUS EFFECT OF HIGH IN-
TEREST RATES ON LONG-TERM
GOVERNMENT BONDS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President,
among the most serious victims of the
President’s request to shove up interest
rates on long-term Government bonds
would be the local communities all over
America who are already having trou-
ble borrowing money to build schools
and streets, hospitals, and municipal
buildings.

America needs this construction.
There is still enough idle plant capacity
and manpower to build the necessary
construction without creating any infla-
tionary demand on scarce resources.
But the President’s demand for an in-
terest rate hike will enormously increase
the cost of this construction. In many
cases it will become prohibitive. Where
a city goes ahead, borrows the money,
and engages in construction anyway, the
rising interest cost is sure to mean an in-
crease in local property taxes.

Mr, President, my home city of Madi-
son, Wis., the university city and State
capital, has an outstanding reputation
for the fiscal soundness and reliability of
its government. Its obligations have
been top grade for a long time. I have
just heard from its very able mayor, Ivan
Nestingen, who has written me about the
consequences of high interest rates to
Madison’s municipal financing, and the
threatening impact of the President’s
request to permit the Federal Govern-
ment to enter competition for long-range
money by taking the 4%;-percent ceiling
off long-range bonds.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this letter from Mayor Nest-
ingen be printed in the body of the
Recorp at this point.

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

MapisoN, Wis., June 11, 1959.
The Honorable WILLIAM PROXMIRE,
U.S. Senator, Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR ProxmIRe: Recent news ac-
counts have indicated President Eisenhower
is proposing elimination of the interest rate
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ceiling on U.S. savings bonds and other
bonds. I want to take this opportunity in
behalf of the city of Madison of expressing
strong objection to the proposal and request-
ing your opposition to it.

The policy of the Federal Government with
respect t0 methods of financing has given
rise to increasingly high interest rates to be
paid by municipalities on any borrowing for
needed local improvements, whether such
improvements be for schools, highways or
other local meeds. Our most recent bond
sales have shown a marked increase in
interest rates, and the market continues
to rise. The direct effect of the results of
the policy of the current national adminis-
tration has been to drive the interest rates
up for needed local borrowing with a direct
adverse effect on the already hard-hit prop-
erty taxpayer. The proposal of President
Eisenhower to eliminate the ceiling on inter-
est rates on US. savings and other bonds
will have a further adverse effect on inter-
est rates local governments must pay.

I hope that your office will support any
efforts #o defeat the elimination of the ceil-
ing on those interest rates,

Respectfully yours,
Ivan A, NESTINGEN,
Majyor.

THE OPPORTUNITY OF ABUNDANCE

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, sev-
eral weeks ago I placed in the CONGRES-
s1oNAL REcorp an article by Robert G.
Lewis entitled “The Poverty of Abun-
dance.” Today I ask unanimous con-
sent to place in the record a second,
brilliant article in the same series by
Lewis, this one entitled “The Oppor-
tunity of Abundance.”

Mr. President, Robert G. Lewis was
my administrative assistant until last
April when he left to take a top agri-
cultural coordinator job with the Gov-
ernor of Wisconsin, Gaylord Nelson.

I urge my colleagues to read this arti-
cle by Bob Lewis. No one has a deeper
or more comprehensive understanding
of the farm problem and I am sure no
one writes more eloguently or per-
suasively about it.

Here is a challenge to this Congress
and a solution to the greatest economic
paradox of this generation. It deserves
careful and thoughtful scrutiny.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered prinfed in the REecorp, as
follows:

THE OPPORTUNITY OF ABUNDANCE
(By Robert G. Lewis)

(This is the concluding installment of a
two-party survey of the plight of American
agriculture. The first, entitled “The Pov-
erty of Abundance,” appeared in the May
issue. Mr. Lewls, long a participant in farm
activities and a student of farm problems,
is currently special agricultural coordinator
for Wisconsin's Gov. Gaylord Nelson. He
served on the staff of Senator WiLLiam Prox-
MIRE, of Wisconsin, until recently.—THE
EDITORS.)

The American industry which has scored
the most outstanding gains in efficiency
during recent years is, by all popular judg-
ments, sickest of all the industries in our
entire economy. Yet few will deny that it
is incomparably superior in technology and
productivity to its counterparts anywhere
else in the world.

In the past decade its workers have in-
creased their output per man-hour three
times as much as workers in the rest of our
economy. Yet they alone of any important
economic group have suffered an outright
decline in real income, while the rest of us
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enjoy substantially higher buying power
than we did 10 years ago.

This sick industry is agriculture. Farm
families are locked in an economic tread-
mill which condemns them to an inexorable
speedup drive. They must strive individ-
ually for ever higher efficiency and output
in order to survive against the competition
of all their fellows. Yet the greater their
individual successes, the deeper becomes the
economic misery into which they dig them-
selves as a group.

The cost of Ezra Taft Benson's struggle
agalnst this phenomenon of soaring farm
efficiency gives him the unflattering dis-
tinction of having spent more money than
the combined outlays of all the previous
Secretaries of Agriculture in 97 years.

Yet the usual limited view of the prob-
lem as one of inadequate farm incomes and
burdensome Federal spending completely
overlooks other important facets where the
administration’s failures are equally monu=
mental. It ignores the opportunity our
food abundance gives us to influence the
direction of our changing world, the prob-
lem of wise resource use, and the profound
and disturbing changes that are occurring
in our economic and social structure.

Unhappily, the failure of criticism by the
political opposition has been almost as great
as the administration’s fallure of policy and
action. This largely explains why the easily
foreseen farm program chaos was scarcely
noticed by the public until it had grown to
mountainous dimensions.

But the tack of criticism has demanded
uncommon courage as well as commonsense.
It has had to overcome popular and sanc-
tioned myths about the nature of our eco-
nomic system, myths which command excep-
tional emotional support.

In the first place, the wistful yearning for
a “natural” farm economy in which auto-
matie forces of the marketplace would regu-
late farm prices and farm production is to-
tally unrealistic. Farm production increases
inexorably as farmers race each other to
adopt technological advances, and the supply
of farm products characteristically outruns
demand. The farmers’ natural state is
chronic depression; the harder and more effi-
clently farmers work, the worse their eco-
nomic situation becomes as a group.

Even more important, conventional mis-
conceptions about the rest of our economy
raise imposing barriers against realistic crit-
icism. Contrary to the sanctioned doctrine,
there is virtually no price competition any-
where in the American economy excepting in
agriculture. Most prices are not determined
competitively in the marketplace; they are
set instead by a profoundly different process
which has come to be known generally as
“administered pricing.”

Dr. E. G. Nourse, formerly chairman of
President Truman's Council of Economic Ad-
visers, provided a descriptive definition of
this process in his testimony before the Sen-
ate Subcommittee on Antitrust and Monopoly
July 7, 1957, suggesting that—

“In a sense, the expression ‘administered
prices’' is & misnomer or carries a faulty em-
phasis. To speak of ‘administered resources’
might better point the issue. It would focus
attention on the fact that giant corporations
are making administrative decisions that ac-
tivate or withhold the use of the economy's
capital plant or funds and that massive labor
unions set ‘withholding prices' on large and
strategic blocks of the Nation's labor supply.”

In a widely circulated statement entitled
“Steel and Inflation: Fact Versus Fiction,”
the United States Steel Corp. aptly delineated
the unique character of the farm economy:

“Actually, almost all prices in our econ-
omy are set by administrative action. This
is true for the giant automobile industry and
the smallest retail store. The most impor-
tant exceptions are the prices of many farm
products in the commodity exchanges and in
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the produce markets and the price of secu=
ritlea * * *

“A review of the components of [the
Bureau of Labor Statistics wholesale price
index] shows that relatively few products are
market price determined * * * about 12
percent of the wholesale price index appears
to be in the market price category.”

The contrast between agriculture and the
rest of our economy both describes the
essence of the American farm problem, and
suggests the direction for its solution.

To use Dr. Nourse's phrase, there is no
purposeful “administration of resources” in
agriculture. Farm production is almost as
unplanned as the sun and the rain. The
resources that are spent each year upon farm
production bear no sensible relationship to
the market demand for farm products.

But generally unseen in the sound and the
fury, as 40 years of national farm policies
collapse in a final crescendo of frustration,
powerful forces are moving swiftly to put a
halter on the wild farm economy. It will
be tamed once and for all—and probably
surprisingly soon. American agriculture will
be remolded in the image of Dr. Nourse's
concept of administered resources and ad-
ministered prices.

Two competing forces are racing each other
for the prize of controlling the new agricul-
ture. Either private farm-related business
and financial interests will extend their con-
trol vertically down to the farm, or the
farmers themselves, with the aid of Govern-
ment, will adapt agriculture at last to the
administered resources concept under con-
trol of the farmers and Government. The
controlling agency will be empowered to de-
cide with relative effectiveness how much
food is to be marketed and at what price.

The key factor in the race is capital. A
tremendous volume of capital is flowing into
the farm-food industrial complex to exploit
opportunities for technological advance at
every stage. The struggle to control the
capital that is constructing this new unified
farm-to-retail-store farming and marketing
system is the true major internal conflict
in agricultural policy today. The source of
this capital is essentially the same regard-
less of who will control it eventually. It
comes largely from consumers, in the prices
they pay for food.

The sentiment of farmers is crystallizing
impressively in favor of reorganizing their
economy to conform to the administered re-
sources concept which they perceive every-
where around them:

National Master Herschel Newsom, of the
Grange, and National President James Pat-
ton, of the Farmers Union, have never
sounded more alike than in their present
pleas for bargaining power for the farmers.

The Corn Belt's new National Farmers
Organization is attempting to form bargain-
ing units with the power to make binding
contracts with processors.

The National Federation of Milk Producers
has developed a self-help plan for a nation-
wide system of enforceable milk quotas for
each dairy farmer.

Many other specialized organizations are
seeking, by one means or another, to achieve
the power to control the market supply of
their product in order to maintain favorable
prices.

Farm organizations continue to plug for
schemes to eat up the surplus. But in doing
80 they realize increasingly that proposals
to subsidize food consumption of low-income
persons, however desirable as social policy
and for market expansion, do not offer a
longrun solution to the farm problem.

The most ambitious of the food stamp
plans under consideration would subsidize
additional food purchases for about 15 mil-
lion people to the extent of $100 each per
year. Part of the subsidy, however, would
merely displace present public welfare aid
and food expenditures. The increase in ag-
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gregate demand for food indicated by De-
partment of Agriculture studies might im-
mediately ralse farm prices—and farmers’
net income—by $2 to $4 billion a year. But
this healthy improvement would be short-
lived. Farmers would promptly invest most
of their new gains in technological advances,
and farm output would overtake the added
demand within 2 or 3 years.

The idea of letting food prices decline
freely in the market and making Govern-
ment payments to farmers to restore their
incomes has similar shortcomings. The idea
arose from serlously distorted conceptions of
what the Brannan plan was all about, Bran-
nan’s political foes did little to present a
balanced view of his proposals, and Brannan
himself, shrinking from the charge of regi-
mentation of the farmer, failed to give
proper emphasis to his proposals for con-
trolling supplies. Without effective controls,
a direct payments scheme would quickly bog
down under enormous Government costs.
Direct payments can be a useful tool but
should not be mistaken for a farm policy.

The Secretary of Agriculture’s role as
spokesman and policy leader for agriculture
has obscured the significant developments
in farm organization objectives. To all ap-
pearances, Benson continues to push agri-
culture down the blind policy alley of
“natural” adjustment by curtailing Govern-
ment action.

The retreat of the Government, however,
does not leave a vacuum. Fundamental
structural changes are already being made
and nonfarmer business interests are
dominant. The emerging pattern is gen-
erally called vertical integration. It is ac-
curately described as ‘“centralized control
from top to bottom” of the industrial com-
plex that extends all the way from farm
supplies through farming itself and on to
food processing and retalling.

The primary impetus for vertical integra-
tion comes from techmnological advances In
farming and food processing and the devel-
opment of glant food marketing concerns.
The big chainstore, for example, wants
broilers or bacon tailored to fit the require-
ments of standardized pricing, handling,
packaging, advertising, and retailing policies.
Mass-produced factory products readily fit
these requirements, but hogs and chickens
grown on millions of farms under a multi-
tude of breeding, feeding, and handling prac-
tices are far from uniform. The chain
store’s solution is to extend its managerial
authority back to the farms to insure stand-
ardizatlon—and on its own terms.

The power to control raw material costs—
including the return to the farmer—is like-
wise important. And substantial efficiencies
can be realized by up-to-date production
methods and shortcutting the processing-
distribution stages.

The farmer’s status under vertical inte-
gration is a far cry from the idealized image
of the independent yeoman, sturdily com-
peting against several milllon of his fellows
for whatever price the capricious market
allows him. A team of Agriculture Depart-
ment researchers and marketing specialists
recently brought the subject down to earth
with this description:

“Vertical integration may vitally affect the
role of the farmers * * * Contract arrange-
ments may leave producers with little more
than general land management and care-
taker functions. * * * Livestock production
contracts vary from arrangements involving
control of only a few decisions to contracts
virtually relegating the producer to a piece-
worker role.”

The farm organizations’ awakening inter=-
est in bargaining power is tagged along
weakly behind the swift advance of business
interests toward domination of an integrated
agriculture-business complex. The farmers’
handicaps are severe. Farm organizations
and cooperatives are ridden with rivalries,
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factionalism, and bureaucratic narrow vision.
No commanding farm leadership of universal
appeal has appeared on the scene.

The requirements for adequate farm leader-
ship are monumental. The task calls for
tradition-shattering human adjustments and
a large degree of unity among millions of
individuals, as well as hard-headed business
capacity.

But most critically important of all, farm=
ers today lack the capital resources that are
required for an aggressive battle to keep con-
trol over their own destinies. Their power=
ful rivals, in contrast, can draw abundantly
and cheaply from the pocketbooks of con-
sumers. The food firms' cut of the retall
food dollar is an administered price and
their profits have grown prodiglously even as
farmers’ returns have dwindled. Big corpo-
rations can readily supplement their huge
profits with low-cost capital from the Na-
tion's leading financial sources for their
aggressive drive to gobble up little com-
petitors and advance toward control of the
integrated agricultural economy.

Seen in this context, the retreat of the
Federal Government from the battlefield of
farm policy amounts to active intervention
on the side of business domination of agri-
culture. The severe deflation of farm prices
which has occurred under Benson’s general-
ship has deprived farmers of the essential
means to defend their economic independ-
ence. Farm leaders cannot lead because
their troops have empty stomachs. And
Benson himself, in singular contradiction of
his appointed role as the unifying champion
of the farmers’ cause, turns his back and
marches off the battlefield.

Probably more important in the long run
than Benson's position, however, are the
ideas of those rural Democrats who would
undoubtedly become the architects of na-
tional farm policy in a Democratic adminis-
tration after 1960. Democratic farm bills
before Congress are diverse in scope and
method, but substantially allke in principle.
They foretell powerful and positive interven-
tion by a future Democratic administration
to help farmers administer the farm econ-
omy. Coordination and leadership from the
Department of Agriculture is essential; this
accounts for the improbability of any im-
portant policy shift at this time.

The principal methods envisioned include
Government programs controlled by referen-
dum balloting by farmers and administered
by farmer committees to keep farm pro-
duction in reasonable balance with demand
at satisfactory prices. Only small-scale
Government spending is planned. Self-
financing stabilization funds to induce indi-
vidual farmers to comply with controls and
to remove remaining surpluses from the
market are prominent features of many of
the embryo plans.

The maultiplicity of diverse but inter-
related commodity problems now demanding
attention will force farm programs of the
future to be increasingly complex. They
will require far more from farmers than the
simple biennial chore of voting for the right
side. Far more reliance is likely on com-
modity-by-commodity marketing agree-
ments and orders, to regulate quality stand-
ards and implement merchandising efforts.
Farmers will need to muster impressive
business initiative and imagination to de-
velop farmer-owned vertically integrated co-
operative enterprises which supplement and
extend the services of Government programs.
They will need to tend carefully to the busi-
ness of selling as well as to their traditional
singleminded urge to produce.

Revolutionary adjustments are ahead for
the American farmer—in production and
marketing methods, in decision-making pro-
cedures, even in personal psychology. He
faces the alternatives of working out these
adjustments for himself, through democratic
procedures in collaboration with his fellow
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farmers and the Government, or having
them forced upon him by powerful corpo-
rations. The impressive resources of agrar-
ian democracy—farm organizations, farm
cooperatives, farm program committees—
afford the best hope for survival of the
farmers’ economic independence against the
imposing threat of big business domination.

A farm economy administered on behalf
of farmers could readily raise and maintain
farm prices as high as consumers would
tolerate. This would solve the farm income
problem and substantially eliminate the
need to support farmers at Government ex-
pense. But the new problems it would cre=~
ate would dwarf the burdens of today.

For one thing, it would become apparent
immediately that much of our farm surplus
is needed after all. School lunch programs,
families on public assistance rolls, and wel-
fare institutions now receive hundreds of
millions of dollars worth of surplus foods.
If anything, these outlets should be greatly
expanded rather than retrenched. Similarly,
billions in the form of farm surpluses have
been used throughout the world to construct
airports, roads, and other defense installa-
tions, and to maintain fighting forces.

Some farming resources should be shifted
out of food production to other uses which
are more valuable. More leisure time for
farm people is desirable. Many unneeded
farm workers would find ready jobs in ex-
panded consumer services and trades right
in rural communities if farm living stand-
ards were raised, And millions of acres of
unneeded farmland could be developed for
intensive recreational use with imaginative
direction.

But these ready outlets and alternatives
for farm production would be swamped
quickly. Present-day supply and demand
relationships indicate that about a b-per-
cent cut in farm output would achieve a sat-
isfactory current balance. But this over=-
looks a factor of stunning proportions.

Any substantial increase in farmers' in-
comes would generate a powerful forward
surge in farm technology. This would occur,
too, if business-controlled capital were to
move into farming on a big scale. Experts
speculate that farm output could be increased
40 percent if all farmers followed the best
farming practices that are already known. It
is reasonable to conjecture that in the 10
years ahead, output per man-hour in farming
could easily double the past decade’s im-
pressive 84-percent increase.

American agriculture is potentially capable
of pouring out an unsuspected volume of
farm commodities, at steadily declining unit
costs. Farmers' incomes could be raised
fairly soon to parity with nonfarmers—
roughly double the present level—at farm
commodity prices below those of today.

There are two big “ifs” in this dramatic
equation: First, if farmers can obtain capi-
tal, principally through prices related in a
rational manner to their costs, to enable
them to invest in technological advances de-
signed to their unit cost of production.
Second, If markets or other outlets are avail-
able for a maximum volume of farm output.

The true potentials of American agricul-
ture demand an entirely new perspective.
If the farm problem is solved as & farm prob-
lem alone, regardless of who controls the
reorganized industry, it will result in stag-
gering underemployment and waste of farm-
ing resources.

The American steel industry operated at
50 to 30 percent below full capacity through-
out 1958, the auto industry well under half
capacity, in order to maintain the “admin-
istered prices’” set by corporation managers.
There is no reason to expect that a General
Farming Corporation would want to behave
differently from General Motors.

It is almost inconceivable that the public
consclence could tolerate waste on the scale
that would result if farming were managed
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like other industries. Yet the waste of idle
fields and d or underemployed
farmers is not essentially different from the
waste of idle factorles and industrial unem-
ployment. Under the soil bank, farmers
were paid some $2 billion in 3 years to destroy
crops and leave fields unplanted. This
spectacular effort of planned waste, spon-
sored by Ezra Taft Benson and enacted by a
Democratic Congress, is history’s greatest
reversal of the wisdom of Joseph of Egypt.
It destroyed enough potential grain to pro-
vide bread for the Nation's entire population
for more than a year, enough cotton to make
a new summer sult for every one of our 65
million jobholders. Still the soil bank con-
cept survives; Senator Homer CAPEHART in
April presented a much-heralded Republican
farm plan including a new and bigger bil-
lion-dollar-a-year soil bank.

Policles of the past and the present fall
far short of reconciling the demands of con-
sclence and our true national interests with
the real potentialities of our economy. In
an age of massive political and social up-
heaval that is remaking the civilization of
man—with drastic implications for our own
place In it—food is both a dynamic engine of
economic change and a crucial lever of po-
litical power:

After 40 years of communism, the major
campaign promise in the Soviet Union—and
a most extravagant one at that—Is in 7 years
to achieve enough to eat.

Red China's great leap forward is in more
danger of faltering for want of carbohydrates
and protein to energize its driven masses
than from any prospect of serlous revolt.

Hunger has become a goad to revolution
among a billion people in the newly awak-
ened nations. But it remains a bar to prog-
ress. Most of the people of the world live
their lives on the edge of hunger, chained
to an endless treadmill of poverty, struggling
year in and year out for enough food barely
to survive, scarcely able to produce ahead
of the needs of swiftly increasing human
stomachs to accumulate the capital needed
to achieve modern industrial civilizations.

Moved by the disturbing irony of too much
food in a world of widespread hunger, far-
seeing men in many countries have called for
the use of surplus food on a massive scale to
build modern economies in the underdevel-
oped areas of the world.

The most urgent capital needs are for
relatively simple public works. Roads,
bridges, water systems, sanitation facilities,
schools—these are the basic foundations for
& chain reaction of economic advances to-
ward modern, prosperous economies. Human
labor is the primary element in their cost,
and an assured supply of food and very little
else is all that is needed to pay it.

For example, thousands of India's tiny
villages have absolutely no road connections
to bigger towns and cities. If the village
farmers produce an occasional surplus of
farm crops, there is no way to trade it in
the city for the tools and implements which
could greatly increase their productivity.
They are condemned to plod out their days
like generations before them, without hope

bare subsistence, under the con-
stant threat of crop fallure and famine from
year to year.

But the treadmill of poverty can be broken
with surplus food from America. Village
farmers can be paid in food to work at con-
structing a road to the city instead of tilling
their subsistence farms. They can carry
earth and stones In hand-made baskets, a
familiar Asian device. When the year is over,
they will have eaten their wages instead of
the yield from their own farms. But they
will have the road to show for it—a capital
improvement that can launch a dynamic
chain of economic advances.

Or surplus food and cotton can be used
to pay the village farmers to build a school-
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house, then to pay both teachers’ wages and
pupils’ subsistence while the productivty of
the village’s human resources Is enriched.

These are oversimplified examples, but they
illustrate the basic principles behind a
worldwide development plan utilizing Amer-
ica’s vast food supply potential. Labor con-
stitutes a large share of the cost of the most
urgently neded capital projects. Additional
workers must be recruited directly from
farming, which adds to the pressure on al-
ready inadequate food supplies. Foods ad-
vanced as part of the investment in capital
projects can be used to cover a major share
of the labor cost, and will in turn absorb an
equivalent share of the new purchasing
power generated thereby. With careful plan-
ning, as United Nations studies have demon-
strated, there need be no impairment of reg-
ular markets; the extra food supplied will
merely offset the new demand generated by
the employment of workers who otherwise
would remain in subsistence farming—or
starve.

Surplus commodities, of course, will need
to be accompanied by additional foreign ex-
change and local currencies to meet other
consumer and capital demands arising from
large-scale projects. The investments fur-
nished from America—in surplus crops and
in money—can be advanced in a combination
of loans and grants.

Under Public Law 480 the United States
has sent billions of dollars worth of sur-
pluses to foreign countries. It has accom-
plished much but its value is severely lim-
ited—both practically and psychologically—
by the temporary get-rid-of-the-surplus ra-
tionale. Obviously, long range commitments
and planning are essential; the enthusiasm
for building a needed bridge is bound to be
dampened if there is any chance that food
supplies might be cut off in midstream.

But the impressive bipartisan support for
Public Law 480 and for more ambitious pro-
posals definitely puts a genuine food-for-
peace undertaking well within the range of
political feasibility. Even President Eisen-
hower has embraced the slogan, at least, and
recently set up a committee to study the
plan.

The food-for-peace concept enjoys strong
international support too. The Canadian
Government has announced it will push for
a world food bank in forthcoming discussions.
International pooling of farm surpluses to
finance enconomic development projects
would undoubtedly have occurred years ago
but for the unwillingness of the United
States, which controls the biggest surpluses,
to participate.

International planning and cooperation
are essentlal for full success. Long-range
production and trade patterns, and the in-
terests of farmers in the underdeveloped
countries themselves, must be given fair and
constructive consideration. Senator Hum-
PHREY'S comprehensive and imaginative food-
for-peace bill calls for immediate unilateral
action by the United States and provides for
negotiating with other countries for inter-
national participation.

No one can reasonably doubt our enor-
mously important stake in the massive revo-
lutions that are shaking a billion people
awake from blank misery. They are rapidly
assuming large roles in world power where
they counted for nothing barely decades ago.
Military alllances with American-armed
regimes ruling nakedly primitive economies
provide only stopgap, short-run security at
best, and probably not even that. Economiec
development does not automatically assure
friendly political and cultural relationships
but it is the indispensable base on which
cooperation can be built. And the efforts of
the Communist bloc to isolate America as a
minority in a hostile world should provide
the convineing spur to act as consclence and
national interest direct. As one farm leader

June 15

remarked satirically: “The only thing worse
for us than the curse of farm surpluses would
be for the Reds to have ‘em.”

The outpouring of low-cost farm products
that American farms can provide is at once
the world’s most elemental need for build-
ing economic progress and the cheapest con-
tribution the United States has to give, It
will make little difference in real cost to tax-
payers and consumers whether our agricul-
tural potential is constricted to the narrow
limits of conventional market demand at
administered high prices, or expanded boldly
to full abundance at the low unit costs that
are attainable, The real cost will be largely
wasted unless it is invested imaginatively to
secure our future—wasted in senseless soil-
bank flascoes, in underproductive farming re-
sources, in displaced farm labor entering the
growing pool of chronic unemployed in a
stagnating national economy.

With a foreseeable $10 to $15 billion of
farm surpluses to provide a powerful initial
impetus, and with almost unbelievable po-
tential productivity to sustain a dramatic
assault upon poverty, illiteracy, and disease,
America’'s farms can be a key to national
greatness and world leadership in the terrible,
wonderful era in which our children will live.

JOHN FOSTER DULLES—A MAN OF
MORAL PURPOSE

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
from 1948 to 1952 the United Kingdom
was represented in Washington by Sir
Oliver Franks, who formerly was pro-
fessor of moral philosophy at Oxford
University. He is a man of very sensi-
tive nature and of profound wisdom
and disecrimination. He wrote for the
Sunday Times, of London, an article
entitled “A Man of Moral Purpose,” re-
lating to the late Secretary of State
John Foster Dulles.

This excellent article, I believe, should
be brought to the attention of all Mem-
bers of Congress and to the people of
the Nation as a whole. I ask unanimous
consent that it be printed at this point
in the RECORD.

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

A Man oF MoraL PURPOSE
(By Sir Oliver Franks)

The death of John Foster Dulles brings
with it two thoughts for most of us. There
is admiration for the high courage with
which he faced the inevitable advance of
his fatal disease, a courage heightened by
the fact that his illness was a matter of
public interest and its progress therefore
registered by detailed journalistic comment.
And there is also a far wider appreciation
of his work as Secretary of State than
existed a year or two ago, not springing from
sympathy with his illness, but from recog-
nition of his abilities and of his growth in
office.

How should one judge John Foster Dulles
as Secretary of State? Did his achievement
really rest on his quality as an expert or as
a politician or as a statesman?

Dulles was clearly a very great expert in
foreign affairs. EKnowledge of the subject
and interest in it ran in his family and he
himself had spent the greater part of a life-
time acquiring knowledge of the interna-
tional scene. He was also quite a consider-
able politician for, despite difficulties, he
held his own with Congress and its commit-
tees. If it is a test of world statesmanship
decisively to influence the broad trend of
affairs, Dulles this test.

I doubt whether an appreciation of Dulles
in these roles satisfactorily catches and
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judges the essential quality of his work as
Secretary of State. John Foster Dulles be-
longed to a type with whom we are no longer
familiar. We are accustomed to expect the
holders of high public office to be soclally
well adjusted. We are taught that political
leaders will be at ease with themselves and
with others, skilled, too, in putting oth-
ers at their ease, always approachable and
likable, John Foster Dulles was not like
this. As Secretary of State he was austere
and rather aloof, obviously immensely well-
informed but a little awkard in manner,
driving himself and pursuing his policies
with a steady singleness of air possible only
to one who knew where he stood with God
and man.

Three or four centuries ago, when Re-
formation and Counter-Reformation divided
Europe into armed camps, in an age of wars
of religion, it was not so rare to encounter
men of the type of Dulles. Like them, in
vigorous and systematic reflection he had
come to unshakable convictions of a religious
and theological order. Like them; he saw
the world as an arena in which the forces of
good and evil were continuously at war.
Like them, he believed that this was the con-
test which supremely mattered.

This is not just a fanciful analogy. I am
sure that John Foster Dulles believed that
he had been called to be Secretary of State at
a time when the world was again divided into
armed camps by moral beliefs and meta-
physical doctrines, It was in this light that

he conceived the struggle between commu-

nism and the free world. He saw interna-
tional political issues in moral terms be-
cause in the end he saw them as theological.

Such a position gives a man of ability
great strength of purpose; it may also ex-
pose him to certain weaknesses. How does
anyone act whose basic convictions about
the world and his duty in it are settled
once and for all? For such a person the
business of thought and action is not a ten-
tative exploration by trial and error of what
is expedient;
which by applying known principles to the
facts shows how to move to the pre-
established goal.

In my conversations with him I thought
Dulles' mind essentially worked in this way.
It was for these reasons that he did not de-
pend very much on the advice of the State
Department. What he wanted from his
officials was current factual information
about the state of the world. He worked out
the application of his principles in lonely
reflection and discussed the results only with
a very small circle of intimates. So it was
not accidental that he seemed austere and
rather aloof; it was a consequence of his
method of work.

At the same time this endowment of be-
lief gave him a large consistency. He never
swerved from the broad course dictated to
him by his convictions. In this lay the
secret of the great and increasing power he
exerted in the counsels of the nations until
illness struck him down. Fortified by the
trust of his President he was a formidable
figure, as patient as he was knowledgeable:
He knew where he wanted to go and he pos-
sessed and exercised power.

Perhaps for the same fundamental reasons
his outlook on foreign affairs was sometimes
too rigid. He saw the great issue between
East and West so clearly that in his later
years in the State Department he did not
seem able to develop constructive policies
about the rapidly growing importance of the
North-South problem, the relations be-
tween the industrialized nations and the
developing and underdeveloped nations to
the south of them. No doubt in some ways
these two great problems are interrelated;
in others they are not, and we are all the
losers because Dulles was not able to give a
positive formulation to the attitude of the
United States on his second world issue.

it is a deductive exercise.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The same reasons again may lie behind a
long, serene and affectionate family life.
Here, and in the soclety of his friends,
Dulles had plenty of zest and pleasure in
living. Because he knew his destination he
was a happy traveler.

A BLIND SPOT IN OUR FOREIGN
POLICY

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I have
received from a very fine gentleman of
Grafton, N. Dak., the Honorable Mowat
G. Fraser, now the chief of the bureau
of higher and adult education, Connec-
ticut State Department of Education, a
very well written article entitled “A Blind
Spot in Our Foreign Policy.”

Mr. President, as Congress well knows,
I have been opposed to foreign aid in any
form. However, for the information of
the Members of Congress who are to vote
on the mutual security bills that are
pending. I ask unanimous consent that
this very fine article be printed in the
Recorp at the conclusion of my remarks,
because it points out significant weak-
nesses in our foreign affairs.

This can best be illustrated by this one
quotation:

We now help them develop military and
economic strength, but we Ileave them
helpless to resist dictatorship propaganda,

Recent history has repeatedly warned that
unless a considerable majority of adults are
educated in the ways of democracy by dis-
cussion, reading, and practice, a nation will

tend to become a dictatorship in an economic

or military crisis.

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

A Brinp Spor 1N Our ForeElgN PoLicy

(Mowat G. Fraser, chief, bureau of higher
and adult education, Connecticut State
Department of Education)

A new educational need has arisen of great
importance to our future as a Natlon. Yet,
to date, we have practically ignored it. It
is to help the newer, uncertain nations of the
free world become intelligent and enthu-
siastic about democracy. We now help them
develop military and economic strength.
But we leave them helpless to resist dicta-
torship propaganda. As a result, some day
soon these natlons may come to prefer dic-
tatorship to freedom—and to use against
us the power we have helped them attain.

Recent history has repeatedly warned that,
unless a considerable majority of adults are
educated In the ways of democracy by dis-
cussion, reading, and practice, a nation will
tend to become a dictatorship in an eco-
nomic or military crisis. This happened
even to the German Republic. It happened
to the Chinese. On the other hand, it has
not happened in nations where almost all
voters can discuss civic affairs and experi-
ence the basic freedoms, as in most leading
countries of the free world,

I

Take, for example, one of the most friendly
and enthusiastic of the new democracies:
Korea. From 1910 to 1945 it vividly learned
the disadvantages of Japanese dictatorship.
In the Korean war it learned those of Rus-
sian and Chinese communism. It also dis-
covered the advantages of association with
the free world—the ample military support
and instruction; the $200 million for re=
construction from the United Nations; the
#300 million of economic aid per year for
the pest 3 years from the United States; and
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the assistance of numerous private missions.
Furthermore, more than 3,000 of its military
personnel have had 6 months of special train«
ing here. An even larger number of its stu-
dents attend college here now, and many
thousands preceded them in the past 70 years
since Korea first welcomed our missionaries,

Korea also has had 10 years of experience
with political democracy. All adults vote and
an opposition party expresses opinions freely.
It has, too, a nationwide elementary school
system, secondary schools in every city, and
60 colleges and universities,

Could this experienced and befriended
country become a dictatorship a few years
hence, after our aid dwindles and a crisis de-
velops? Let us look at the other side of the
pizture,

Case studies of rural districts, where 16
million of South Korea's 23 million people
live, show that usually 95 percent of the
adults are defenseless against propaganda.
They know almost no geography or history.
They have no reading matter whatever.
They have no radios, because of no electric-
ity. They have at most a fourth-grade edu-
cation, which for everybody over 21 was in
the Japanese language, no longer used.
Furthermore, most of these limitations ob-
viously hold for a good third of the city
dwellers as well.

What of the rising generation? Seventy
percent of the youth leave school before the
seventh grade. Most rural pupils leave be-
fore the fifth. Although there are 2 million
youths of college undergraduate age, only
80,000 students are enrolled in all higher
educational institutions combined.

How secure is democracy when an over-
whelming majority of the voters are so
ignorant?

o

This great majority have scarcely been
touched by the many efforts being made to
enlighten the Korean public. Very few of
the leaflets and papers distributed by gov-
ernment ministries reach rural homes. The
movies of the U.S. Information Service reach
villages only briefly, if at all, and depict only
America and the United Nations. The
literacy movement begun by Frank Laubach
is belng continued by only a handful of
people, in Seoul and Taejon. After 3 years
of planning, the fundamental education
teams of UNESCO experts have worked in
fewer than a dozen of Korea's 2,000 town-
ships. The American International Coop-
eration Administration’s community de-
velopment is confined to making materlal
improvements in a few pilot communities;
its technical education is only for specialists
in industry and agricultural colleges or
agencies. Teams of university students visit
a few villages each year, and these only dur-
ing vacations.

Two movements have wider, continuous
contacts. Hundreds of 4-H clubs have been
enthusiastically organized, but do not try
to educate adults in clvie affalrs. By far
the most effective adult-education move-
ment is that of the Christian missions whose
hundreds of churches have reached 3 million
people and whose schools enroll 120,000
pupils.

Each of these movements is helpful, even
inspiring. But all together they hold no
promise of meeting the urgent civic educa-
tion need before it may be too late.

What could be done? Four things espe-
cially. More education teams like those of
UNESCO—enough to visit each township or
city district for one week every year—are
clearly the basic need. Bringing experts on
agriculture, health, home economics, and
community and natlonal affairs, along with
documentary movies, they have already
proved their ability to attract whole village
populations hour after hour, day after day, in
proper season. In a very few years, 5 such
teams for each of the 10 provinces, could
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greatly increase the Interest, Information,
and experience of most Koreans in civie af-
fairs. They could begin to make Korea a
real democracy.

Such teams could readily be developed.
Universities now develop somewhat similar
teams which are well received. If salaries
of §100 per month and some demonstration
equipment could be provided, almost 300
team members could soon be put to work and
maintained for $500,000 per year. Trans-
portation and housing would undoubtedly
continue to be supplied by the Government
through its ministries, armed forces, and
schools.

These stimulating but brief visits, to be
sure, are not enough. Worthwhile movies,
trucked to villages in TU.S. Information
Service style, could help to maintain in-
terests among people of all ages, abilities, and
backgrounds. Reading material also are
needed throughout the year. Small libraries,
centered in schools rent free, could serve
both pupils and adults at low cost. The
widespread eagerness to learn, in addition to
the education teams, would supply the neces-
sary motivation. Finally, objective, weekly
current-event newspapers in simple Korean,
like similar papers in our own American
echools, are also probably essential.

These four projects—community educa-
tion teams, moblle movies, local libraries,
and current-event newspapers—it is esti-
mated, could be initiated and maintained at
high level throughout the nation for &2
million & year. Could EKorea itself finance
them? Not yet. Its Ministry of Education
can hardly keep open the compulsory, fee-
charging primary schools. In the beginning
this nationwide adult education would re-
quire foreign support. In a very few years,
however, a people as capable and proud as the
EKoreans could undoubtedly carry on by them-
selves,

mr

All this—the prevalent ignorance and the
potential effectiveness of these four proj-
ects—is true of almost all of the newer mem-
ber nations of the free world in the Orient,
the Middle East, Africa, and Central and
South America.

Why, now, do we ignore thls great need
which must be met if the ultimate success
of our military and economic aid is to be
assured? Apparently for three reasons. We
believe that it would cost too much. Ac-
tually, in Korea it would cost far less than 1
percent of our current economic aid there;
in all countries, a relatively small sum.
Secondly, we believe that it would interfere
in a nation's internal affairs and, therefore,
be unwelcome. In reality, these nations are
eager for it. The interference probably
would be nil; for each nation could stop it
at will, and our alm would or should be, not
propaganda, but the kind of knowledge and
experience which any democratic govern-
ment wants in its citizens.

The main reason for our indifference seems
to be simply tradition. Except temporarily
or as our part in U.N. projects, we are ac-
customed to give foreign aid, if at all, only
for economic or military purposes. In all
the recent discussion of aid to the Middle
East, for instance, educational aid has not
even been considered, although ignorance
there is greater than in Korea.

With the help now being given them, the
world’s new democracies can become real
ones if only they get a little aid in develop-
ing nationwide programs of eciviec education.
Most influential Americans seem to agree
with this need—but fail to take steps to meet
it. Perhaps the increasing propaganda of
Communist nations, which have obviously
seen the vacuum, will stir them to act in
time.
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FORGING A NATIONAL STRATEGY—
ADDRESS BY SENATOR JACKSON

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, on
June 13, 1959, the able and distinguished
junior Senator from Washington [Mr.
Jackson] delivered a most thought-
provoking address to the 12th annual
conference of the Military Government
Association, held in Washington, D.C.
Senator Jackson discussed in his speech
the challenge with which we are faced
during this period of cold war, and his
remarks should stimulate in each of us
a desire to reappraise our national proe-
ess of policymaking. I ask unanimous
consent that the text of this address be
printed in the body of the RECORD,

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

ForcING A NATIONAL STRATEGY
(Address by Senator HEweY M. Jacesown,
member, Senate Armed Scrvices Commit-
tee, Sznate Government Operations Com-
mittee; chalrman, Military Application

Subcommittee, Joint Commitiee on Atomic

Energy)

Mr. Chairman and friends, I should like
to express my appreciation for this oppor-
tunity to address you tonight. I have great
respect for the professional and constructive
work of the Military Government Assocla-
tion. Many of us in Congress rely heavily
on your help in promoting national defense
and in developing more effective ways to
discharge this Nation’s international respon-
sibilities.

I know of no more congenial group before
which to discuss the tasks of statesmanship
in this dangerous age.

When a Hitler strikes for world domina-
tion, free men spring to arms in defense of
their liberties, and they fight with an ir-
resistible will to victory. Time and again,
free men have proven their magnificent
ability to unite in response to a military
challenge.

Today, free men face a more ingenious
foe than the storm trooper. The Soviet con-
fronts us with a test of will even more diffi-
cult than the battlefield. They are betting
that we do not have the staying power to
win the long, drawn-out competition of the
cold war.

The Soviet rulers think in terms of power.
Superior power, they believe, will eventually
prevail. In every way, on every occasion,
they seek to expand and consolidate their
strength, confident that small gains here and
there, at the margins of conflict, will deter-
mine the fate of the world.

The Kremlin favors settlements that will
unsettle things and that will add up, in
time, to a Communist world order. By a
kind of Gresham's law of politics, bad polit-
ical currency drives out good. It takes two
to make peace, but only one to make trouble,
Or, to change the figure of speech, we can-
not hope to win the international game of
fox and geese If we always allow the Rus-
sians to play the role of the fox.

In short, the Russians are determined to
play the game of power politics, and we can-
not choose not to play. The only course open
to us is to play it better or to lose.

The issue that predominates over all oth-
ers in our national life is this: Can our free
gociety marshal its strength to defend and
preserve our way of life against the total
challenge of the Communist states? I think
you will agree that we cannot take for
granted that the answer will be yes.

I hasten to add that this is not a
matter. Democracy is on trial for its life.
Neither party has a monopoly of wisdom or
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a monopoly of errors on this great issue. My
remarks apply to what is a national prob-
lem—a national challenge.

As events have been moving, we are losing
the contest. We are on the defensive almost
everywhere,

We have been outdistanced militarily. We
are now not even striving for equality in the
advanced weapons system, although superi-
ority in these weapons was and is the key to
maintaining an overall military balance with
the Soviet Union. By our own decision, we
have accepted second place in the intercon-
tinental ballistic missile race, and the fate-
ful implications of this decision are hardly
being discussed publicly.

We are being overtaken industrially and
scilentifically, the fields in which our head
start seemed to make the contest most one-
sided In our favor.

We have been outmaneuvered politically
in one vital area after another. In the
Middle East, for example, which is the arena
of cur most recent reverses, it takes either
a fool or a genius to see anything but dis-
aster ahead.

And finally, we have never been in the
same league with the Russians in the psy-
chological war of wits and words.

The meaning of all this is clear. Our
power, and the power of the free world as a
whole, is declining in relation to the power
of the Soviet Union and the Communist bloc.
The process is cumulative and accelerating.

The result of this process can be predicted
with something like scientific precision. The
cumulative effect of growing Soviet power
and declining American power will be a pro-
gressive loss of ability to influence events,
and a chaln reaction of defeats for freedom.

Why is our Nation falling behind in the
contest?

We have been repeatedly warned by com-
mittees of distinguished citizens that we
must pull ourselves together—or fall. Some-
times the warnings are dramatic enough to
create a brief stir in the press and public—
but they are quickly and quietly forgotten.

The tragedy is that we are not acting.
upon our knowledge. It is the all-too-famil-
iar tragedy of the failure of will.

The most important question we face as
a Nation is why? Why are we faillng to
do what we should do—to survive?

I will not pretend that I can give a full
answer in this short speech tonight. But
I would call your attention to what I think
may be our fundamental trouble: We lack
a coherent and purposeful national strategy
to win the cold war.

There is no grand plan that sets forth
in simple terms what we have to do to sur-
vive, and why.

Witness the shotgun approach to weapons
problems—doing a little of everything, back-
ing and filling on critical new projects—
with no basic plan to guide our effort,

Witness the stop-gap handling of foreign
ald—year after year adopting the familiar
program—hoping because it worked once it
will work again.

Witness the sporadic response to each new
crisis—ad hoc committees here, pro tem
bureaus there—but no overall plan for a
sustained response.

The fact is that few Americans have any
idea of what our duty is. It has not been
articulated clearly and boldly. Our people
are never shown the whole package of effort
that is required—their enthusiasms are not
aroused nor are their powers engaged.

We could learn from British experience
in the 19th century. Then every man un-
derstood the importance to England of free
trade, of freedom of the seas, of a strong
Navy, and of an able civil service to operate
the vast empire. Most young men trained
from childhood to contribute to the pur-
poses England had to fulfill. As a result,
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the Britlsh people sustalned a prodigious
national effort.

We could also learn from our experience
in the two world wars. Then the Nation
knew what it was trying to do, what was
demanded of it, and why. This made pos-
sible the marvelous unity, energy, and vi-
tality displayed by free men in time of war.

The nub of the matter is this: Faced with
a deadly challenge, a democracy must have
a strategy to meet it—a strategy which is
the supreme organizer of our strength.

Lacking it, our efforts are like Humpty
Dumpty after the fall. The wonder is
whether all the kings’' horses and all the
kings’ men can ever put us together again.

Our needs in this respect can be briefly
summarized:

First, we must understand that the cold
war Is a war, the outcome of which will be
victory or defeat for the free way of life.

Second, we must understand that we are
making our big investment in defense in
order to buy time to carry out a positive
program for creating a peaceful world., Our
real job is to win the cold war.

Third, we must define our short- and long-
run goals in meaningful terms. What is
the road to the success we seek, and what
obstacles stand In the way?

Fourth, we must plan a national policy to
move toward our goals, including a master
program of requirements and priorities.

Fifth, we must develop the military, po-
litical, economic, scientific, and related capa-
billties required for success; and

Sixth, we must use these capabilities ekill-
fully and stubbornly until the foundations
of a peaceful world order have been securely
established.

To do these things would be to forge a na-
tional strategy for the cold war and to wield
our power as a mighty sword in the cause of
freedom.

I believe the effort to develop such a
strategy, and the public discussion sccom-
panying the effort, would do much to create
the unity of purpose and the national will
needed for success.

How can we get such a grand strategic
plan?

Of course, leadership is vitally important,
There is no wholly adeguate substitute for
it. The American people, furthermore, have
shown time and again that they will respond
to dynamic, vigorous, plain-spoken Inspired
leadership.

But we cannot afford, and should not try,
to rely wholly on leadership. We must also
improve our methods for developing an ade-
guate natlional strategy and for winning pub-
lic support for it.

I believe that both Congress and the execu-
tive branch should now give intensive study
to the organization of the Federal Govern-
ment for survival in the contest with world
communism, including the procedures of the
National Security Council.

We should tackle this central issue of our
time: How can a free soclety so organize
its human and material resources as to out-
perform totalitarianism?

Obviously, all study of this issue should
be conducted in a nonpartisan manner. We
are interested not in destructive criticism
but in constructive reform.

Let me say that the experience of your
own membership in ecivil affairs military
government can be very helpful in such a
review. Of all people, you know how good
organization helps the performance of a
vital public function, and how poor organi-
zation hurts.

Our national policymaking machinery has
not been subjected to careful examination
since it was created by act of Congress in
1947, It is time to study it in the light of
our experience during these 12 crisis-laden
years. At times it seems to have functioned
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rather well, At other times, it seems to
have functioned poorly.

In any event, it has failed to produce the
kind of national strategy our world position
now requires, It should be possible to find
out why.

In theory, the machinery of the National
Security Council should do the job., The
Planning Board plans and proposes new
policies and programs. In its preparatory
work, the various departments and agencies
are consulted and make known their views.
The agreed conclusions of the Planning
Board are submitted to the NSC, which
serves in an advisory capacity to the
President. The President decides. The
policlies and programs are then carried out
under the watchful eye of the Operations
Coordinating Board. The President presum-
ably has a clear and consistent policy to
present to the Congress and to the American
people.

The procedure seems as sound as the
dollar—but then the dollar is also a bit in-
flated these days.

There are a few simple questions we
should ask:

‘What is the present structure for formu-
lating and implementing national policy?

What is it supposed to accomplish?

Is it doing it?

In what areas are there grave short-
comings?

Why is this the case?

What improvements should be made?

There is one operating concept that
especially needs review—that is the concept
of completed staff work. According to this
concept, the Planning Board has done its
job well when its proposals are accepted
without change by the NSC and the Presi-
dent.

I have serious doubts about the merit of
this approach to policymaking. It seems to
me that the important decisions are always
difficult decisions, involving a choice be-
tween several possible courses of action, each
of which has advantages and disadvantages,

I wonder to what extent the Planning
Board fully analyzes the advantages and
disadvantages of alternative courses of ac-
tion and presents this analysis to the NSC.
How often are the NSC and the President
confronted with sharply defined issues so
that they are compelled to make, as they
should, the hard choices?

For example, did the NSC ever fully con-
sider the impact on American prestige of per-
mitting the Russlans to register sclent!fic
firsts in the intercontinental ballistic mis-
sile, and in orbiting a satellite?

Has the NSC debated the alternative ways
this Nation could support and finance an
increased defense program?

Has the NSC debated whether or not to
make it a goal of national policy to increase
the rate of growth of our gross national
product from 2 or 3 percent to 5 or 6 per-
cent a year?

Has the NSC discussed whether or not we
should allocate a rising proportion of our
total output to public purposes, domestic
and foreign?

These represent some of the tough but
crucial issues which the NSC and the Presi-
dent must resolve. I am convinced that
meaningful and firm decisions cannot evolve
without vigorous discussion of alternative
courses of action,

You may not find it surprising that a
Senator should take this point of view. Seri-
ously, however, one of the great merits of the
Senate as a legislative body is that issues are
debated—and clarified in the process. I do
not suggest that the NSC should resolve its
will by a vote. But I do suggest that the
President is more likely to make meaning-
ful decisions, which can be translated into
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purposeful, hard hitting action, after vigor=
ous debate rather than without it.

There is some reason to believe that the
proposals prepared by the Planning Board
are written in such generalities that they
may mean one thing to one department and
quite another thing to another department.
The effort to reach agreement at too low
a_ level—that is, at the Planning Board
level—may mean that agreement s pur-
chased at the price of clarity.

This is but one of many questions that re-
quire study. Where one will come out is, of
course, not yet foreseeable. Perhaps we will
be agreeably surprised. But it is my strong
bellef that careful, sustained study will
bring forward helpiul suggestions to im-
prove our processes for the making and im-
plementation of an integrated national
policy.

Omne hundred and seventy million Ameri-
cans are committed to the ideals of democ-
racy, individual liberty, justice, and free
institutions. But devotion to principle alone
will not see us through. One hundred and
seventy million American must also be dedi=~
cated to the means for preserving these
ideals.

We have proved that we can meet the
urgent demands of a hot war. Now we must
prove that we can sustain the grueling,
tedlous, continuing tasks of the cold war.

This type of conflict is a wholly new
experience for the American people. The
Soviet objective is the same as in a hot
war—to defeat us. But Moscow relies on
limited actions, indirect threats, and diffuse
challenges—hoping not to arouse us to
action.

This is the strategy of protracted con-
flict—the technique whereby weaker powers,
in time, gain the strength to overcome
stronger ones.

It is far more difficult for a free society
to generate the effort for this kind of con-
flict than for the dramatic clashes of a hot
war. The Sovliets know this—and are count-
ing on it.

It is all the more essential, therefore, that
we have an understandable plan for victory.

Clearly our people cannot be dedicated to
vague programs, or respond enthusiastically
to a host of conflicting demands. We must
know whether we are going and how we are
going to get there. We must have a grand
strategy for survival.

In closing, let me say simply this:

With such a strategy I belleve freedom
can prevail.

The earth today is an arena of clashing
systems of order. But the idea of freedom
is by all odds the most potent idea in his-
tory. And free men have the mental and
material resources to build a world com-
munity which makes room for all peoples
who wish to live in peace.

Granted, the unrelenting encounter with
the Kremlin tests our ability to the limit.
Surely, this is a worthy test of our national
quality. A better and a stronger America
can emerge from this struggle.

I believe America can and will meet the
challenge.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, has
morning business been concluded?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Dobp
in the chair). Is there further morning
business? If not, morning business is
closed.

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
TIONS FOR THE ATOMIC ENERGY
COMMISSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the
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consideration of Calendar No. 379, Sen=
ate bill 2094.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill will be stated by title for the infor=-
mation of the Senate.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bhill (S.
2094) to authorize appropriations for
the Atomic Energy Commission in ac-
cordance with section 261 of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and for
other purposes.

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

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill
which had been reported from the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy, with
amendments, on page 4, line 9, after the
word “Reactor”, to strike out “Test” and
insert ‘“Testing”; on page 12, line 19,
after the word “technology”, to insert
“There are also authorized to be ap-
propriated such additional funds as may
be necessary for the operation of such
reactor prototypes, as provided in sub-
section 111(a) (1) of Public Law 85-
162.”; and on page 13, line 22, after the
word “‘authorization”, to strike out “pro-
posed” and insert “proposal”; so as to
make the bill read:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled—

Sec. 101. PLANT OoR FACILITY ACQUISITION
or CownsTRUCTION.—There is hereby au-
thorized to be appropriated to the Atomic
Energy Commission in accordance with the
provisions of section 261a.(1) of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, the sum
of $165,400,000 for acquisition or condemna-
tion of any real property or any facility or
for plant or facility acquisition, construc-
tion, or expansion, as follows:

(a) SPECIAL NUCLEAR MATERIALS.—

Project 60-a-1, modifications to produc-
tion and supporting installations, $10,000,000.

Project 60-a-2, prototype Installations,
gaseous diffusion plants, $1,000,000.

Project 60-a-3, central computing build-
ing, Oak Ridge, Tennessee, $1,650,000.

Project 60-a—4, reactor alr filters, Savan-
nah River, South Carolina, $5,000,000.

Project 60-a-5, additional raw water line,
Paducah Kentucky, $810,000.

Project 60-a-6, water plant expansion, 100
K area, Hanford, Washington, $5,000,000.

Project 60-a-7, modifications to reactor
disassembly basing, Savannah River, South
Carolina, $1,600,000.

(b) SPECIAL NUCLEAR MATERIALS.—

Project 60-b-1, cylinder storage area,
Paducah, Kentucky. $500,000.

Project 60-b—2, increased cooling water
capacity, Savannah River, South Carolina,
$5,000,000.

(¢) Atomric WEAPONS.—

Project 60-c-1, weapons production, de-
velopment and test installations, $10,000,-
000.

Project 60-c-2, special processing plant,
phase II, Mound Laboratory, Ohio, $3,800,000.

Project 80—c-3, test and environmental in-
stallations, Sandia Base, New Mexico, $1,000,~
000

(d) Aromic WEAPONS.—

Project 60-d-1, storage site modifications,
$1,500,000.

Project 60-d-2, materials storage vault, Los
Alamos, New Mexico, $133,000.

(e) REACTOR DEVELOPMENT.—

Project 60-e-1, modifications to experi=-
mental breeder reactor Numbered 1 (EBR-1),
National Reactor Testing Station, Idaho,
$1,000,000.
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Project 60—e-2, portable gas-cooled reactor
prototype, National Reactor Testing Station,
Idaho, $2,5600,000.

Project 60-e-3, alterations, modifications
and additions to MTR-ETR utility, technical
and support installations, National Reactor
Testing Station, Idaho, $2,000,000.

Project 60-e—4, hot cells, $2,500,000.

Project 60-e-5, chemical processing plant
area utility medifications and improvements,
National Reactor Testing Station, Idaho,
$750,000.

Project 60-e-6, reactor support installa-
tions, Nevada Test Site, $500,000.

Project 60—-e-7, nuclear test plant, Army
Reactor Ezperimental Area (AREA), Na-
tional Reactor Testing Station, Idaho, $5,-
000,000,

Project 60-e-8, modifications and additions
for test installation for project Pluto, $2.-
000,000,

Froject 60-e-9, research and development
test plant additions and modifications for
project Rover, $4,800,000.

Project 6J-e—-10, general support installa-
tlons and utilitles expansion, Argonne Na-
tional Laboratory, Lemont, Illinois, §4,300,000.

Project 60-e-11, national circulation test
plant, National Reactor Testing Station,
Idaho, £18,600,000.

Project 60-e-12, alterations to Shipping-
port reactor facilities, 85,000,000,

Project 60-e-13, experimental
cooled reactor, $6,000,000.

Projzct 60—e-14, experimental low tempera-
ture process heat reactor, $4,000,000.

Project 60-e-15, power reactor of ad-
vanced design capable of utilizing nuclear
superheat, to be undertaken either as a co-
operative project or conducted solely by the
Atomic Energy Commission, $11,000,000.

(f) REACTOR DEVELOPMENT.—

Project 60-f-1, miscellaneous modifications
and additions, Argonne National Laboratory,
Illinois, $1,000,000.

{g) PHYSICAL RESEARCH.—

P.oject 60-g-1, project Sherwood Plant,
$1,000,000.

Project  60-g-2, accelerator and reactor
modifications, Brookhaven National Labora-
tory, New York, £1,950,000.

Projzct 60—g-3, transuranium laboratory,
Oak Ridge National Laboratory, Tennessee,
$1,200,000.

Project 60-g-4, physics building, Lawrence
Radiation Laboratory, California, $2,000,000.

Project 60-g-5, 10 Mev tandem Van de
Graafl accelerator, Oak Ridge, Tennessee,
$2,400,000.

(h) B1oLOGY AND MEDICINE. —

Project 62-h-1, installations for support of
biomedical research projects in atomic en-
ergy, 3,000,000.

(1) IsoToPES DEVELOPMENT.—

Project 60-i-1, high-level radiation devel-
opment laboratory, $1,600,000.

Project 60-i-2, radioisotope process devel=
opment laboratory, $1,500,000,

(}) IsOTOPES DEVELOPMENT,—

Project 60-j-1, radioisotope production
area expansion and modification, Oak Ridge
National Laboratory, Tennessee, $300,000,

(k) COMMUNITY . —

Project 60-k-1, high school additions, Los
Alamos, New Mexico, $485,000.

Project 60-k-2, real estate development,
Los Alamos, New Mexlco, $240,000.

Project 60-k-3, housing alterations, Los
Alamos, New Mexico, $1,000,000.

(1) GENERAL PLANT PROJECTS.—$30,882,000.

Sec. 102. LimrraTions.—(a) The Commis-
sion is authorized to start any project set
forth in subsections 101 (a), (c), (e), (g).
{h), and (i) only if the currently estimated
cost of that project does not exceed by more
than 25 per centum the estimated cost set
forth for that project.

(b) The Commission is authorized to start
any project set forth in subsections 101 (b),
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(d), (f), (1), and (k) only if the currently
estimated cost of that project does not ex-
ceed by more than 10 per centum the esti-
mated cost set forth for that project.

(e) The Commission is authorized to start
a project under subsection 101(1) only if it
is in accordance with the following:

1. For community operations, the maxi-
mum currently estimated cost of any project
shall be $100,000 and the maximum currently
estimated cost of any bullding included in
such project shall be $10,000.

2. For all other programs, the maximum
currently estimated cost of any project
shall be $500,000 and the maximum currently
estimated cost of any building included in
such a project shall be $100,000.

3. The total cost of all projects under-
taken under subsection 101(1) shall not
exceed the estimated cost set forth in that
subsection by more than 10 per centum.

Sec. 103. ApDvaANCE PLANNING AND DESIGN.—
There are hereby authorized to be appro-
priated funds for advance planning, con-
struction design, and architectural services,
in connectlon with projects which are not
otherwise authorized by law, and the Atom-
ic Energy Commission Is authorized to use
funds currently or otherwise available to it
for such purposes.

Sec. 104. RESTORATION OR REPLACEMENT.—
There are hereby authorized to be appro-
priated funds necessary to restore or to re-
place plants or facilities destroyed or other-
wise seriously damaged, and the Atomic
Energy Commission is authorized to use
funds currently or otherwise available to it
for such purposes.

Sec. 105. CURRENTLY AvAILABLE FuNDS.—
In addition to the sums authorized to be
appropriated to the Atomic Energy Commis-
slon by section 101 of this Act, there are
hereby authorized to be appropriated to the
Atomic Energy Commission  to accomplish
the purposes of this Act such sums of money
as may be currently available to the Atomiec
Energy Commission.

Sec. 106. SuestiTUTIONS.—Funds author=-
ized to be appropriated or otherwise made
available by this Act may be used to start
any other new project for which an estimate
was not included in this Act if it be a sub-
stitute for a project or portion of a project
authorized in subsections 101(a), 101(b),
101(c), and 101(d) and the estimated cost
thereof is within the limit of cost of the
project for which substitution is to be made,
and the Commission certifies that—

(a) the project is essentlal to the common
defense and security; and

{b) the new project is required by changes
in weapon characteristics or weapon logistic
oparations; and

(¢) it is unable to enter into a contract
with any person, including a licensee, on
terms satisfactory to the Commission to
furnish from a privately owned plant or
facllity the product or services to be pro-
vided in the new project.

Sec. 107. AMENDMENT OF PRIOR-YEAR PROJ=
EcTs.—Section 101 of Public Law 85-580 is
amended as follows:

(a) By striking therefrom *“Project 59-
d-10, gas-cooled power reactor, $51,000,000"
and substituting therefor “Project 59-d-10,
flexible experimental prototype gas-cooled
reactor, $30,000,000."

(b) By striking therefrom “Project. 59-e-
11, high flux research reactor, Brookhaven
National Laboratory, design, engineering and
advance procurement, $1,000,000" and sub-
stituting therefor "Project 59-e-11, high flux
research reactor, Brookhaven National Lab-
oratory, $10,000,000.”

(¢) By striking therefrom “Project 59-d-
12, design and engineering study of heavy
water moderated power reactor, *“$2,500,-
000" and substituting therefor “Froject 59-
d-12, design and development, heavy water
moderated power reactor, $4,500,000.”
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Sec. 108. ProJeEcT REescissions.—(a) Pub-
lic Law 85-162 is amended by rescinding
therefrom authorization for a project, except
for funds heretofore obligated, as follows:

Project 58-e-12, liguid metal fuel reac-
tor experiment (LMFRE), $17,500,000.

(b) Public Law 506, Eighty-fourth Con-
gress, as amended, is further amended by
rescinding therefromm authorization for a
project, except for funds heretofore obli-
gated, as follows:

Project 57-d-3, forty-eight-inch heavy par-
ticle cyclotron, Oak Ridge National Lab-
oratory, $459,000.

Sec. 109. CoorErATION WITH EUROPEAN
Aromic ENERGY COMMUNITY.—

There is hereby authorized to be appropri=-
ated to the Atomic Energy Commisison, in
accordance with the provisions of section 261
a. (2) of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, the sum of $7,000,000, in addition
to the sum of $3,000,000 previously author-
ized under section 3 of Public Law 85-846,
which shall be available for carrying out the
purposes of section 3 of Public Law 85-846,
providing for cooperation with the Euro-
pean Atomic Energy Community.

Sec. 110. CooPERATIVE POWER REACTOR DEM~
ONSTRATION PROGRAM.—

(a) Section 111 of Public Law 85-162, as
amended, is further amended by striking out
the figures “$155,113,000” and “$175,113,000"
in subsection (a), and inserting in lieu
thereof the figures “$135,113,000" and “$155,-
113,000, and by striking out the figure
*$2,750,000" in clause (2) of subsection (a)
and inserting in lieu thereof the figure
“$3,600,000"; by striking out the date
“June 30, 1959" in clause (3) of subsection
(a) and inserting in lieu thereof the date
“June 30, 1960",

(b) There is hereby authorized to be appro-
priated to the Atomic Energy Commission,
under the terms and conditions of section 111
of Public Law 85-162, as amended, the sum
of $55,600,000 for use in a program not to ex-
ceed $65,500,000, to be available for the Com-
mission’s cooperative power reactor demon-
stration program. Without regard to the
provisions of clause (3) of subsection (a) of
section 111 of Public Law 85-162, no funds or
walver of use charges authorized by this sub-
section shall be available on projects already
approved under the power demonstration re-
actor program or on other nuclear power
projects already wunder construction. In
connection with such program, the Commis-
sion is authorized to waive its charges for
the use of speclal nuclear materials and
heavy water for research and development
and for a period of not more than five years
after initial criticality of the reactor.

(¢) Funds appropriated to the Commission
pursuant to the authorization contained in
subsection (b) of this section shall be avail-
able to the Commission for the purpose of
supplementing its Third Round power re-
actor demonstration program to include fi-
nancial assistance to public and private or-
ganizations for research and development in
connection with the deslgn, construction,
and operation of power reactor prototypes
based on established reactor technology.
The Commission shall consider, but not be
limited to the following types:

(1) One such plant may be a boiling
water prototype reactor in the size range
from 50,000 KWE to 100,000 EWE, and

(2) One such plant may be a prototype
reactor in the intermediate size range.

Under this subsection, and without regard
to subsection (f) of sectlon 111 of Public
Law 85-162, the Commission is authorized to
use funds, not to exceed $5,000,000 in the ag-
gregate, to provide research and develop-
ment assistance in support of unsolicited
propoeals from the utility industry to con-
struct nuclear powerplants.

(d) Funds appropriated to the Commis-
slon pursuant to the authorization con-
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tained in subsection (b) of this section
shall be available to the Commission for the
purpose of reinstituting and supplementing
the Second Round of its power reactor dem-
onstration program to provide for the de-
velopment, design, construction and opera=
tion of two reactor prototypes in accord-
ance with subsection 111(a)(1) of Public
Law 85-162 and which shall be based on
established reactor technology. There are
also authorized to be appropriated such
additional funds as may be necessary for
the operation of such reactor prototypes, as
provided in subsection 111(a)(1) of Public
Law 85-162. The Commission shall con-
sider, but not be limited to the following
types:

(1) One such reactor prototype may be a
small power reactor which will be designed
to make a significant contribution to the
achievement of economical power in a small
size nuclear powerplant; and

(2) One such reactor prototype may be
in the Intermediate size range.

(e) In the event the Commission solicits
proposals for any prototype under subsection
{c) or (d) of this section, but no satisfactory
proposal is received, the Commission may, if
the project is still deemed desirable, pro-
ceed with design, construction, and opera-
tion of such prototype at a Commission
installation and funds authorized by subsec-
tion (b) shall be available for the purposes
of this subsection (e).

(f) Funds appropriated to the Commis-
sion, pursuant to the authorization con-
tained in subsection (b) of this section, and
authorized for the Third Round of the Com-
mission's power reactor demonstration pro-
gram shall be available to the Commission
for use in a cooperative arrangement to
provide financial assistance for research and
development in connection with the design,
construction, and operation of an advanced,
high temperature gas-cooled experimental
power reactor in accordance with the basis
for an arrangement described in the program
Justification data submitted by the Com-
mission in support of its authorization
proposal for fiscal year 1960: Provided, That,
in the event the parties enter into such a
cooperative arrangement and proceed with
research and development and there is a
unilateral abandonment of the research and
development or of the construction of the
plant for reasons other than (a) a contract
amendment under which the Atomic Energy
Commission approves such abandonment, or
(b) causes beyond the control of the
contracting parties and without their fault
or negligence (including inability to obtain
necessary licenses or regulatory approvals
or adequate liability insurance coverage),
the Commission shall be reimbursed by the
party abandoning the project for its ex-
penditures for research and development
under the arrangement except to the extent
that the Commission determines that any
such expenditures have resulted in the ac-
quisition by the Government of property,
patents, or other wvalue.

Sec. 111. The Commission is authorized to
enter into cooperative arrangements with
any person or persons for participation in
the development, construction, and opera-
tion of the experimental low-temperature
process heat reactor authorized under proj-
ect 60-e-14 of section 101(e) of this Act,
and the utilization of the steam generated
by the reactor plant. Under such arrange-
ments—

(1) the Commission is authorized to ob-
tain the participation of such person or
persons to the fullest extent consistent with
the Commission’s direction of the project
and ownership of the reactor;

(2) the reactor plant may be constructed
upon & site provided by a participating
party with or without compensation;
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(3) the reactor plant shall be operated by,
or under contract with, the Commission, for
such period of time as the Commission de-
termines to be advisable for research and
development purposes and for such addi-
tional period as the Commission may deter-
mine to be necessary in the best interest of
the Government. Upon the expiration of
such period, the Commission may offer the
recator plant and its appurtenances for sale
to a participating party or parties at a price
to reflect appropriate depreciation, but not
to Include construction costs assignable to
regsearch and development, or the Commis-
sion may dismantle the reactor plant and its
appurtenances.

(4) the Commission may sell steam to a
participating party at rates based upon the
present cost of, or the projected cost of,
comparable stéeam from a plant using con-
ventional fuels at the reactor location.

(5) any steam sold shall be used for in-
dustrial, manufacturing or other commer=-
cial purposes, or for research and develop-
ment related thereto, but shall not be used
for the generation of electric power for sale,
The participating party or parties shall pro-
vide facilities required for such utilization
of the steamn generated by the nuclear
plant,

Sec. 112. In the event the Commission
constructs a power reactor under the au-
thorization of project 60-e-15 of section 101
or subsection 110(e) of this Act at an in-
stallation “operated by or on behalf of the
Commission—

{(a) the electric energy generated may be
used by the Commission in connection with
the operation of such installation and the
Commission is authorized to make neces-
sary adjustments in its contract with the
10wer supplier at such installation to pro-
vide for the interchange of reactor generated
power into the transmission system of the
supplier;

{b) the Commission lg authorized to ob-
tain the participation of private, coopera-
tive, or public organizations to the fullest
extent consistent with the Commission di-
rection of the project, ownership of the re-
actor, and utilization of the electric energy
generated; and

(c) the power reactor constructed shall be
operated by, or under contract with, the
Commission, for such period of time as the
Commission determines to be advisable for
research and development purposes and for
such additional period as the Commission
may determine to be necessary in the best
interest of the Government. Upon the ex-
piration of such period the Commission may
offer the reactor and its appurtenances for
sale to any publie, private or cooperative
power organization at a price to reflect ap-
propriate depreciation but not to include
construction costs assignable to research and
development, or the Commission may dis-
mantle the reactor and its appurtenances.

Sec. 113, DesiGN AND ENGINEERING
Stupies.—The Commission shall proceed
with design and engineering studies to in-
clude, but not be limited to, the following:

(a) prototype reactor for nuclear tankers;

(b) reactor for remote military installa-
tions; and

(c) other reactor types.

The Commission shall submit reports on
the studles under (a) and (b) of this sec~
tion to the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy by April 1, 1960.

Sec. 114. Subsection 153 (h) of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, is amended
by striking out the date “September 1, 1959"”
and inserting in leu thereof the date “Sep-
tember 1, 1964".

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas.
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will eall the roll.

I suggest
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The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, Sen-
ate bill 2094 authorizes appropriations
for the Atomic Energy Commission for
the fiscal year 1960 program. The bill
has been reported unanimously by all
members of the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy, both the Senate and the
House Members, on both sides of the
aisle. The bill is scheduled to be con-
sidered in the House today.

Section 101 of the bill authorizes $165,-
400,000 for construction at AEC plants.
The bill follows the format of authoriza-
tion acts for prior fiscal years, in that it
lists each project authorized as a line
item, under subparagraphs entitled
“Special nuclear materials,” “Atomic
weapons,” “Reactor development,” “Phy-
sical research,” “Biology and medicine,”
“Isotopes development,” “Community,”
and “General plant projects.” The bill
covers construction and improvements
for our entire atomic energy -program,
both military and peaceful uses.

The Joint Committee, and its Subcom-
mittee on Legislation, held extensive
hearings on this bill, and on each pro-
ject included in the bill. The Joint
Committee approved every project re-
quested by the AEC. In addition, the
committee concluded that the program
could be improved by the addition of
funds in certain areas. Therefore, the
Joint Committee increased the funds
for the biology and medicine program—
project 60-h-1, on page 5 of the bill—
for new construction projects to increass
research into the effects of fallout. In
addition, the Joint Committee added
three new projects under reactor de-
velopment and two new projects under
physical research; and I should like to
briefly summarize them:

Project 60-e-11, the first project added
by the Joint Committee, authorizes a
natural-circulation test plant at the
National Reactor Testing Station, in
Idaho, for $18,500,000. Admiral Rick-
over requested this project, and the
hearings developed that it was only a
matter of timing within the Commission
and the Bureau of the Budget, and that
the project would be requested next year,
in any event. Admiral Rickover believes
that we could save some time and get
started sooner if this project could be
authorized this year. The project would
be a land-based prototype for research
to simplify and advance our nuclear-sub-
marine propulsion plants by the elimina-
tion of many pumps and valves, and thus
make possible lighter and cheaper sub-
marine plants for the future. After
hearings on the evidence, the Joint Com-
mittee concluded that this project should
be added in this year’s bill, in order that
Admiral Rickover may go forward as
soon as possible with this important new
development.

Project 60-e-12, also added by the
Joint Committee, authorizes $5 million
for alterations to the Shippingport re-
actor facilities.

As indicated in the .
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committee report, at the top of page 9,
this authorization is contingent upon
corresponding action by the Duquesne
Power & Light Co, to provide an increase
in the necessary turbogenerating facili-
ties, at an estimated cost of approxi-
mately $15 million, to it. If the Du-
quesne Power & Light Co. takes this
action, and if the Congress authorizes
tais $5 million project, the output of the
Shippingport reactor would be increased
from 100,000 electrical kilowatts, cur-
rently scheduled under the second core,
to 150,000 electrical kilowatts. The Joint
Committee believes that the information
thus obtained from operation at full
power output could be of great value to
the overall civilian power-development
program.

Project 60-e-15, also added by the
Joint Committee, is for a power reactor
of advanced design, capable of utilizing
nuclear superheat, to be undertaken
either as a cooperative project or con-
ducted solely by the AEC, at an esti-
mated cost of $11 million. As indicated
in the committee report, at pages 9 to 10,
the committee believes this an important
type of development for more effort in
our reactor-development program. This
project may be undertaken either as a
cooperative project or conducted solely
by the AEC, and it is intended that the
Commission shall exercise its best judg-
ment in its determinations as to the
technical feasibility of the project and
in the selection of the lecation of the
reactor, the contractors, and the type of
arrangement.

The two physical research projects
added by the Joint Committee are proj-
ects 60-g-4 and 60-g-5, listed on page 5
of the bill. The two projects are de-
scribed on pages 17 and 18 of the Com-
mittee report. As indicated there,
project 60-g-4, physics building, Law-
rence Radiation Laboratory, Calif.,, $2
million is needed for office space, labo-
ratory area, and special research facili-
ties to accommodate the activities of 200
to 250 scientific personnel. Project
60-g-5, is for a 10 Mev tandem Van de
Graaff accelerator at Oak Ridge, Tenn.,
at an estimated cost of $2,400,000. As
stated in the committee report, thereis a
pressing need by scientists at Oak Ridge
for this equipment in order to continue
their research into the structure and in-
teraction of atomic particles at high-
energy levels. Also, as mentioned in the
commitiece report at page 19, the Presi-
dent has recently requested authoriza-
tion of $105 million for construction of a
2-mile linear electron accelerator near
Stanford University, California. The
committee was unable to include this
project in this bill, because it needed
time to obtain more information, but we
hope to hold hearings on it in July.

Other sections of the bill are fully dis-
cussed and analyzed in the Committee
report, which is available to all Mem-
bers of the Senate, together with the
hearings, which are 696 pages in length,
and are entitled “AEC Authorizing Leg-
islation, Fiscal Year 1960.” I might, be-
fore closing, mention particularly two
other sections of the bill—section 109,
pertaining to cooperation with Euratom,
and section 110, pertaining to the coop-
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erative power reactor demonstration
program.

Section 109 of the bill authorizes the
appropriation of $7 million, in addition
to the $3 million authorized last year,
which shall be available for the Euratom
research and development program.
The Joint Committee did not recom-
mend the full additional amount of $14
million requested by the Commission, but
felt that $7 million would be adequate at
this time. The reasons for the Joint
Committee action are set forth fully in
the Committee report at pages 14-16.
The report discusses the developments
within the last year, and the fact that
the program has not gone forward as
rapidly as its supporters had hoped that
it would. It then mentions the timeta-
ble for approval of projects by the Joint
Board,; and, at page 16, the report states
as follows:

Under this timetable, therefore, the Joint
Committee and the Congress must review the
Euratom program again early in calendar
year 1960. Under these circumstances the
Joint Committee felt it appropriate that
only &7 million research and development
assistance be authorized at this time for the
general research and development program,
and that more funds could be requested and
considered at the time the specific reactor
projects are submitted to the Joint Com-
mittee in January or February.

In the meantime the Joint Committee
hopes that the Euratom program will go for-
ward rapidly and continue to gain momen-
tum.

Section 110 of the bill pertains to the
cooperative power reactor demonstra-
tion program. It reduces by $20 million
amounts previously authorized for the
program, and it provides a new authori-
zation of $55,500,000 for this year's pro-
gram, together with a $10 million au-
thorization for waiver of charges for the
use of nuclear fuels and heavy water.

After reviewing the current status of
the atomic power program, the Joint
Committee recommended increasing the
funds by $16 million above the amount
requested by the Commission. This in-
cludes authorization of an additional
reactor under the Second Round and one
under the Third Round. The Joint Com-
mittee did not authorize the funds for
use in the construction grant concept re-
quested by the Commission. As indi-
cated at pages 12 to 13 of the committee
report, the Joint Committee considered
various alternatives, and decided that
the matter needed more study and re-
view, and might be reconsidered next
year.

In subsection 110(f), the Joint Com-
mittee also authorized research and de-
velopment assistance in connection with
the design, construction, and operation
of an advanced, high-temperature gas-
cooled experimental power reactor. Ac-
cording to the basis of an arrangement
already submitied to the Joint Commit-
tee, this is the proposal of the General
Dynamics-Philadelphia Electric Co., and
some 52 other participating privately
owned utilities. After reviewing this
matter carefully, the Joint Committee
decided to add a proviso, found on the
bottom of page 13 and at the top of page
14 of the bill, to the effect that if the
private parties should unilaterally aban-
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don the project, for reasons other than
a contract amendment approved by AEC,
or causes beyond their control, the Com=-
mission shall be reimbursed by the party
abandoning the project for its expendi=-
tures for research and development.

After careful consideration, the Joint
Committee decided that the abandoning
party should be entitled to an offset to
the extent that the expenditures have
resulted in the acquisition by the Gov-
ernment of property, patents, or other
value. With the addition of this pro-
viso, the Joint Committee believes that
the public interest will be better pro-
tected in providing the research and
development funds for this project, and
that the proviso should encourage the
party to go forward and definitely con-
struct the reactor. It is a promising
type of reactor, in my opinion, and I
hope that construction will go forward,
but the public interest should be pro-
tacted in the event private parties should
decide to abandon the project, and there-
fore, the Joint Committee added the pro-
viso.

Finally, it should be mentioned that
section 113 provides for certain design
and engineering studies considered im-
portant by the Joint Committee and for
reports on certain of these studies to
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy
by April 1, 1960.

The final section of the bill, section
114, amends subsection 153(h) of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, by extending
the so-called compulsory licensing pro-
vision of the basic Atomic Energy Act
for another 5 years, from September 1,
1959, to September 1, 1964. The Com-
mission has requested this extension, and
the Joint Committee has held hearings
on the subject and believes it should be
included in this bill. Other amendments
to the patent provision in the Atomic
Energy Act are still pending before the
Joint Committee, and it is intended that
these amendments will be considered
further and action taken on them at a
later date. However, because of the
proximity of the September 1, 1959, date,
the Joint Committee believed if advisable
to include this part of the patent amend-
ments in this bill. By extending the com-
pulsory licensing provision for another
5 years, I believe the public interest will
be better protected on providing oppor-
tunity to compel licensing of an atomie
energy patent, under the conditions and
safeguards of the act, if necessary to help
advance the program. Because of the
huge investment of the taxpayers, I be-
lieve that this provision is a desirable one
to have for another 5-year period.

Mr. President, I have summarized
briefly some of the more important sec-
tions and provisions in this bill. All of
the remaining provisions are thoroughly
discussed and analyzed in the committee
report, and further information is con-
tained in the hearings, which I have
mentioned, and which are 696 pages in
length.

There are four minor committee
amendments to the bill as listed on
page 1 of the committee report. These
amendments are technical in nature, are
supported by all members of the Com-
mittee, are explained further in the re-
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port, and have either been requested by,
or are acceptable to, the AEC.

Mr. President, when I introduced the
AEC authorization proposal by request
on February 26, 1959 (S. 1194) I indi-
cated that I had some reservations as to
its adequacy. I believe the bill before
the Senate is a considerable improve-
ment. Whether it is sufficient to keep us
in the atomic power race with the British
and the Soviets is a difficult question. I
hope it will. It certainly gives the AEC,
under Chairman McCone, considerable
flexibility within established limitations
to proceed with a forward-looking pro-
gram.

I am happy that all members of the
committee could find agreement on the
bill this year, and I hope that the Com-
mission will go forward in a spirit of co-
operation, and with some vigor and en-
thusiasm, to carry out the provisions of
this bill and provide our country a dy-
namic atfomic energy program.

Mr. President, I urge all members of
the Senate to support the bill, with the
minor amendments approved by the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the minor amendments, which
have been submitted and are covered in
the report, be agreed to en bloe, if that is
satisfactory to the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from New Mexico? The Chair hears
none, and without objection the com-
mittee amendments are agreed to en bloe.

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I am happy to
yield to the Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. GORE. I wish to congratulate
the able Senator from New Mexico upon
the cool-headed, temperate, but effec-
tive leadership he has provided for the
Joint Committee in this year, 1959. The
bill which was reported without opposi-
tion is a significant stride into the fu-
ture. As the Senator knows, the bill
does not go quite so far or so rapidly
as I would prefer, but it is, I repeat, a
significant stride and one in which the
able chairman of the Joint Committee
can justifiably take pride.

Mr. ANDERSON. I thank the dis-
tinguished Senator from Tennessee. I
only wish to say to the Senator that,
as he well knows, the bill was reported
as a result of 2 months of hard work.

I would praise the vice chairman,
Mr. Duraam, the able Representative
from California, Mr. HorIFieLp, chair-
man of the subcommittee, Mr. PRricg,
Mr. Van Zanpr and other House Mem-
bers for their great part in regard to the
bill. These members of the Joint Com-
miittee, concerned about the proposed
legislation stayed steadfastly at their
tasks.

I wish to say that the Senator from
Tennessee has stated what is typical of
what has been going on in the commit-
tee. We have been trying hard to reach
an agreement. We have constantly at-
tempted to see if it were not possible
for the Chairman of the Atomic Energy
Commission and the members of the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy to
find themselves in general agreement.
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I wish to pay tribute to the members
of the Joint Committee, but I certainly
wish to pay tribute also to the members
of the Atomic Energy Commission and
most particularly to its chairman, Mr.
McCone, for the very fine fashion in
which the Commission has handled its
end of this work. At all times Mr. Mec-
Cone has been anxious to try to find a
meeting place. I am glad that the ef-
fort on his part found a response among
the members of the Joint Committee, in-
cluding the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. Gorel who would have gone far-
ther than we went in the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.
Mr. HICEENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-

dent, I feel that the bill, S. 2094, to au-
thorize appropriations for the Atomic
Energy Commission for the fiscal year
1960 program, should be supported.

The distinguished chairman of the
committee, the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. ANpERsoN], has already ex-
plained the principal provisions of the
bill, and the committee report further
describes and analyzes the individual
projects and each section of the hill. I
am happy to say that Members on this
side of the aisle fully support the bill in
the form recommended by the Joint
Committee.

Although we may have some reserva-
tions about a few provisions in the bill,
and had hope that certain types of au-
thority requested by the Commission
might have been included, the different
points of view among our Members were
thoroughly discussed within the commit-
tee, and a compromise FTeached. We sup-
port the bill in the form recommended
by the committee, with the minor
amendments recommended by the com-
mittee.

Mr. President, there are in the bill a
number of projects which were added by -
the Joint Committee and which were not
in the budget estimates, which I per-
sonally, at the outset, thought were not
essential at this time. However, con-
sidering all the factors involved, and the
discussions which were had; consider-
ing the fact that these items in the bill,
which were not included in the budget
estimates, are desirable, whether or not
they are essential; I and other members
of the committee who felt that way
finally decided we would go along with
the bill as it is now reported. I want
to make clear, Mr. President, that the
items which exceed the requests and were
not included in the budget estimates
are in my opinion desirable—at least
eventually—for aggressive development
of the atomic energy program. The ob-
jection which was raised was that those
items were not included in the budget
estimates and were not requested at this
time.

Mr. President, the committee report at
pages 17 to 19 urges full support of the
other programs authorized by the Con-
gress last year which have not yet been
fully funded, and we also hope for con-
sideration of the Stanford accelerator
project, as requested by the President, as
soon as possible at this session.

Mr. President, in view of the detailed
hearings by the Joint Committee, which
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have been printed, and its Subcommittee
on Legislation, the unanimous support
of all members of the committee, and the
detailed explanation by the Senator from
New Mexico, I urge my colleagues to
approve S. 2094, together with the minor
amendments approved by the Joint
Committee.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I de-
sire to say that the statement made by
the able Senator from Iowa is typical of
the way we have had help throughout the
entire consideration of this bill.

~ Mr. President, there were two new

members of the committee this year, the
able Senator from Vermont [Mr. ATKEN]
and the able Senator from Utah [Mr.
Bennerr]. Those Senators should be
praised for their constant attendance at
the sessions of the Joint Commitiee and
their attempts to make sure they made
their greatest possible contribution. I
would not want the Recorp to be closed
without complimenting the Senator from
Towa [Mr. HickenLoOPER] and those on
his side of the aisle, who worked so hard
to have a good bill reported.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further amendment to be proposed,
the question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, and was read the
third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill having been read the third time, and
the question is, Shall it pass? [Putting
the question.]

The bill (S. 2094) was passed.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may suggest
the absence of a quorum without losing
my right to the fioor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Connecticut? The Chair hears
none, and it is so ordered.

Mr. BUSH. 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 (Mr. Dopp
in the chair). Without objection, it is
80 ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of executive business.

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

NOMINATION OF LEWIS L. STRAUSS
TO BE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE
The Senate resumed the consideration
of the nomination of Lewis L. Strauss to
be Secretary of Commerce.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Will the Senate advise and
consent to the nomination of Lewis L.
Strauss to be Secretary of Commerce?

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President. I rise in
support of the confirmation of the nomi-
nation of Lewis L. Strauss to be Secre-
tary of Commerce.

My remarks this afternoon will be
largely confined to what I call his per=-
formance in life, and particulary his per-
formance in public life.

As I reviewed the record of the hear-
ings upon his nomination which were
conducted by the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce, my heart
grew heavy. Slander based on double or
triple hearsay was given free rein to be-
smirch the name of a man who has served
his country faithfully and well in posts of
great responsibility.

The ordeal of Lewis Strauss has omi-
nous and tragic implications for the
future of the United States.

In these difficult and dangerous times,
when this Nation and the free world face
great and growing challenges from the
Communist bloc, we need men of his
character, courage, ability, and patriot-
ism to serve in the Government of the
United States.

But the campaign of character assas-
sination against Admiral Strauss inevi-
tably will make it extremely difficult to
recruit outstanding and successful men
for public service.

What man of normal sensitivity would
wish to expose himself to the kind of
deliberate persecution and defamation
which Lewis Strauss has endured.

I say to the Senate that it will bring
disgrace upon itself if it permits such
tactics to succeed. Irreparable damage
to the reputation of the Senate as an in-
stitution will result if his nomination is
not confirmed by a substantial majority.

I have known and admired Admiral
Strauss for 25 years. Few men have
made such a distinguished record, both
in business and public life.

It is an impressive record of perform-
ance. Lewis Strauss has served in posts
of great responsibility during the admin-
istrations of four Presidents; namely,
Woocdrow Wilson, Franklin D. Roosevelt,
Harry Truman, and Dwight Eisenhower.
Could such a record of distinguished pub-
lic service have been made by an enemy
of the people, as Lewis Strauss has been
called on the Senate floor?

Mr. President, we in the Senate pride
ourselves on the freedom of speech we
enjoy in this Chamber, but I was shocked
when the distinguished senior Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morsel, in effect
called Lewis Strauss g traitor. For call-
ing a man an enemy of the people is
equivalent to aceusing him of treason.

When freedom of speech is so abused it
becomes unbridled license, and I fear it
reflects more discredit upon the speaker
than upon the person who has been
slandered. The performance of Secre-
tary Strauss itself demolishes the state-
ment of the distinguished Senator from
Oregon,

Secretary Strauss’ public service began
during the Wilson administration when
he was secretary to Herbert Hoover, then
U.S. Food Administrator and Chairman
of the Commission for the Relief of Bel-
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gium. Mr. Hoover has known ILewis
Strauss intimately for more than 42
years, and has seen many men perform
in Government.

What is former President Hoover's ap-
praisal of Lewis Strauss?

In a letter to the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce, Mr. Hoover says of Lewis Strauss:

There has never been in our public service
& man so unpolitical, so dedicated, and so
able in his tasks, as to command such ap-
provals and commendations upon the com-
pletion of every task assigned to him,

Could this be said of an enemy of the
people of the United States? To ask
the question emphasizes the contemptible
nature of the language which has been
applied to Secretary Strauss.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the text of Mr. Hoover's letter,
which appears on pages 830 and 831 of
the hearings may be printed in the
Recorp at this point in my remarks.

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

New Yorg, N.Y., May 9, 1959.

Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON,

Chairman, Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce Commitiee, U.S. Senate, Wash-
ington, D.C.

My Dear Senaror: I believe it is my duty
to present to the committee my knowledge
of Secretary Lewis Strauss, whose confirma-
tion is before your committee.

I have known Mr. Strauss intimately for
more than 42 years—ever since he was 19
years of age. During most of my service
under President Wilson, Mr. Strauss served as
my secretary. He served In Washington
during almost the entire period of American
participation in World War I and in Paris
during and after the peace negotiations. He
won the respect and admiration of the men
with whom he had need to deal during that
time. President Wilson often spoke highly of
him to me.

Upon the completion of this service, he
entered business life in New York where he
rose to a high position and respeet in the
business world from his ability and integrity.
And during these years he took part in the
direction of the great American enterprises
in compassion by relief of famine and pes-
tilence in many countries,

At the coming of the Second World War,
he was called for active duty in the Depart-
ment of the Navy in February 1041. He
served for 4 years under President Roosevelt,
and the following year under President Tru-
man. His service in this period was so highly
valued that he received the unique distine-
tion for a civillan—the rank of rear admiral,
an appointment which required the approval
of President Truman and the Senate,

In October 19468 Mr. Strauss was called
back into public service by President Tru-
man as a member of the Atomic Energy
Commission. To take on this assignment
he sacrificed his high business positions.
Upon his resignation in early 1950, he was
publicly commended by the President for
his service

And in June 1953 he was again called into
public service by President Eisenhower as
Chairman of the Atomic Energy Commission.
He was confirmed by the Senate. He served
the Commission until his completion of the
statutory 5-year term. Upon completion of
that work in 1958, he recelved the highest
of public commendation by President Eisen-
hower and was awarded the Medal of Free-
dom. President Eisenhower's confidence in
Mr. Strauss’ abilitles and integrity, after &
years of association with him, is further
attested by his appointment as Becretary
of Commerce.
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Here is a man who has served with unvary=-
ing commendation under both Democratic
and Republican Presidents.

There has never been in our public service
a man so unpolitical, so dedicated, and so
able in his tasks, as to command such ap-
proval and commendations upon the comple-
tion of every task assigned to him.

I served 8 years as Secretary of Commerce.
I can say without reservation that Lewis
Strauss is the best man who could be se-
lected for that position.

But over all other gualifications, he is a
deeply religious man whose integrity is fixed
in conscience and religious faith.

Your faithfully,
HEerBERT HOOVER.

Mr, BUSH. Between the two World
Wars, Lewis Strauss was associated with
the New York investment firm of Kuhn,
Loeb & Co. I will say with respect to
that firm that for 60 or 70 years it has
been one of the great banking firms. It
had much to do with the early develop-
ment of the West. It is a fine and dis-
tinguished firm, which has lent con-
structive aid to the development of the
United States over a period of a great
many decades.

Mr. President, it appears that some
people believe that political gain can
come from attacks upon Wall Street and
by smears against persons who have
worked in that financial center. As one
who spent most of his business life in
banking, I have experienced some of that
myself since my entry into public life.
Lewis Strauss has also endured the same
kind of attack by smear and innuendo.

But I say. Mr. President, that honesty
and integrity are indispensable require-
ments for success in banking. Millions
of dollars may depend on a man’s word
given in a quick telephone conversation.
In the years he spent in Wall Street
Lewis Strauss’ repufation for honesty
and integrity was unquestioned. He
could not have been a partner in the
banking firm of Kuhn, Loeb, & Co. had
it not been that his reputation for hon-
esty and integrity was unquestioned at
all times. It still is unquestioned.

Ten months before Pearl Harbor, Lewis
Strauss was called to active duty as an
officer in the U.S. Naval Reserve. He
served throughout the war in posts of
great responsibility, and participated in
the development of the atomic bomb.

What was the Navy’s judgment of his
performance of duty as an officer of the
Navy? Lewis Strauss was successively
promoted through officer grades to the
rank of rear admiral, being one of the
first Naval Reserve officers to reach that
rank.

The Navy awarded him the Distin-
guished Service Medal; and the Legion
of Merit with Gold Star in lieu of a
second award. The Army awarded him
an Oak Leaf Cluster in lieu of a third
award.

Surely, these decorations, not lightly
awarded, bespeak wvolumes concerning
the patriotic dedication and devotion to
duty which marked Lewis Strauss’ ac-
tive service in World War II.

In 1946, Admiral Strauss was ap-
pointed a member of the first Atomic
Energy Commission. What was his rec-
ord of performance in that highly re-
sponsible post?
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My immediate predecessor in the Sen-
ate was the late Brien McMahon, who
served as the first chairman of the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy, and whose
magnificant efforts in this whole field
are well known to many Members of
the Senate, especially to those who knew
him personally.

There was a cordial relationship
between Brien McMahon and Lewis
Strauss. They worked closely together
on matters of extreme importance to the
national security, including the mo-
mentous decision, against determined
opposition, to proceed with the develop-
ment of the hydrogen bomb.

What was Brien McMahon's appraisal
of Lewis Strauss’ performance in this
exacting assignment?

When Lewis Strauss retired from the
AEC, in April 1950, Brien McMahon
wrote him a letter in which appears this
paragraph:

I regret to see you leave the Commission.
Your service to the Commission and, hence,
to the country has been invaluable, You are
leaving the Commission a going concern,
vigorous and alert. I bespeak the sentiments
of the members of the Joint Committee
when I Bay to you that we all thE ¥You will
consent to serve as a consultant to the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy. We will thus
be able to avail ourselves of your advice,
which is appreciated by every member of the
committee, regardless of party.

Following his retirement from the AEC
in 1850, Admiral Strauss served as ad-
viser on several occasions to congres-
sional and executive agencies studying
and reporting on production and pro-
curement problems for the Department
of Defense.

Soon after President Eisenhower took
office in 1953 Admiral Strauss was ap-
pointed a special assistant to the Presi-
dent and later in the same year became
Chairman of the U.S. Atomic Energy
Commission by appointment of the Pres-
ident, confirmed unanimously by the
Senate.

What has been the President's ap-
praisal of the performance of this man?
In July 1958 President Eisenhower pre-
sented to Lewis Strauss the Medal of
Freedom. He is 1 of only 15 persons
whose achievements have been consid-
ered significant enough to merit this
award, the highest civilian decoration
our Government can bestow. The late
John Foster Dulles was the most recent
recipient, receiving the decoration for
his untiring services in waging the peace
as Secretary of State.

I can assure the Senate that this
medal is not given to “enemies of the
people.”

Why did President Eisenhower award
the Medal of Freedom to Admiral
Strauss? Here is the citation which ac-
companied the medal:

To Lewis L. Strauss for exceptionally meri-
torious service in the interests of the se-
curity of the United States.

During a crucial period, he has provided
leadership, resourcefulness, judgment, and
courage equal to the immense demands and
promise of the atomic age.

His direct contribution to the securlty
of the United States and other free world
nations has been outstanding. He was an
effective supporter of the development of
thermonuclear technology at a time when a
less determined and imaginative course

10759

might have resulted in severe damage to our
security and that of the free world. He
initiated a long-range detection system for
atomic explosions which adds both to our
safety and to our hopes for successful dis-
armament negotiations,

Equally significant has been his work in
helping build the long-term security that
comes of devoting the atom to works of
peace. Under his guidance, peaceful use of
atomic energy for power, research, healing,
agriculture, and production has made re-
markable progress, He has played a great
part in bringing to reality the international
scientific conference on peaceful uses, and
the atoms for peace program, now being put
into effect through the International
Atomilc Energy Agency.

Through his wisdom and foresight, his
country enjoys greater security today and
greater hopes for genuine peace in the years
ahead. In recognition of his distinguished
service, I take pleasure in awarding the
Medal of Freedom to Lewis L. Strauss.

DwicHT D. EISENHOWER.

During Admiral Strauss’ tenure as
Chairman of the AEC there were many
significant advances in this Nation’s
atomic capabilities. Of them, I wish
today to discuss briefly only one, the
successful development of nuclear pro-
pulsion for naval ships.

Vice Adm. Hyman Rickover was the
man who was directly in charge of the
successful effort to develop the first nu-
clear powerplant, installed in the sub-
marine Nautilus, the forerunner of a
fleet of nuclear-propelled boats that are
creating a revolution in naval warfare.

Admiral Rickover recently was pre-
sented a special gold medal for his
achievements by our able colleague, the
distinguished junior Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. AnpErson], on behalf of
Congress. Iam proud to say that I sup-
ported the bill which the junior Senator
from New Mexico introduced for the
purpose of creating this award for Ad-
miral Rickover.

The able Senator has been one of the
most vigorous of Secretary Strauss’ op-
ponents, but I think he would agree with
me that Admiral Rickover is an out-
spoken, refreshingly candid man who
does not hestitate to speak bluntly about
his associates, if, in his judgment, they
merit such speech, or to withhold praise
if unmerited.

And what is Admiral Rickover’s ap-
praisal of Secretary Strauss’ contribu-
tions to the development of nuclear pro-
pulsion?

Admiral Rickover has given his con-
sent to my quoting on the Senate floor a
letter he wrote to Lewis Strauss while
aboard the U.8.S. Skipjack during her
sea trials earlier this year. I will read
the letter in its entirety for the informa-
tion of the Senate. I have a photostatic
copy of the letter before me. It reads:

U.8.8. "SKIPJACK"” (S8(N) 585),
Care of Fleet Post Office,
New York, N.Y., at sea, submerged,
March 10, 1959.

Dear Mr. STrAUsSS: We are returning to
New London, Conn., from sea trials of the
U.8.8. Skipjack, our first nuclear-powered,
streamlined, single-screw attack submarine.
The ship successfully met all her trials, sur-
face and submerged, and attained the high-
est speed ever made by any submarine. We
were at sea for 2 days during which the Skip-
jack steamed 192 nautical miles on the sur-
face, and 510 miles submerged.
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I am writing you because I know how in-
terested you are and how much you always
helped our program. I want you to know
that your understanding and help were just
as significant in creating this revolutionary
submarine as the efforts of the designers and
builders.

Respectfully,
H. G. RICKOVER.

I submit that Admiral Rickover would
hardly have written such a letter to a
man who could be fairly classified as an
“enemy of the people” of the United
States. Those of us who have observed
the career of Admiral Rickover regard
him as a highly critical man. He is very
critical of inefficiency. He is very criti-
cal of poor performance. But here he
finds himself writing to Admiral Strauss
in the most commendatory way, and say-
ing to him that he wants him to know
that he, Admiral Rickover, feels that the
help and understanding of Lewis L.
Strauss were just as significant in creat-
ing this revolutionary submarine as were
the efforts of the designers and builders
of that submarine.

It is very significant to me that Ad-
miral Rickover, who has worked so close-
Iy with Admiral Strauss, and whom our
friend the Senator from New Mexico has
sought to honor with a special congres-
sional medal—and I was happy to join
with him in that effort—should have
such opposite views to those held by the
Senator from New Mexico.

Mr. President, I have referred to the
opposition to Secretary Strauss which
has been expressed by our distinguished
colleague, the present Chairman of the
Joint Committee on Atomic Energy. It
has pained me, as I know it has other
Senators, that the able Senator's views
are so adamantly held. It is not pleasant
to differ with the Senator, for whom we
all have the greatest respect for many
reasons.

But I think it must be pointed out that
the junior Senator frem New Mexico is
only one of five men who were chairmen
of the Joint Commitiece during the time
that Lewis Strauss served on the Atomic
Energy Commission.

Against the Senators’ charges that Mr.
Strauss has failed to cooperate with him,
the Joint Committee, and the Congress,
must be weighed the appraisals of his
work made by the other four chairmen.

I have already placed in the REecorbp,
a paragraph from a letter written by the
first. chairman, the late Senator Brien
McMahon, in behalf of the Joint Com-
mittee, praising Mr. Strauss’ service dur-
ing his first term on the AEC and invit-
ing him to become a consultant to the
Joint Committee. Secretary Strauss was
held in very high esteem by Senator Mc-
Mahon, as I have already pointed out.

The second chairman was our col-
league, Senator BOURKE HICKENLOOPER,
who submitted a statement to the Com-
miftee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce testifying to the fine cooperation
he received from Lewis Strauss, and who
is supporting the nominee.

The third chairman, former Repre-
sentative Sterling Cole, cabled Secretary
Strauss on May 5, 1959, to confirm “ex-
istence cordial relationship with you as
Chairman AEC and I, chairman Joint
Committee.”
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The fourth chairman, Representative
Carr T. DuraAM, offered to appear before
the committee. Here I refer, of course,
to the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce, which held the hearings
on the nomination of Mr. Strauss. Rep-
resentative DuraaMm indicated that had
his offer to appear before that commit-
tee been accepted, he would have testi-
fied to a cordial and cooperative rela-
tionship with Mr. Strauss for a period of
more than 20 years.

It seems evident that the views of the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER-
soN] concerning Secretary Strauss have
resulted from an unfortunate clash of
personalities, the reasons for which are
difficult to comprehend.

I chall not detain the Senate by re-
viewing all the other aspects of the rea-
sons which have been advanced by op-
ponents of Secretary Strauss during the
hearings for denying confirmation of his
appointment.

I have confined my remarks today to
what I would call the performance of
Secretary Strauss in posts of respon-
sibility which have been enirusted to
him by four Presidents of the United
States in his long and wonderful career.

It is apparent that some of the rea-
sons which have been advanced by the
opponents of Secretary Strauss arise
from diiferences in political philosophy.

Proponents of public power, for ex-
ample, violently disagree with his view,
which I, myself, share, that the develop-
ment of commercially useful nuclear
power can be best advanced by the par-
ticipation of private industry.

Admiral Strauss, throughout his
career, has demonstrated a zeal for
security, a zeal for protecting this Na-
tion’s atomic secrets against espionage.
He is accused by some of our friends who
are opposed to him of being too secretive.

He has been accused of ‘“vindiective-
n=ss” because while he was Chairman of
the AEC the security clearance of Dr. J.
Robert Oppenheimer was withdrawn.
I shall not review that sad unfortunate
affair, except to note that Lewis Strauss
was only one of nine pesrsons whose offi-
cial positions required them to pass on
the revocation of the security clearance.
And of the nine, seven decided that it
should be withdrawn.

As to whether Admiral Strauss is a
vindietive man, as he has been ac-
cused of being, eloquent testimony to the
contrary has been given by the widow—
now remarried—of the world-famous
scientist, Dr. John von Neumann, In a
letter to Chairman MacnNuson, of the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, Klara von Neumann-Eck-
hart expressed her “deep moral obliga-
tion to speak of those facts which are
known to me first-hand to be true.,” I
have the full text of the letter in my
hand at this moment. These para-
graphs are especially significant:

Admiral Strauss supported in every pos-
sible way the appointment of John von
Neumann as the second scientific member of
the Atomic Energy Commission. This after
my late husband had appeared as a witness
for the defense of Dr. Oppenheimer, Ad-
miral Strauss respected and admired John's
scientific knowledge and, by putting all
personal controversies aside, proved his
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sincere interest in the intellectual advance-
ment of the United States.

John von Neumann was taken i1l a few
months after his appointment to the Atomic
Energy Commission. During his long, fatal
illness, Admira) Strauss made every possible
effort to seek out his advice whenever it
was medically permissible and later, when
the end was nearing, Mr. Strauss spent
many hours at his bedside, with no possible
self-seeking interest, but with every sign of
true compassion and friendship.

Perhaps my remarks have no bearing on
the present hearings, but I do not believe
that a man whose integrity and sincerity
are questioned, could ever behave In the
selfless, decent manner such as Mr. Strauss
has manifested in the case of one of the
scientists, John von Neuman.

I think that is about the finest piece
of testimony we could possibly have with
respect to this nomination.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the full text of the letter to
which I have referred may be printed at
this point in the RECORD.

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

La JoLrA, CaLiF., May 22, 1959.
Senator WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
Chairman, Scnate Interstate Commerce

Committee,

Washington, D.C.

DeAr SENATOR MaGNUsON: Hoping that you
will not consider this letter an imposition,
I would like to be permitted to say here a
few words in connection with the confirma-
tion hearings for the Cabinet post of Secre-
tary of Commerce of Adm. Lewis L. Strauss,
which have been recently conducted by your
committee.

I am the widow of the late John von
Neumann, who died in 1857 while serving
as one of the scientificc members of the
Atomic Energy Commission under the chair-
manship of Admiral Strauss, I strongly be=
lieve that had he lived, John von Neumann,
a respected and well-known membear of the
sclentific community, would have asked to
bz permitted to appear as a witness for Ad-
miral Strauss at the present hearings. I re-
alize that I have no right to quote a man’s
views who cannot speak for himself any-
more, but I feel a deep moral obligation to
speak of those facts which are known by me
first hand to be true.

Admiral Strauss supported in every pos-
sible way the appointment of John von
Neéumann as the second scientific member of
the Atomic Energy Commission. This after
my late husband had appeared as a witness
for the defense of Dr. Oppenheimer. Ad-
miral Strauss respected and admired John's
scientific knowledge and, by putting all
personal controversies aside, proved his sin-
cere interest in the intellectual advancement
of the Unlted States.

John von Newmann was taken ill a few
months after his appointment to the Atomic
Energy Commission. During his long, fatal
iliness, Admiral Strauss made every possible
effort to seek out his advice whenever it was
medically permissible and later, when the
end was nearing, Mr. Strauss spent many
hours at his bedside, with no possible self-
seeking interest, but with every sign of true
compassion and friendship.

Perhaps my remarks have no bearing on
the present hearings, but I do not believe
that a man whose integrity and sincerity are
questioned, could ever behave in the selfiess,
decent manner such as Mr, Strauss has
manifested in the case of one of the scien-
tists, John von Neumann.

Sincerely yours,
ErARA vOoN NEUMANN-ECKART.

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, one of the
scientists who appeared against Secre-
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tary Strauss charged that he was too
security-conscious.

Lewis Strauss’ reply appears on page
861 of the record of the hearings. He
said:

Gentlemen, I confess to that charge. I do
not know how one can be too security con-
sclous where the security and well-being
of the Nation can easily rest on violations
of security. I do not underestimate the
interest of the Russians in our scientific
programs nor the degree of zeal with which
they have pursued our secrets to supplement
their own intensive sclentific program.

I do not for one moment doubt that the
Soviets would cruelly use any advantage they
might gain from stolen secrets to threaten,
to bully, to even destroy our country.

If such an attitude makes ILewis
Strauss an “enemy of the people,” it is a
label many men would be proud to wear.

I say to the Senate that if Admiral
Strauss has been wrong in his judgment
on certain issues involved in the field of
security, he erred on the side of the
United States. For this, he should be
commended rather than condemned. He
has erred on the right side, if at all.

In summary, Mr. President, the nomi-
nation should be confirmed in refuta-
tion of the slanders which have been
spread about Lewis Strauss.

It should be eonfirmed in vindication
of the Senate’s own reputation for fair-
ness and objective judgment.

It should be confirmed to placed the
Senate’s stamp of approval on a man
whose record of effective patriotism and
public service, over a period of 40 years,
has had few, if any, equals,

Mr. MORSE. My, President, I have
listened with great interest to most of
the speech which has just been made
by the Senator from Connecticut. As
the Senator from Connecticut knows, I
have a very high regard for his sincerity
of purpose on all issues which he dis-
cusses in the U.S. Senate.

Later this week, I shall speak at some
length in opposition to the Strauss
nomination, and the subject of my
speech will be: “An Enemy eof the
People.”

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I listened
to that statement by the Senator from
Oregon with very deep regret. I ask the
Senator to reconsider it very closely be-
fore he gives such a title to his speech.
I think this is one of the most tragic
things which has happened in the Sen-
ate since I have been a Member. I
regret very deeply that the Senator
from Oregon intends to pursue that sub-
i!ect. I hope he will be willing to let it

rop.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, when I
consider a man to be so lacking in
character that I believe, under the ad-
vice and consent clause of the Consti-
tution I must oppose him, I must do so
on the basis that I think such a man
is truly an enemy of the people.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the
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amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 5915) making appropriations for
the Department of the Interior and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1960, and for other purposes,
and that the House receded from its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the
Senate numbered 34 to the bill, and
concurred therein with an amendment,
in which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate.

The message also announced that the
House had passed a bill (H.R. 6596) to
encourage and stimulate the production
and conservation of coal in the United
States through research and develop-
ment by creating a Coal Research and
Development Commission, and for other
purposes, in which it requested the con-
cwrrence of the Senate.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

Tha bill (H.R. 6596) to encourage and
stimulate the production and conserva-
tion of coal in the United States through
research and development by creating a
Coal Research and Development Com-
mission, and for other purposes, was read
twice by its title and referred to the
Comittee on Interior and Insular Affairs,

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Moss
in the chair). The clerk will call the
roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum eall be rescinded.

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

NATIONAL SEASHORE PARKS

As in legislative session,

Mr, MORSE. Mr. President, on March
25, I was pleased to accept an invitation
of my colleague fo be a cosponsor of Sen-
ate bill 1526, to establish the Oregon
Dunes National Seashore Park, in the
State of Oregon, and for other purposes.

Mr. President, I am very much
pleased to be a cosponsor of the bill. I
believe in its long-term objectives.

I think it is important that we pre-
serve for future generations areas along
our coastlines in the United States which
will assure access to the ocean by the
general public. I think we can do so by
way of a series of Federal parks and
State parks and in some instances
municipal parks, without doing irrepa-
rable harm to local economic interests.
In fact, I think the establishment of
such parks will prove to be of economie
benefit to the areas where located, be-
cause those parks can be great recrea-
tion attractions to thousands of tourists
who will visit them each year,

Mr. President, I am a firm believer, as
I am sure my colleague is, in the right of
the people to petition their Government
and to have an opportunity to present
their objections to any proposed piece of
legislation.

I have received a great deal of mail
from my State raising objections to our
bill, S. 1526.

10761

Mr. President, a similar bill was intro-
duced in the House of Representatives
on April 10 by Representative PORTER.
For the purpose of this brief discussion,
I ask unanimous consent that S. 1526
and H.R. 6260 be printed at this point
in my remarks,

There being no objection, the bills
were ordered fo be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

S. 15626
A bill to establish the Oregon Dunes Na-
tional Seashore in the State of Oregon,
and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatievs of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, in or-
der to preserve for the benefit, inspiration,
and use of the public certain unspoiled
shoreline in the State of Oregon which pos-
sesses scenic, scientific, and recreation val-
ues of national importance, the Secretary
of the Interior is authorized, as provided
herein, to establish the Oregon Dunes Na-
tional Seashore.

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Interior may
designate for inclusion in the Oregon Dunes
National Seashore not to exceed thirty-five
thousand acres of land and such adjolning
waters and submerged lands as he finds are
required for the national seashore. Lands
designated pursuant to this section shall
consist of not more than thirty-four thou-
sand six hundred and sixty acres, referred
to as Oregon Dunes, and lying between the
Sluslaw and Umpqua Rivers in Lane and
Douglas Counties; and not more than three
hundred and forty acres, referred to as Sea
Lion Caves, in Lane County, lying approxi-
mately seven and one-half miles north of
the Siuslaw River.

Sec. 3. (a) Within the exterior boundarles
designated by him, the Secretary of the In-
terior is authorized to procure, set aside, and
develop in such manner as he finds to be in
the public interest, the land and waters, or
interests therein, that he considers neces-
sary to assure adequate preservation and
public use of such areas in furtherance of
the purposes of this Act. The BSecretary
may procure sald land and water, or inter-
ests therein, by donation or by purchase with
donated or appropriated funds, and such
authority to purchase with donated or ap-
propriated funds shall include authority to
condemn under the provisions of the Act of
August 1, 1888: Provided, That land owned
by the State or its political subdivision with-
in the boundaries selected by the Secretary
may be procured only with the concurrence
of the State or political subdivisions. Any
Federal land within the boundaries selected
by the Secretary shall be transferred to the
Department of the Interior for administra-
tion as a of the national seashore:
Provided further, That the Federal Govern-
ment or agency having administration over
such land shall agree in advance to such
transfer.

(b) When the Secretary finds that land
has been procured by the United States in
sufficient quantity to afford an administer-
able unit, he shall declare the establishment
of such national seashore by the publication
of notice thereof in the Federal Register.
Following such establishment, and subject
to the aforesaid acreage limitation, the Sec-
retary may continue to acquire lands for
the national seashore as authorized in this
Act.

(¢) The administration, protection, and
development of national seashores pursuant
to this Act shall be exercised by the Secre-
tary of the Interior, subject to the provi-
sions of the Act of August 25, 1918 (39 Stat.
535; 16 U.S.C,, 1952 editlon, secs. 1-4), as
amended and supplemented, relating to the
national park system, and in accordance with
other laws of general application relating to
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that system as defined by the Act of August
8, 1953 (67 Stat. 496; 16 U.S.C., 1952 edition,
Supp. V, sec. 1c¢), except that authority oth-
erwise available to the Secretary of the In-
terior for the conservation and management
of natural resources may be utilized to the
extent he finds such authority will further
the establishment and preservation of the
national seashore.

SEc. 4. There are authorized to be appro-
prited such funds as may Dbe required to
carry out the purposes of this Act.

H.R. 6260

A bill to establish the Oregon Dunes Na-
tional Seashore in the State of Oregon,
and for other purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, in
order to preserve for the benefit, inspiration,
and use of the public certain unspoiled
shoreline in the State of Oregon which pos-
sesses scenic, scientific, and recreation values
of national importance, the Secretary of the
Interior 1s authorized, as provided herein, to
establish the Oregon Dunes National Sea-
shore.

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Interior may
designate for inclusion in the Oregon Dunes
National Seashore not to exceed thirty-five
thousand acres of land and such adjoining
waters and submerged lands as he finds are
required for the Natlonal seashore. Lands
designated pursuant to this section shall con-
sist of not more than thirty-four thousand
six hundred and sixty acres, referred to as
Oregon Dunes, and lying between the Sius-
law and Umpqua Rivers in Lane and
Douglas Counties; and not more than three
hundred and forty acres, referred to as Sea
Lion Caves, in Lane County, lying approxi-
mately seven and one-half miles north of
the Siuslaw River.

Sec. 3. (a) Within the exterior bound-
aries designated by him, the Secretary of
the Interior is authorized to procure, set
aside, and develop in such manner as he
finds to be in the public interest, the land
and waters, or interests therein, that he
considers necessary to assure adequate pres-
ervation and public use of such areas in
furtherance of the purposes of this Act. The
Secretary may procure said land and water,
or interests therein, by donation or by pur-
chase with donated or appropriated funds,
and such authority to purchase with do-
nated or appropriated funds shall include
authority to condemn under the provisions
of the Act of August 1, 1888: Provided, That
land owned by the State or its political sub-
division within the boundaries selected by
the Secretary may be procured only with
the concurrence of the State or political
subdivisions. Any Federal land within the
boundaries selected by the Secretary shall
be transferred to the Department of the
Interior for administration as a part of the
national seashore: Provided jfurther, That
the Federal department or agency having
administration over such land shall agree
in advance to such transfer.

(b) When the Secretary finds that land
has been procured by the United States in
sufficient quantity to afford an administer-
able unit, he shall declare the establish-
ment of such national seashore by the pub-
lication of notice thereof in the Federal
Reglster. Following such establishment,
and subject to the aforesald acreage limita-
tion, the Secretary may continue to acquire
lands for the national seashore as authorized
in this Act.

(c) The administration, protection, and
development of national seashores pursuant
to this Act shall be exercised by the Secre-
tary of the Interior, subject to the provisions
of the Act of August 25, 1918 (39 Stat. 535;
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16 TU.S.C., 1952 edition, secs. 1-4), as
amended and supplemented, relating to the
national park system, and in accordance
with other laws of general application re-
lating to that system as defined by the Act
of August 8, 1953 (67 Stat. 496; 16 US.C,,
1952 edition, Supp. V, sec. 1c), except that
authority otherwise available to the BSec-
retary of the Interior for the conservation
and management of natural resources may
be utilized to the extent he finds such au-
thority will further the establishment and
preservation of the national seashore.

Sec. 4. There are authorized to be ap-
propriated such funds as may be required to
carry out the purposes of this Act.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I also
ask unanimous' consent that an article
from the Eugene Register-Guard of
April 10, 1959, dealing with Representa-
tive PorTER'S position on this proposed
legislation be printed in the REcorb.

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

PorRTER ALTERS CoAsT DUNES PARK STAND

WasHINGTON.—Representative CHARLES O.
PorteER sald Friday that he has decided to
introduce in the House of Representatives
Friday a bill to authorize the Oregon Dunes
National Seashore because “this is a beauti-
ful area which should be preserved for rec-
reation purposes.”

This was somewhat of a change of heart
for PorTER who earlier this week sald that
if he had his way, he'd prefer creating a
national park on the Oregon Coast at a
less populated segment south of the Oregon
dunes,

“All Curry County could well be a na-
tional park,” PorTeER sald last Tuesday.

PorTER's decision to sponsor the bill came
after a conference Thursday with Senator
RicHAarD L. NEUBERGER, wWho is sponsoring
the bill in the Senate.

“It's a wonderful area,” observed PORTER.
“A park will bring many tourists in there.
I'm very famililar with that area from my
boyhood up.”

But PorTEr Iindicated he thought it
would be another year or more before Con-
gress could enact the bill. He said he wants
House subcommittee hearings held in Ore-
gon on the issue late this summer.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, on May
14, 1959, I sent to the Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. MUrraY], the chairman of the
Senate Committee on Interior and Insu-
lar Affairs, a letter calling attention to
the fact that there was considerable pro-
test against our bill on the part of the
local interests. Isuggested that a Senate
committee hearing be conducted in Ore-
gon so that the protestors would have a
right to petition their Government and
be heard. In the course of that letter,
Istated:

A local hearing would enable the 600 or
more people living in the area which would
be affected, as well as other interested Ore-
gon residents, to give the committee the
benefit of their views on this bill without
the necessity of coming to the seat of gov-
ernment in Washington 3,000 miles away.
This would bring the Congress to the people,
and would eliminate the substantial expense
and travel time involved for the many in-
dividuals who would like to testify.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the entire letter I wrote to the
Senator from Montana be printed in the
REecorp at this point in my remarks.
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There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

May 14, 1959,
Hon, JAMES E. MURRAY,
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insu-
lar Affairs, U.S. Senate.

Dear Jim: During the past several weeks I
have had a substantial volume of correspond-
ence from Oregon on the subject of the Ore-
gon Dunes national seashore bill, 8. 1526.
Some who have written to me express favor-
able attitudes with respect to the proposal
of this bill; others register strong opposition.

In view of this conflict of local opinion
upon & legislative proposal which I was
pleased to cosponsor as a courtesy to my
colleague, Senator NEUBERGER, I believe it
would be most helpful for all concerned if
the Senate Committee on Interview and In-
sular Affairs were to schedule a hearing on
5. 1526 at the earliest possible date, prefer-
ably one to be conducted at some central
location in-Lane County, Oreg.

A local hearing would enable the 600 or
more people living in the area which would
be affected, as well as other interested Ore-
gon residents, to give the committee the
benefit of their views on this bill without the
necessity of coming to the seat of govern-
ment in Washington 3,000 miles away. This
would bring the Congress to the people, and
would eliminate the substantial expense and
travel time involved for the many individuals
who would like to testify.

I urge that & local hearing, as herein sug-
gested, be scheduled for the very near future
in order that the committee may have a
thorough briefing concerning the desires of
individuals affected, both within and outside
the project area covered by the bill.

With best personal regards.

Sincerely,
WaYNE MORSE.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that certain news-
paper articles bearing upon this issue
and bearing upon my request for a hear-
ing be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

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

[From the Coos Bay World, May 18, 1959]

Dunes PARK HEARINGS PosSSIBLE—FIELD HEAR-
INGS MAY BE DESIRABLE

WasHINGTON.—The Senate Public Lands
subcommittee may hold hearings this fall at
Reedsport or Florence, Oreg., on a proposal
to establish an Oregon Dunes national sea-
shore park, Senator RICHARD L. NEUBERGER
{Democrat, of Oregon), said today.

NEUBERGER said a final decision on a hear-
ing would not be made until the Senate In-
terior Committee analyzes all national park
proposals presently pending. But he said
“Field hearings may be desirable in view of
local protests against the bill."”

Neupercer sald it was “significant” that
Interior Secretary Fred Seaton has recently
sent to the committee legislation proposing
three seashore parks with an authorization
of $15 million to acquire the lands.

“It is my understanding that the Interior
Department regards Oregon Dunes and Sea
Lion Caves as one of the three most fitting
areas for inclusion, although this remains
to be amplified when hearings are held,”
Neuberger sald.

[From the Eugene (Oreg.) Register-Guard,
May 19, 1959]

DonN't RusH ‘EM

Senators Morse and Neusercer both urge
that hearings be held, in this area, on Sen-
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ator NEWBERGER'S proposal for a nationally
established recreation area in the dunes area
south of Florence. That way, they point out,
the people most directly involved in the pro-
posal would have a chance to make them-
selves heard.

By all means, let’s have such hearings.
But let us not rush too hastily into them.
Let us first know more about the proposal
which, to date, is a nebulous thing. The
blll, sponsored by the two Senators, sets out
only a general idea. Specific proposals should
be at hand to give both proponents and op-
ponents a chance to argue from the same
set of facts—something they have not been
doing in all the preliminary argument.

Hearings should follow, not precede, more
detailed study by the National Park Service.
It might be that after the hearings, Park
Service plans will have to be modified. But
before they are modified, they must be
formulated.

[From the Siuslaw Oar, Florence, Oreg.,
May 22, 1859]
HEARING SET ON PARK ISSUE

Local citlzens and others who are opposed
to the National Park Service absorbing some
35,000 acres of this area for a seaside park,
were urged today to back the effort of Sen-
ator Wayne Morse to having a Senate com-
mittee hearing held in Florence.

The Oregon Senator has written to Chalir-
man JAMEs E. Murray, head of the Senate
Committee on Internal and Insular Affairs,
urging that a meeting be held in the very
near future. He stated that he had a sub-
stantial volume of correspondence on the
park proposal, registering strong opposition.

In his letter Senator Morse stated, “A
local hearing would enable the 600 or more
people living in the area which would be
affected as well as other interested Oregon-
ians, to give the committee the benefit of
their views on this bill without the necessity
of coming to the seat of government in
Washington 3,000 miles away.”

Earlier in the week Senator R. L. Nev-
BERGER Who introduced the bill, advocated
that a meeting of a subcommittee be held
sometime in the fall in Portland.

Spokesman for the Western Lane Taxpayers
Association, the local organization which
is objecting to the 35,000-acre tract being
returned to wilderness said that it is very de-
sirable that the Senate committee hold a
hearing here and that those who favored
the move write to Senator MorsE approving
his stand.

[From the Christlan Science Monitor, June
5, 1959]
Is IT NeepED?
To the CHRISTIAN SCIENCE MONTTOR:

The question in regard to the proposed
National Sand Dunes Seashore south of
Florence, Oreg., a story about which you
carried on May 5, is: Is it needed?

Anyone with a knowledge of the geogra-
phy of this area and with Information
about the ownership of the land involved
would, we feel sure, decide it is not needed.
It is not fair to sit at a distance and theo-
rize that a park is always beneficial.

A glance at a map of this district shows
that most of the proposed 85,000-acre tract
is already in public ownership and is being
developed for public use. To start with,
the ocean beaches are owned by the State.
Then the U S. Forest Service has a wide strip
parallel with the beaches extending inland
about a mile and a half. Most of the sand
dunes are on this land. The service has
several good camping sites in wooded areas
with more in the planning stage.

Also west of Highway 101 which runs
north and south, is part of the b522-acre
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Honeyman State Park, rated as one of the
best in the United States. This park bor-
ders on Cleawox Lake where excellent swim-
ming beaches are maintained. The Forest
Service, the county, and the State have good
public roads leading to the ocean es,
the sand dunes, and the lakes. This ac-
counts for land west of Highway 101.

About half of Honeyman Park lies on the
east side. Here camping sites and launching
ramps have been constructed along the
north shores of Woahhink Lake. It is con-
sidered doubtful if the National Forest Serv-
ice would want to have this park within a
park, although spokesmen for the Service
admitted here that they do not have enough
funds to keep up the parks already in the
Service, Siltcoos Lake south of Woahhink,
one of the most popular fishing lakes on the
Pacific Coast, has public and commercial
boat launching areas. These Ilakes, of
course, are owned by the State of Oregon.

A large Boy Scout camp of 165 acres
bordering on Siltcoos Lake is another tract
of land preserved for troops throughout Ore-
gon and which will remain in a primitive
state. Scout officlals have expressed concern
as to the future of this camp, as it is the
announced policy of park authorities to move
everyone out of the proposed area in the
even it becomes a park. It is admitted by
these officials that it may take $10 million
to buy the homes of some 600 persons who
have built all-year places around these lakes.

Aside from the eventual loss of homes, the
proposed so-called seaside park would ab-
sorb 3,000 acres of a 10,000-acre tree farm
established by Crown Zellerbach. This
would result in a loss of jobs for many local
persons, The company has gone to great
expense to put this tract on a sustaining
basis and, in addition, has provided excel-
lent camping sites for tourists.

The day it was announced that Senator
NeuserGER, of Oregon, had introduced a bill
to establish a park in this district all plans
for new homes in the proposed area were
laid aside. In the event that the park is
established, the economy of Florence and
other communities will continue to suffer
as the population in the 35,000-acre tract
declines. Taxes which go to maintain local
schools, hospitals, fire, and port districts
will be lost for all time.

Park officials make light of these losses
by saying that the increase in tourist busi-
ness in the summer will make up for them,
but this is considered extremely doubtful,
for the tourist season here is short; at least
9 months of the yearit would be of no help.
The sand dunes in the summer months are
exposed to the cold northwest trade winds
and it is doubtful if they will atiract many
visitors.

Finally, the people here are not so shocked
at the prospects mentioned as they are at
the fact that a Department of their own
Government should, without consulting
them, declde to move in and absorb them
in the manner of an aggressor power. And
this when there is no justification or need.

JoHN 8. PARKER,

Chairman, Committee on Information,

Western Lane Tazxpayers Association.
FLORENCE, OREG,

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, my col-
league on May 20, 1959, introduced
what is known as the administration
omnibus bill dealing with the subject
“To save and preserve, for the public
use and benefit, a portion of the remain~
ing undeveloped shoreline areas of the
United States, and for other purposes.”
I ask unanimous consent that this bill
be printed at this point in the Recorp as
a part of my remarks.
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There being no objection, the bill was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That in
order to save and preserve for purposes of
public recreation, benefit, and inspiration, a
portion of the diminishing shoreline area
of the United States that remains undevel-
oped, the Secretary of the Interior is hereby
authorized to take appropriate action In
the public interest toward the establish-
ment of national shoreline areas, including
lakeshore areas, as set forth in section 2 of
this Act.

Sec. 2. (a) The Secretary shall select not
more than three seashore or lakeshore areas
that he finds, after thorough investigation,
possess national significance and wuseful-
ness because of their outstanding natural
and scenic features, recreational and other
public values, for purposes of this Aect:
Provided, That the total land area, not in-
cluding submerged lands, to be acquired by
the United States pursuant to this section
shall not exceed one hundred thousand
acres: Provided further, That before select-
ing such nationally significant areas, the
Secretary shall obtain the advice of the Ad-
visory Board on National Parks, Historle
Sites, Buildings and Monuments, as well as
the advice of the Governors of the particular
States In which the areas to be selected
hereunder are situated.

(b) Upon the selection of the aforesaid
areas, the Secretary is authorized to procure,
set aside, and develop in such manner as he
finds to be in the public interest, the land
and waters, or interests therein, that he
considers necessary to assure adequate pres-
ervation and public use of such areas in
furtherance of the purposes of this Act.

(¢) When the Secretary finds that a sufii-
cient quantity of land for each individual
area has been procured by the United States
for administration and public use, he may
declare the establishment of and prescribe
an appropriate designation for such area
by the publication of notice thereof in the
Federal . Following such establish-
ment, and subject to the aforesaid acreage
limitation, the Secretary may acquire addi-
tional lands for the national shoreline areas
established hereunder.

(d) The administration, protection, and
development of national shoreline areas pur-
suant to this Act shall be exercised by the
Secretary of the Interior, subject to the pro-
visions of the Act of August 24, 1916 (39
Stat. 535; 16 U.B.C., 1952 ed., secs. 1-4), as
amended and supplemented, relating to the
national park system, and in accordance
with other laws of general application re-
lating to that system as defined by the Act
of August 8, 1953 (67 Stat. 496; 16 US.C,
supp. III, sec. 1c).

Sec. 3. The Secretary may procure land
and water, or interests therein, for the na-
tional shorellne areas authorized by section
2 hereof, by donation or by purchase with
donated or appropriated funds, and such
authority to purchase with donated or ap-
propriated funds shall include authority to
condemn under the provisions of the Act
of August 1, 1888.

(b) There is authorized to be appro-
priated, for the procurement of land and
interests therein, and incidental costs relat-
ing thereto, for the national shoreline areas
authorized by section 2 hereof, the sum of
$15,000,000.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that certain news-
paper clippings from Oregon, dealing
with these various bills, be printed at
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this point in the REcorp as a part of my
remarks.

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

[From the Eugene (Oreg.) Register-Guard,
May 19, 1959]
SENATOR TO INTRODUCE SEASHORE AREAS BILL

An Eisenhower administration bill that
would allow the creation of three national
seashore areas by Executive order is expected
to be introduced Wednesday in the U.S. Sen-
ate.

Senator RicHARD L. NEUBERGER, in a tele-
phone interview from Washington, D.C., told
the Register-Guard Tuesday that he has been
asked to sponsor the administration proposal.

The announcement came in the wake of
what, in effect, amounts to a request for a
delay until next year of Senate consideration
of Senator NEUBERGER'S own Oregon Dunes
national seashore bill.

The administration bill asks Congress to
authorize expenditure of $15 million for ac-
quisition of property for creation of 3 na-
tional shore areas.

Areas to be considered are not specified in
the administration money bill. However,
its terms leave selection of areas for national
seashore development up to the Secretary of
the Interior.

This means, according to Senator NevU-
BERGER, that—Iif the administration measure
is approved by Congress—the seashores could
be established by the Becretary of the In-
terior on the basis of recommendations from
the National Park Service.

Five such areas, including the Oregon
Dunes near Florence, have been recom-
mended for national status by the Secretary’s
advisory board on national parks.

HEARINGS SOUGHT

Meanwhile, Senator NeuBerGER has asked
the Senate Committee on Interior and In-
sular Affairs to schedule hearings in Oregon
on the Oregon Dunes bill, perhaps in the
fall,

The Oregon lawmaker earlier had hoped
to get hearings underway by June. The
hearing delay will put off congressional ac-
tion on NEUBERGER'S bill at least a year.

However, NeuBercer said that congres-
sional action on his bill now may not be
necessary where the Oregon Dunes are con-
cerned.

*“What we could do is pass the administra-
tion bill, which is actually an enabling act.
Then we could hold hearings in Oregon in
the fall to determine whether the Oregon
Dunes are to be one of the three shore areas
to get natlonal status by Executive action,”
NEUBERGER sald.

The Senate Interior and Insular Affairs
Committee has not yet acted on NEUBERGER'S
request for subcommittee hearings in
Oregon.

LOCAL OPINION

Local opinion will be important in deter-
mining whether the Oregon Dunes area is
selected, the Senator added. *“The admin-
istration will need expression of sentiment
from a great many people before it acts.”

NevuBeERGER added that the Nation has
“reached the point where the need for de-
velopment of great national seashores” is
widely recognized.

“They are going to be established,"” Nev-
BERGER sald, adding that a small group of
people should not be allowed to keep Oregon
from participating.

“If a amall group of people on the coast
at Florence—ihrough vituperative letters—
are able to keep our State from participat-
ing in these national benefits, they alone
will bear the responsibility,” NevBeRGER sald.

The most abusive letters on any issue
currently before the committee are from
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Florence area citizens who oppose seashore
creation, NEuBerGER concluded.

[From the Eugene (Oreg.) Register-Guard,
May 27, 1859]
SeasHORE Biun FACES PORTER
OPPOSITION
(By A. Robert Smith)

WasHINGTON.—Representative CHARLES O.
PorTER is opposed to the administration's
national seashore bill because it would take
the Oregon Dunes situation out of the con-
trol of Congress. PorTeEr sald he will not
sponsor the bill, as Senator RicHARD L. NEU-
BERGER is doing in the Senate, and will not
go along with any effort to pass it this ses-
sion of Congress as NEUBERGER Proposes.

The Eugene Congressman sald he wants
“a specific bill with all the points in it so
everybody can see what’s in it and comment
on it."”

He said he particularly wants the bound-
aries of the proposed park clearly set forth
in any legislation authorizing creation of
a national seashore on the Oregon coast be=
tween Florence and Reedsport.

The administration bill would authorize
the Secretary of Interior to select three
coastal areas in the country and create na-
tional seashores there where he thinks ap-
propriate.

“It should not be left to the discretion of
the Secretary,” PORTER sald.

“I'm disturbed about allegations that
business will be stopped in the area,” PORTER
said. "“If I think this proposal is unfair,
I think I can stop it in the House—and I
will. This Is no new attitude on my part.
I think a national park in that area would
be good. I think most of the problems can
be settled. But it's important that the bill
set forth the boundaries.”

PorTER saild he wants the decision on
boundaries determined this year, not left
in doubt for a long period that would cause
uncertainty in the area. He said he has
asked the National Park Service for all its
reports on the plan. He said he hopes con-
gressional hearings can be arranged in the
dunes area this fall.

PoORTER, NEUBERGER, and Senator WAYNE
Morse are all sponsors of the same bill to
authorize specifically a national seashore
that would embrace the Oregon Dunes and
Sea Lion Caves. The boundaries are not
described in the bill, but could be added
after hearings are held.

[From the Portland Oregonian, May 28, 1959]

REPRESENTATIVE PORTER OPPOSES SENATE Na-
TIONAL SEASHORE BILLs, DECLARES DUNES
BOUNDARIES NOT SUFFICIENTLY CLEAR

WasHINGTON.—Representative CHARLES O,
PorTER, Democrat of Oregon, is opposed to the
administration’s national seashore bill be-
cause it would take the Oregon Dunes situa-
tion out of the control of Congress.

PorTER said he will not sponsor the bill, as
Senator RicHARD L. NEUBERGER is doing in the
Senate, and “will not go along"” with any ef-
fort to pass it this session of Congress, as
NEUBERGER Proposes.

DISCRITION GIVEN SECRETARY

The Eugene Congressman said he wants “a
specific bill with all the points in it so every-
body can see what's in it and comment on it.”
He said he particularly wants the boundaries
of the proposed park clearly set forth in any
legislation authorizing creation of a national
seashore on the Oregon coast between Flor-
ence and Reedsport.

The administration bill would authorize
the BSecretary of Interior to select three
coastal areas in the country and create na-
tional seashores there where he thinks appro-
priate.
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“It should not be left to the discretion of
the Secretary,” PORTER said.

Congressman PorTER saild he plans to hike
over the dunes area to examine for himself
the pros and cons of the matter, especially as
to where the boundaries might be placed.
He said he hopes to do thls sometime in
June.

“I'm disturbed about allegations that busi-
ness will be stopped in the area,” Porter said.
“If I think this proposal is unfair, I think I
can stop it in the House—and I will, This
is no new attitude on my part. I think a na-
tlonal park in that area would be good. I
think most of the problems can be settled,
but it's important that the bill set forth the
boundaries.”

Porter said he wants the decision on bound-
aries determined this year, not left in doubt
for a long period that would cause uncer-
tainty in the area. He said he has asked the
National Park Service for all its reports on the
plan. He said he hopes congressional hear-
ings can be arranged in the dunes area this
fall.

PorTER, NEUBERGER, and Senator WAYNE
MorseE are all sponsors of the same bill to
authorize specifically a national seashore
that would embrace the Oregon Dunes and
Sea Lion Caves.

The Senate Interior Committee has nearly
concluded hearings on a bill both Oregon
Senators are cosponsoring with Senator PauL
Dovuecras, Democrat of Illinois, to create an
Indiana Dunes Seashore Park. The commit-
tee decided Tuesday to make an on-the-spot
investigation of the area in June. This pro-
posal is strongly opposed by National Steel
Co. which owns land in this area on Lake
Michigan, and the State of Indiana which
proposes to build a harbor to give the State
a port that would tie in with the St. Law-
rence Seaway.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I have
received so much mail on this subject
that I have prepared and am sending to
those who are writing to me about it, a
general letter in which I invite attention
to the opportunity which I am sure will
be theirs to discuss this matter at a
public hearing in Oregon. In the letter
I also indicate my desire to give careful
consideration to their objections to the
bill and my hope that we can work out
a program for the setting aside of sea-
shore areas for park purposes which
will meet what I consider to be the
right of future generations to have our
generation give them the protection I
think they desire, by way of park access
to the ocean, and at the same time meet
whatever meritorious objections can be
raised in any hearing on this problem.

In the letter referred to I point out,
for example, that, subject to evidence
to the contrary which may be submitted,
we certainly ought to set aside an area
which is the habitat of the sea lions
on the Oregon coast. I feel that this
habitat should be treated as public
property and the sea lions should be
considered as wildlife belonging to all
the people of the Nation. The general
public should have the enjoyment of
and the advantage of access to the sea-
lion habitat area.

Also, I think other areas on the coast-
line should be set aside, for national
park purposes.

I make clear in the letter that, in
view of the objections I have received, I
think we should give serious considera-
tion to the question of whether it is
necessary to set aside a large tract of
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contiguous land for park purposes or
whether a larger number of smaller
tracts might be the pattern of any set-
aside park program envisioned by the
bill.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the general letter heretofore
mentioned, be printed in the REcorbp.

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

U.S. SENATE,
June —, 1959.

Dear ———: This will acknowledge your
recent communication relative to S. 1526,
the bill to establish the Oregon Dunes Na-
tional Seashore. I was pleased to cosponsor
this bill as a courtesy to my colleague, Sen-
ator NEUBERGER.

During the past several weeks I have had
a substantial volume of correspondence from
residents of Oregon relative to this legisla-
tive proposal. Some who have written to
me express their strong support of the bill;
others register firm opposition.

Because of this evident confllct of local
opinion, I requested the Senate Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, to which the
bill was referred, to schedule a hearing on
the issue in the near future at some central
location in Lane County, Oreg. The com-
mittee has expressed an Interest in sched-
uling Oregon hearings, but the time and
place have not yet been determined.

In my letter of May 14 in which I asked
Senator MurraY, chairman of the Senate In-
terlor Committee, to arrange for a local
hearing on 8. 1526, I expressed the view that
there should be a hearing in Oregon, rather
than Washington, D.C., because the 3,000-
mile trip from Oregon to the Nation's Capi-
tal would involve substantial costs and a
great deal of time for the witnesses. Also, I
pointed out that a local hearing would give
a much larger number of people living in
the area of the proposed project, as well as
other interested Oregon residents, an oppor-
tunity to make known their respective points
of view and to answer questions posed by
the committee.

The committee has not yet scheduled a
definite date for hearings on 8. 1526, but
has assured me that there will be hearings
before any action is taken on this bill or on
any other national seashore bill, You may
be sure that I shall continue to work for
early hearings in Oregon at a location that
will be convenient to the people who are
most directly concerned with this legislative
proposal.

Incidentally, many who have written to
me on this topic assert that the language of
the bill makes too broad a grant of author-
ity to the Secretary of the Interior to desig-
nate up to 35,000 acres of land for the Na-
tional Seashore. There appears to be consid=
erable merit to this objection, and I think
the committee should give serious consid-
eration to an amendment that would ex-
clude certain areas, which, upon the basis of
evidence produced at the hearings, might
properly remain apart from the dunes area.

Furthermore, I am far from convinced that
the public interest would be served by set-
ting aside a large tract of contiguous acres.
We already have on the Oregon coast several
areas set aside for public use, What I want
to make certain is that future citizens of our
State and Nation will have adequate access
to the ocean for recreation purposes by pre-
serving some of our sand dunes area for park
purposes.

Also, I think that the caves habitat of the
sea lions should be preserved as part of the
area to be included in any national seashore
park area.

I have many reservations about a seashore
set-aside program that would do economic
injustice to existing business and commu-
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nity enterprises. Frankly, I believe we can
accomplish the essentials of the bill my col-
league introduced by adopting whatever
amendment to it the public hearings I have
suggested should prove to be desirable,
With kindest regards,
Sincerely,
WaynNeE MoRSE.

Mr. MORSE. It seems to me, Mr.
President, that such differences as may
have developed between the author and
the cosponsor of the Senate bill, or now
between the introducer of the admin-
istration bill and the people in my State
who are protesting, are differences only
over matters of detail and not over the
public interest objective which the two
Senators from Oregon have in mind and
which Representative PoORTER has in
mind with regard to his bill. All we
seek to do is to take the steps necessary
in our generation, for which I think we
have the responsibility, to try to pre-
serve areas which will benefit and serve
the esthetic, cultural, and recreational
needs of future generations of American
boys and girls. These areas should be
encompassed in a national park, to make
it possible for the future citizens to visit
the coast of Oregon and enjoy the great
satisfaction all of us enjoy when we be-
come a part of nature, as we all do when
we go to the great national parks, and
as we all do when we get away from the
humdrum, pressure, and race of modern
living and get much closer to our Crea-
tor. Whether we go to mountain re-
treats, along rushing streams far re-
moved from civilization, or in great sand
dune areas along a coastline, I am sure
we find spiritual values that are too
often lost in the midst of our complex
civilization.

The two Senators have in mind the
needs of our own and future genera-
tions. As to that objective we are in
agreement. It may be that we will dis-
agree with regard to deails of imple-
menting the objective.

I think it is very important that we
have the benefit of the points of view,
the objections, and such information
and evidence as the protestors may wish
to submit. That is why I urge local
public hearings.

There is one phase of this problem
which I have not discussed in my letter,
because I thought it was best raised on
the floor of the Senate and then referred
to in the Recorp setting forth my posi-
tion on it.

I am troubled in regard fo the pro-
posed legislation, as I have been with
regard to other pieces of proposed legis-
lation, insofar as it relates to that as-
pect of it which seeks to delegate broad
power to the Secretary of the Interior.
I have reached no final conclusion, but
I think I should serve notice today, Mr.
President, that before I can support
either one of the bills in its present form
I will have to be satisfied that this grant
of diseretionary of power should be given
to the Secretary of the Interior. I
would prefer a revision of the proposed
legislation, and I may in due course of
time, after the hearings, offer amend-
ments of my own which will provide for
graniing to the Secretary of the Interior
the administrative duty of making rec-
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ommendations to the Congress of the
United States in respect to the specific
areas which he would like to have con-
verted into national parks.

I am always very wary of any legis-
Jation which seeks to grant discretionary
power to administrators of government.
I think it is very important that Congress
retain a positive check in connection
with any such legislation.

I am inclined to favor legislation
which would only authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to proceed with plans
for the creation of such parks, but re-
quire him to obtain approval by Congress
of the plans before he is authorized to
proceed to take any legal steps to acquire
the property.

I think it is very important that we
maintain that kind of check on admin-
istrative officers of government, if we
are to carry out what I consider to be
our legislative duties in the Congress.

It does not follow from what I have
said that I am in the least opposed to
establishing such national parks. I only
raise questions as to the proper procedure
to be followed in bringing them into
being.

Because I may favor certain amend-
ments to the proposed legislation in re-
gard to the matter of possibly limiting
the size of the area in any particular
locality to an acreage much smaller than
the working of the bills at the present
time would permit, it does not follow
that I am opposed to establishing na-
tional parks. However, I insist that we
have the duty of examining very care-
fully and thoroughly any proposal for
establishing such parks. In my opinion,
based upon my present knowledge, the
approval by the Congress of the facts
involved in this proposed legislation
should be obtained in advance of any
legal action taken by the Secretary of
the Interior.

NATIONAL WILDLIFE DISEASE
LABORATORY

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the bill
(8. 2086) to provide for the establish-
ment of a National Wildlife Disease Lab-
oratory, was introduced by the Senators
from Colorado [Mr. Airorr and Mr.
CarroLL] on June 1, 1959,

It is my opinion that such a laboratory
is urgently needed, and I know that the
ultimate benefits to the people would far
outweigh the initial costs and the oper-
ating costs. There is a very great need
throughout the Nation for intensive re-
search in the field of wildlife disease and
particularly with respect to the ever-
increasing menace of chemicals upon our
wildlife.

The plan provides that the laboratory
envisaged by this legislative proposal
shall be established at a land-grant col-
lege or university that has a recognized
school of veterinary medicine and where
graduate training in such research may
be carried out. This would exclude our
Oregon educational institutions, includ-
ing our very fine Oregon State College at
Corvallis, Oreg. However, my office dis-
cussed S. 2086 with officials of Oregon
State College, and they assured me that
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the objective of the bill is excellent.
They agree that the research should be
carried on where graduate facilities are
available, that there is a great need for
such research, and that this area of re-
search has long been neglected.

Oregon State College veterinary stu-
dents are sent to other schools, such as
Colorado State College, for advanced
training, but it is clear to me many indi-
rect benefits would accrue to the college
and to the people of the State of Oregon
through such research facilities.

For the foregoing reasons, Mr. Presi-
dent, I was pleased to include my name
as a cosponsor of this measure.

Mr. KUCHEL:. 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. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
legislative business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
Moss in the chair).
it is so ordered.

Thereupon, the Senate resumed the
consideration of legislative business.

(Mr,
Without objection,

FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITIES IN
EDUCATION

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, President Eisenhower has on
various occasions recognized the great
importance of education in the United
States. If the President’s enthusiasm
for better and more education in Amer-
ica, expressed so eloquently in words,
were translated by him into action, the
enormous prestige of his office would
by this time have placed a new and
brighter complexion on America’s
schools and America’s schoolchildren.
But unfortunately what the President
says and what the President does, at
least in the field of education, bear so
little resemblance to each other that it
suggests an area of conflict between the
talking President and the acting Presi-
dent. The two seem to be at logger-
heads.

Let me guote some of the beautiful
things about education the talking Pres-
ident said, and then—later—let us con-
trast these with what the acting Presi-
dent did, or—better—failed to do.

FERVENT WORDS, INEFFECTUAL ACTION

Addressing the National Education
Association back in 1957' Mr, Eisen-
hower said:

Our schools are strong points in our na-
tional defemse. Our schools are more im-
portant than our Nike batteries, more neces=
sary than our radar warning sets, and more
powerful even than the energy of the atom.

1 Centennial celebration of the NEA: April
4, 1957,
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In his state of the Union message on
January 16, 1959, Mr. Eisenhower spoke
not only of the importance but also the
grave shortcomings and urgent needs of
education in our country. He said in
part:

We must meet the world challenge and
at the same time permit no stagnation in
America.

- L] » L] L]

As one example consider our schools, op-
erated under the authority of local commu-
nities and States. In their capacity and in
their quality they conform to no recognizable
standards. In some places facilities are
ample, in others meager. Pay of teachers
ranges between wide limits from the ade-
quate to the shameful. As would be ex-
pected, quality of teaching wvaries just as
widely. But to our teachers we commit the
most valuable possession of the Nation and
of the family—our children.

These are indeed significant state-
ments by President Eisenhower; but now
let us see what effective action, if any,
he has taken for the advancement of edu-
cation in our country.

A study of the record shows a strange
paucity of such action. Early in 1957
the President said that high priority
should be given school construction legis-
lation; but he failed to express any sup-
port when the bill approached a vote in
the House, and—in the opinion of many
people, largely as a result—on July 25,
1957, it failed to pass, by three votes.
In 1954 he proposed a national confer-
ence on education, and in his budget
message of 1959 he proposed a study of
national goals for education. He has de-
livered to Congress special messages on
education. But where is his present
legislative program for the advancement
of education, which he has declared to be
so important to our national security?

About all I can find of such a program
is the plan allegedly aimed at stimulating
school and college construction which
was announced last February by the Sec-
retary of Health, Education, and Wel-
fare, Arthur S. Flemming. The proposal
was presented in two complex bills, one
advanced to help public primary and
secondary schools and the other to aid
colleges.

These bills were given a cool recep-
tion in Congress by many Democrats and
Republicans alike, who recognized the
deficiencies of the proposals.®

According to an article in the Wash-
ington Star the distinguished Senator
from Kentucky [Mr. Coorer] said right
away that he would introduce the ad-
ministration’s bills but that he did not
believe Mr. Eisenhower’s proposals would
meet the needs for elementary school
construction. The honorable chairman
of the Senate Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare, the Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. MurraY], has said that he
considers the administration’s program
a “legislative monstrosity, designed not
to help education but to help bankers.”

The Eisenhower administration’s pro-
posal has offered no considerable help
toward the solution of the Nation’s edu-
cational problems. It is a proposal for

too little too late, and is unworkable.

?For details see CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
February 26, 1959, p. 3079.
% Better Schools, March 1959, p. 1.
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Last year, with no persistent encour-
agement from the President, to put it
mildly, the Congress passed the National
Defense Education Act of 1958. This is
similar to a bill that I introduced on
March 31 of last year.*

SCHOOL SUPPORT ACT OF 1959

The Senate is now considering another
measure which fortunately enjoys the
support of a number of Republicans as
well as Democrats, namely S. 2, the
School Support Act of 1959. It was in-
troduced on January 9 of this year by
Senator Murray and 26 other Senators,
of whom I am one. We need, and I call
for, the support of the President in our
attempt to place in the statutes this kind
of legislation. It would provide impor-
tant aid in the solution of the multi-
plicity of problems which the Secretary
of Health, Education, and Welfare, Ar-
thur S, Flemming, has said confront
American education today.”

Enactment of the School Support Act
of 1959 would help eradicate the ereep-
ing blight of congested classes, double
shifts, and inadequate instruction, which,
according to the latest annual report
of the president of the Ford Foundation,
and in the belief of innumerable other
persons, have seriously weakened educa-
tion in the United States.

Mr, President, as a reminder to all of
us, I should like briefly to review the
principal provisions of the School Sup-
port Act of 1959. It is a somewhat
streamlined version of the Murray-Met-
calf bill which was before the 85th Con-
gress.

The purpose of the act is to provide
Federal financial support to help meet
both the immediate and the continuing
problems of financing adequate school
facilities and teachers’ salaries and
thereby to strengthen the Nation’s pub-
lic schools. The act declares that the
Congress finds there is a serious national
shortage of classrooms and teachers
which requires immediate action on the
part of the Federal Government.

The bill also points out the facts that,
first, the financial resources available to
many communities are inadequate fo
support construction programs sufficient
to eliminate classroom shortages; and
second, practically all communities face
the problem of providing compensation
to teachers commensurate with the sal-
aries received by other persons with
comparable education, experience, and
responsibilities. These inadequacies are
seriously restricting the quality of the
educational programs of the Nation.

The School Support Act of 1959 would
provide grants to the States for school
construction and teachers’ salaries or a
combination of these two purposes, as
each State sees fit. For these grants the
bill would authorize appropriations for
each fiscal year beginning July 1, 1959,
as follows: $25 for each child of school
age—5 to 17 years inclusive—the first
year; $50 per child the second year;
$75 per child the third year; and $100
p:tl:e child the fourth and each year there-
after.

The bill directs the U.S. Commissioner
of Education to allot to each State com-

*H.R. 11776, 85th Cong.
¢ Better Schools, March 1959, p. 1.
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plying with the provisions of the act an
amount based on the ratio between the
school-age population of that State and
the school-age population of all such
States. The allotment to any State
would be reduced proportionately if the
State school effort index should fall
below the national school effort index.
The bill establishes the formulas for
determining these indexes based upon
the relationship between the expendi-
tures per public-school child and the
income per child of school age.

Thus, a State’s allotment of funds
would be reduced if its relative effort
to support schools from State and local
sources should become less than the
average effort for all the States. How-
ever, the bill defers application of this
maintenance-of-effort principle for the
first 3 years that allotments are made.

A State education agency obtaining
Federal funds for school construction
would be required to certify to the Com-
missioner, first, that the funds would be
used solely for the construction of school
facilities in accordance with this bill,
and, second, that priority would be given
to school districts having greatest need
for school facilities and least ability to
finance them.

To obtain Federal funds for teachers’
salaries a State education agency would
be required to certify to the Commis=
sioner that the funds would be distrib-
uted among the public-school districts
and used solely for teachers’ salaries.

The bill forbids any Federal interfer-
ence over State and local school systems.

FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITY UNDER THE
CONSTITUTION

In the School Support Act of 1959 the
Congress declares that a major portion
of the financial responsibility for the
public schools resides in the States and
Iccal communities, but the Congress rec-
ognizes the Federal responsibility to
share in the financial support of the
schools. It seems to me that this is
the key to the issue. It bears a share
of the responsibility by law—the Consti-
tution itself—and by tradition and prac-
tice antedating the Constitution and
continuing to the present.

Some persons have claimed that be-
cause the Constitution omits specific
provision for education and because the
10th amendment reserves to the States
powers not delegated to the Federal Gov-
ernment, it has no duty, nor even the
right to participate in education. Such
a conclusion could be sincerely reached
only on the basis of a blissful ignorance
of provisions of the Constitution other
than the 10th amendment. From the

g, the general welfare clause
and other clauses in the Constitution
have served as warrants and guides for
Federal aid to the States for education
and other Federal educational programs.

Back in 1791 Alexander Hamilton
said ® that whatever concerned the gen-
eral interests of learning was within the
Federal jurisdiction “as far as rggards
an application of money.” Even the
strict constructionist Thomas Jefferson
declared that Congress could appropriate

¢In his Report on Manufactures.
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public lands for the support of educa-
tion.

In 1931 President Hoover's Advisory
Committee on Education reported find-
ing in the Constitution 14 warrants for
Federal activities in education.’ The
Congressional Digest in February 1944,
pointed out a number of provisions of
the Constitution which warrant the ex-
penditure of Federal funds for aid to
education.

The language of the general welfare
clause is clear. It says that the Con-
gress shall have power to raise funds to
provide for the common defense and
general welfare of the United States.
The purpose is unmistakable.

The Constitution expressly assigns the
Federal Government responsibility for
the national defense and places upon
the Federal Government, by implica-
tion, a duty to promote the general wel-
fare. The Constitution gives Congress
authority to raise funds for these pur-
poses. No informed person would deny
that in this age education is basic to the
national defense and to the continuing
prosperity of the Nation. It follows, as
the day follows night, that the Federal
Government bears at least a share of
the responsibility for the support of
public education. Here we have the
madtter in a nutshell.

FEDERAL RESPONSIBILITY BY TRADITION AND

PRACTICES

A tradition and practice of Federal
sharing with the States the responsibil-
ity for financing education began with
congressional grants of public lands for
its support. Such grants antedate the
Constitution.

In 1787 the Congress declared in an
ordinance that: “Religion, morality, and
knowledge being necessary to good gov-
ernment and the happiness of mankind,
schools and the means of education
shall forever be encouraged.”

Early land grants by the Congress for
the support of schools aggregated an
area twice as large as England. During
the first half of the 19th century the
Congress also made certain monetary
grants to the States which were fre-
quently used to support education.

Early Federal policies respecting edu-
cation were summed up in 1931 by the
National Advisory Committee on Edu-
cation as follows:

From the Revolution to the Civil War,
the Federal Government encouraged and fi-
nancially aided education in the States. It
endowed higher and common schools with
lands, and made grants of tax moneys: But
it did not attempt to regulate the purposes,
define the programs, supervise the teaching,
grm%ghzrwise control public education in the

8.

I shall not at this time review the
voluminous record of Federal activities
in education to date. Even a ecursory
consideration of the role of the Federal
Government in the establishment of
the land grant colleges, Federal aid to
the States for vocational education un-
der the George-Barden Act, and so forth,
shows a traditional Federal-State-local
share of the responsibility for financing

7 Federal Relations to Education, pt. II,
p. 4-9.
& Report of the committee, part I, p. 11.

10767

education. The proposal embodied in
the School Support Act of 1959 is en-
tirely consistent with this tradition and
practice.

FEDERAL SUPPORT AND THE GENERAL WELFARE

The Federal Government has a
fundamental interest in the education
of the national citizenry. The very
preservation of our form of govern-
ment depends upon the adequate edu-
cation of the entire population.

For the successful functioning of our
form of government it is necessary that
all our citizens obtain the education nec-
essary for informed participation in the
life and work of the Nation. All our
people must be educationally prepared
to understand the basic principles of
democratic government and apply these
principles to current problems. In these
years of worldwide conflict of ideologies
we cannot hope to maintain government
by the people unless they have educa-
tion commensurate with the demands of
the times. The Federal Government
must see to it that all of the peoples
have adequate educational opportunities.
No other level of government and no
private agency or organization can do
this. The Federal Government alone
can do the job. It must not fail in the
discharge of this basic requirement for
its and the Nation's continuing exist=
ence.

The better education of the national
citizenry which would result from en-
actment of the School Support Act of
1959 would produce a number of eco-
nomie, political, and social benefits con-
tributing greatly to the national wel-
fare and progress.

IMPROVEMENT OF CURRICULA

The Educator’s Dispatch for April 12,
1959, has pointed out that:

The Nation is in hot pursuit of quality
education. We want it fast—and we want
it first.

There is indeed a grave need and de-
sire throughout the country for improve-
ment of the intellectual fare in our pub-
lic schools. By enacting the School
Support Act the Congress can effectively
if not directly help to meet this need and
desire of our people.

Numerous headlines have recently ap-
peared in newspapers and magazines in-
dicating the widespread interest in and
need for improvement in certain kinds of
school offerings. Here are a few typical
headlines: “Schools Surveyed; U.S. Lag
in Languages Spotlighted”; “More Sci-
ence, Mathematies, Urged by School
Principals”; “Educators Stress Need in
Humanities'; “Make Diplomas Mean
Something.”

In hearings before the House Subcom=-
mittee on Special Education last year,
Representative CarL Errrorr aptly
summed up this matter in these words:

In the press, over the airways, on street
corners and in homes, among businessmen
and professional men, including educators
themselves, we now hear a constant clamor
for the refinement of curriculum and for the
improvement of teaching at all levels, from
the grammar to the graduate school.

By making available Federal support
for school facilities and for the payment
of teachers salaries, the School Support
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Act would certainly help toward the im-
provement of curriculums and teaching
at the two basic educational levels, ele=-
mentary and secondary.

Early this year was published a first
report to interested citizens on “The
American High School Today,” by James
B. Conant, who for 20 years was presi-
dent of Harvard University and after-
wards U.S. High Commissioner of Ger-
many and later U.S. Ambassador to the
Federal Republic of Germany. Dr. Co-
nant’s opinions as an author and edu-
cator merit great respect. In this first
report on his study of the American high
school he has made 21 recommendations
for improving public secondary educa-
tion. I will quote from a few of his rec-
ommendations which enactment of the
School Support Act of 1959 would help
the States and local communities carry
out:

1. In a satisfactory school system the
counseling should start in the elementary
school. * * * There should be one full-time
counselor (or guidance officer) for every 250
to 300 pupils in the high school.

2. It should be the policy of the school
that every student has an individualized
progranr.

7. In some communities, advanced pro-
grams of a technical nature should be de-
veloped.

8. Those in the ninth grade of the school
who read at a level of the sixth grade or
below * * * should be instructed * * . * by
special teachers.

10. For the highly gifted pupils some type
of special arrangement should be made.

16. A school should have the equipment
for a developmental reading program.

17. The school board should operate a tul-
tion-free summer school.

18. The school board should be ready to of-
fer a third and fourth year of a foreign lan-
guage, no matter how few students enroll.

If carried out in all schools throughout
the country these and other recommen-
dations by Dr. Conant would help greatly
to raise the educational opportunities
of the Nation’s children to a level ap-
proaching the demands of the time. But
where is the money coming from? Un-
doubtedly many a school superintendent
and school board member has read these
recommendations with despair and a
feeling of the hopelessness of it all. And
this in a country which can well afford
to put such recommendations into effect
in all of its schools.

This is a national problem. It is a
problem not of lack of money but of our
persistent, foolhardy reliance upon State
and local sources of revenue to support
the public schools. We might as rea-
sonably utilize the oxcart as our prin-
cipal means of transportation. In the
field of school finance we do not seem
to realize that times have changed. To
finance adequately all of the Nation’s
schools we must either undertake to re-
organize our entire Federal-State-local
tax system or else adopt the much sim-
pler and more expeditious alternative of
utilizing more funds from Federal reve-
nue sources for the support of public
education. Yes, it is as simple as that.

The U.S. Office of Education has urged
foreign language study beginning in the
third grade.® General Alfred M. Gruen=-
ther, former head of the North Atlantic

¢ New York Times, July 27, 1658, p. E9.
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Treaty Organization, has commented
that Americans lack ability in foreign
languages. As a nation with world-
wide interests we are linguistically un-
prepared either to defend ourselves in
the case of war or to exercise the full
force of our leadership in building a
peaceful world. Linguistically we are
the most backward major nation in the
world.

The National Association of Second-
ary School Principals has urged pro-
vision for more and better instruction in
science and mathematics.” Prominent
educators have stressed the need for
broader study of the humanities in our
schools." Some Members of Congress
have deplored the present neglect of
some of the subjects they studied in
public school.™

From these examples we see that the
curricular demands upon the public
schools today are coming from many
sources and are indeed great. How can
thousands of schools in many parts of
the country meet these demands when
they hardly have money enough to
maintain a simple program? Where
are the teachers with the necessary spe-
cialized training to be found when sala-
ries are too low to induce enough peo-
ple to take enough training even to
meet the requirements for a license to
teach?

NEED FOR ADEQUATE SCHOOL FACILITIES

For the second school year in a row,
the numbers of school-age children and
school enrollments in the United States
have grown at twice the rate of total
population. On the basis of its fifth
annual survey, published in the spring of
1959, the U.S. Office of Education has
reported that last fall the Nation's
schools enrolled 33,936,000 pupils—
23,315,000 in elementary schools and
10,621,000 in secondary schools. This is
over a million more than the enroliment
1 year previous—a 3.5-percent increase
in school enrollment as compared with
a 1.7-percent increase in total popula-
tion.

The Office has estimated that 1,843,000
of these pupils, or 5.4 percent of the
total enrollment, were in excess of the
normal capacity of publicly owned school
plants in use.

The total classroom shortage reported
by the State departments of education
last fall was 140,500—65,300 to take care
of the enrollment in excess of normal
capacity, and 75,200 to replace unsatis-
factory facilities.

These figures speak for themselves.
They show that the States and locali-
ties are not doing the necessary school-
construction job. I believe in many in-
stances they are unable to do this job
without further Federal help. But even
if they were failing in performance for
some other reason, the Federal Govern-
ment must see to it that the job is
done. The national interest demands it.

The shortage of classrooms and other
facilities continues to plague boards of

1 Washington Post and Times Herald, July
14, 1958, p. A16.

i Christlan Sclence Monitor,
1959, p. 11.

# American School Board Journal, July
1058, p. 33.
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education and school administrators.
Local school district indebtedness is still
the principal source of revenue for school
construction,

Dr. Clayton D. Hutchins, Chief of the
Division of School Finance in the Office
of Education, has pointed out that:

Some districts that have faced ecritical
situations in past years have exhausted
their bonding capacity. The heavy pay-
ments they must make to service their debts
in the years ahead may take abnormally

large proportions of their current tax rev-
enues,

Debt service requirements have a prior
claim on current revenues., Consequently
the burden of debt liquidation in the future
may threaten the diversion of funds from
the program of financing current school
operation.®

The only program of Federal aid to
school construction now in operation is
that provided for a very limited number
of federally affected school districts.
Studies have shown that there is a great
need for a general program of Federal
support for school construction. It is
unfair and disastrous for the Congress
to leave to the States and communities
the entire responsibility for providing
the needed educational facilities. Par-
tial discharge of the Federal responsibil-
ity in education through a general pro-
gram of Federal aid for school construc-
tion, as proposed in the School Support
Act of 1959 would be feasible and
effective.

In 1955 some 2,000 delegates—teach-
ers, school administrators and other
persons interested in education—assem-
bled in Washington to come to grips
with some of the Nation's school prob-
lems. The final report of that group
contains the following statement:

It is an ironic truth that most Americans
would not permit their children to live in
a house as bad as the school building which
many pupils are forced by law to attend.

Since that statement was issued, 4
more years of Federal do-little-or-noth-
ing to aid school construction have
passed. And in the richest nation in all
history, thousands of children are still
attending school in grimy, dilapidated,
overcrowded buildings, many of which
are potential firetraps.

NEED FOR GOOD TEACHERS

The National Education Association
has just released—on April 27, 1959—a
research report on “Teacher Supply and
Demand in Public Schools, 1959.” The
51-page report is replete with data to
support its conclusions. The most im-
portant of these is that there is a tragic
shortage of approximately 135,000 teach-
ers in the United States today.

Although an increase in the number of
science and mathematics teachers is
foreseeable, the expected increase will
meet only about half the demand for
teachers in these fields, which are of ma-
jor importance in relation to our na-
tional security. A critical shortage of
elementary schoolteachers is expected
to continue. While the need for elemen-
tary schoolteachers may not be so obvi-
ously related to the national defense as
the need for science and mathematics

1 School Life, March 1959, p. 11.
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teachers, this shortage of elementary
schoolteachers could in the long run be
the factor most responsible for national
disaster.

~ If we could add to the mere shortage
of teachers the shortage of good teachers
we would indeed see a dark educational
picture for the United States. While
respecting the high standards and ideals
of the teaching profession in general, we
would be naive to think that the shame-
fully low salaries offered in thousands of
localities can attract the most compe-
tent people info the profession. All of
us know that many young people use
teaching as a steppingstone to some
other occupation, because they cannot
maintain on teachers’ salaries a standard
of living commensurate with that avail-
able to them in other fields.

The pull of other occupations has been
increased not only by the lack of com-
petitive salaries in teaching but also by
the resultant lack of social prestige of
teachers, the lack of adequate equipment
for teaching, and unsatisfactory working
conditions, all of which, in the final
analysis stem from insufficient funds be-
ing available to local school boards.

We undoubtedly have a distorted sense
of values in this country, otherwise we,
as a people, would not be paying some
actors and baseball players many times
the salaries of teachers. The Congress
can do something to show improvement
in our sense of values—enact the School
Support Act of 1959.

With an increase of 10 million en-
rollment in the public schools within the
last 10 years, and an increase of at least
a million expected annually in the years
ahead, the Congress must take some ac-
tion to help the States and localities
to reduce the teacher shortage and ob-
tain and retain good teachers for the
Nation’s schools.

The National Commission on Teacher
Education and Professional Standards
last year pointed out that efforts to
raise the level of the Nation’s school
programs must place high priority on
obtaining better trained, more knowl-
edgeable teachers.'

The Congress can help give the teach-
ers of the Nation the sense of personal
security which they must have in order
to do well the job of teaching. Teach-
ers cannot be expected to do well their
important work if they are beset by fears
and anxieties that come from the half-
empty pocketbook.

Teaching is the most important of all
professions. It determines the shape of
our Nation and the character of our
people. We must elevate it to the posi-
tion of high prestige it should hold in
our society. To accomplish this we
must start by inereasing the financial
rewards of teaching, for we are in fact
a capitalistic Nation that places a dollar
value upon the work of every individual.
If we want the Nation's children to
have the kind of education they must
have in order to survive as a free people
we must place a greater dollar value
on teaching and Congress must take the
necessary action to assure teaching the
financial rewards this all-important
work deserves.

1 New York Times, June 26, 1958, p. 27.
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RUSSIAN COMMITMENT TO EDUCATION

Last year a group of prominent Ameri-
can educators spent a month studying
the schools in the Soviet Union. Upon
their return, as spokesman for the group,
U.S. Commissioner of Education Law-
rence G. Derthick delivered an address to
the National Press Club in Washington,
in which he said:

What we have seen has amazed us in one
outstanding particular. We were simply not
prepared for the degree to which the USS.R.,
as a nation, is committed to education as a
means of national advancement. Everywhere
we saw indication after indication of what
we could only conclude amounted to a total
commitment to education.

Our major reaction therefore is one of
astonishment—and I choose the word care-
fully—at the extent to which this seems to
have been accomplished. For what it is
worth, 10 American educators came away
sobered by what they saw.

The Commissioner went on to tell that
the American educators found a number
of evidences of this Soviet commitment
to education, such as: First, classes of
reasonable size; second, no shortage of
teachers; third, widespread teaching of
foreign languages; and fourth plenty of
money available to do the educational
job.

From this group of American educators
who had a unique opportunity to study
Soviet schools, and from other sources,
we have information that the Russians
are like a people at war, using education
as the basic weapon of their determined
efforts to excel over the United States.
Education will inevitably be the cause
and the reason for our defeat or victory,
depending upon how much and how well
we use it.

The Soviet Government years ago
adopted education as a basic instrument
for carrying out its policies. Using edu-
cation as its tool, the Government of
the U.S.S.R. has already built an im-
mensely powerful and productive so-
ciety. If our children are to survive in
a world in which they will be greatly
outnumbered by well-trained Commu-
nists, we must quit dilly-dallying with
American education. We must take
every measure possible for the improve-
ment of our schools and be willing to
make great sacrifices for the advance-
ment of education in the United States
and throughout the free world.

A recent article in Look magazine ** is
entitled “The Frightening Challenge of
Russia’s Schools.” In it the authors
point out that:

The Russians have decided that educa-
tion is the best means of winning their place
in the sun—and on the moon. Schools are
& passion with them.

- - - - -

The Soviet Union is lke one vast,
sprawling college campus on the eve of a
football game with its great rival. That
rival is the United States. The game is
economic and cultural conquest of the
world.

This is indeed a game in which the
stakes are high. It is a deadly game
which we must play. We have no choice.
If we lose we can expect the end of our
way of life for ourselves or for our chil-
dren.

1 Oct. 14, 1958.
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For a number of years we have had
warnings of the tremendous educational
developments in Russia; but it took the
first sputnik to waken us to the chal-
lenge and the danger. Thinking Ameri-
cans realized that behind the sputnik
was Soviet science and technology and
behind that science and technology were
the Russian schools.

Yet already we have fallen into com-
placency. As in the past, we stuff our
national ego and avow to ourselves as
well as to others that we are still the
greatest Nation in the world. I believe
we are, but we cannot hope to remain
so unless we exert an unprecedented ed-
ucational effort. We argue over whether
we should provide a paltry amount of
Federal money for the Nation’s schools
while the fate of the whole country is
at stake. We might as well fiddle when
our cities burn as to fiddle over Federal
aid to education.

The U.S. Office of Education recently
published a broad study of Soviet educa-
tion. It gave a lot of facts that ought
to stimulate us to action. I will mention
only a few of them.

Within the last 30 years the Russians
have increased their primary-secondary
school enrollment almost threefold, from
11.5 million to over 30 million.

The Russians are operating their
schools 6 days a week. They are con-
centrating in 10 years about the same
number of scheduled hours that are
spread over 12 years in the public schools
of the United States.

June 1955 secondary-school graduates
in the U.S.S.R. had taken courses in
physics for 5 years, chemistry for 4 years,
biology for 5 years, and mathematics for
10 years. In the United States, on the
other hand, only about a fourth of the
1955 graduates had completed even a
year of physics, less than a third of our
graduates had taken a year of chemistry,
and less than a seventh—mind you, a
seventh—of our graduates had any
courses in advanced mathematies.

During the 1955-56 school year, 40
percent of the Soviet secondary school
pupils were studying German, another
40 percent were studying English, and
20 percent were studying French, Span-
ish or Latin.

In June of 1956 the Russian schools
graduated 1.5 million boys and girls as
compared with 1.3 million graduated in
our country.

While many teachers in the United
States, on shamefully low salaries, try
to ecarry on their important work in
obsolete, erowded and poorly equipped
buildings, teachers in the Soviet Union
enjoy high prestige and living standards
far superior to those of the general popu-
lation. Small wonder that most of our
gifted high school graduates are re-
luctant to prepare themselves for the
teaching careers that offer such meager
economic and social returns. Small
wonder that issuance of emergency li-
censes to persons having substandard
qualifications for teaching has become a
widespread practice in the United States.

The size of the educational task of the
United States is staggering to the im-
agination. Far more than the Soviet
dictatorship, our Government by the
people calls for the education of all the
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people. Our national educational task

grows harder each year because of the

upsurge of school population in relation

to total population and because in every

subject field the content and significance

for modern living are increasing,
CONCLUSION

About 2 weeks ago—(April 16)—the
General Education Subcommittee of the
House of Representatives voted to report
an amended version of HR. 22, the
School Support Act of 1959 to the full
Education and Labor Committee. Thus
that subcommittee has responded to the
grave need for legislation to provide a
broad base of Federal financial support
for education in the United States. I
hope that the Senate will pass the origi-
nal form of the School Support Act, S. 2,
and the conferees can resolve the dif-
ferences between the versions of the hill
as passed in the two Houses.

We must rise to the attitude of our
educational responsibility to the present
and future generations of Americans.
Only by doing this can we hope to guar-
antee that America will continue to be
a happy land inhabited by a free and
prosperous people.

Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
Senator from West Virginia.

The

COAL

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, on June 7 the New York Times
published a handsome 28-page advertis-
ing section which I believe is one of the
finest tributes to the American coal in-
dustry that I have seen.

The title of the Sunday supplement is
“Coal Powers America’s Progress.” For
page after page, it lists the multitudinous
vital roles which coal plays in our na-
tional life today—in our economy, in our
industry, and in thousands of items used
in our daily living.

I am pleased to note that the name of
my State appears in abundance through-
out the section. There are advertise-
ments from many West Virginia firms,
including the Eastern Coal Co., of Blue-
field; Island Creek Coal Co., of Hunting-
ton; Princess Coal Sales Co., of Hunting-
ton; Pittsburgh Chemical Coal Co., of
Morgantown; Slab Fork Coal Co., of Slab
Fork; Rish Equipment Co., of Bluefield;
West Virginia Armature Co., of Bluefield;
Maust Coal & Coke Corp., Eastern Gas &
Fuel Associates, Consolidation Coal Co.,
and many other coal firms, railways, and
equipment firms which are familiar
names in a West Virginian’s vocabulary.

There is even one advertisement from
the State of West Virginia, itself, which
reads as follows:

Coal, an inexhaustible supply in progres-
sive West Virginia. West Virginia is the
largest source of high-grade coal in the world.
Beneath 55 percent of the State’s total land
area is enough bituminous coal to last more

than 400 years at the current rate of produc-
tion.

West Virginia's coal mining industry is
keeping pace with the modern demand for
coal with technological improvements de-
signed to deliver better grades of coal at
reduced cost. Industries planning to utilize
coal as a production material will find that
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West Virginia can furnish unlimited guanti-
ties at the lowest possible price.

For information about West Virginia's ad-
vantages in terms of your needs, write or
phone: Don Crislip, executive director, West
Virginia Industrial and Publicity Commis-
sion, State Capitol Building, Room NYT,
Charleston, W. Va.

Mr. President, the entire supplement
was prepared under the sponsorship of
the National Coal Association, and I feel
that that organization is to be com-
mended for its excellent presentation of
information concerning coal.

I believe that this special section is one
which should be read by each of us in
Congress, yet I realize that its great
length precludes its inclusion in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD.

Therefore, Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that only the initial page
of the section, titled “There's Coal in
Your Future,” be reprinted in the body of
the RECORD.

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

THERE'S CoAL IN Your FUTURE

You are a consumer of bituminous coal.
So is every other American, from the mo-
ment his first diaper is fastened with a steel
safety pin.

You, your friends and neighbors will use
coal for the remainder of your lives—pos~
sibly for heat, probably in electricity, and
undoubtedly in thousands of everyday prod-
ucts made by scores of industries which use
bituminous coal and its myriad byproducts.

Surprised? Most of us are. Few of us rea-
lize how heavily coal is woven into the fab-
ric of our lives—and how much it will re-
main a vital part of the Nation for centurles
to come.

Take a typical family day. Dad gets up
and turns on the light. Mother plugs in
the toaster and percolator. They are prob-
ably using coal, which generates more elec-
tricity than all other fuels and water power
combined, Dad shaves, using an electric
shaver or a steel blade. About a pound of
coal is required to make a pound of steel,
whether the steel goes into razor blades or
moon rockets.

The family dresses. Mother perhaps knows
that coal is an ingredient of her nylons and
other synthetic fabries, but she may not
realize that coal helped make other clothing
and textiles in the house. The textile in-
dustry consumes millions of tons of coal for
heat and process steam, and many of its
dyes come from coal byproducts.

Dad drives to work in the family car
(3,600 pounds of coal-made steel) over ce-
ment roads. (The cement industry is one
of the Nation’'s largest coal consumers.) His
office or factory may well be heated by coal,
and coal probably powers the air condition-
ing. The kids troop off to a school which
may be heated by modern, smoke-free coal-
burning equipment.

Mother does the housework with the help
of electric-powered gadgets made largely of
steel and coal-derived plastics. She cooks in
aluminum kitchenware (more and more coal
is used to generate power for aluminum pro-
duction, at the rate of 6.8 pounds of coal per
pound of metal) and washes the dishes with
a detergent made from a coal byproduct.

Byproducts of coal—200,000 at the latest
count—touch the whole family’s life a thou-
sand times a day: Vitamins, insecticides,
aspirin, drugs, phonograph records, dyes,
paint, synthetic fibers, weed killers, cleaning
fluids, fertilizer, films—the list is nearly end-
less.

At the day's end, the family has used
countless products made by or from coal.

June 15

As average Americans, each of them has
consumed about 128 pounds of coal in an
average day.

And there's much more where that came
from. At the current rate, it will be 1,000
Years or so before America mines her last
ton of recoverable coal.

Yes, there's coal in your future—and in

the future of your children and grandechil-
dren.

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, without amendment,
the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 59) re-
questing the President to issue a proc-
lamation designating 1959 for the ob-
servance of the 350th anniversary of the
hisl;oric voyages of Hudson and Cham-
plain,

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
enrolled bill (S. 1901) to amend section
101(e) of the Agricultural Act of 1949
and the act of July 28, 1945, to stabilize
and protect the level of support for to-
bacco, and it was signed by the Presi-
dent pro tempore.

AMENDENT OF FEDERAL AIRPORT
ACT—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
submit a report of the committee of
conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendment of
the House to the bill (S. 1) to amend
the Federal Airport Act in order to ex-
tend the time for making grants under
the provisions of such act, and for other
purposes. I ask unanimous consent for
the present consideration of the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Moss in the chair). The report will
beteread for the information of the Sen-
a

. The legislative clerk read the report,
as follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the House to the bill (8. 1)
to amend the Federal Alrport Act in order
to extend the time for making grants under
the provisions of such act, and for other
purposes, having met, after full and free
conference, have been unable to agree.

WaRREN G. MAGNUSON,
Mixke MONRONEY,
GEORGE SMATHERS,
Anprew F. SCHOEPPEL,
Norris CoTTON,

Managers on the Part of the Senate.
OREN HARRIS,
JoHN BeELL WILLIAMS,
PeTER F. MACK, JR.,
EKENNETH A. ROBERTS,
WitrLiam L. SPRINGER,
ALvin R. BusH,

Managers on the Part of the House.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is
there objection to the present consider-
ation of the report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the confer-
ence report.
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Mr, MONRONEY. Mr. President, as
chairman of the conferees between the
House and the Senate on the airport bill,
I report to the Senate that it was impos=
gible for us to reach an agreement be-
tween the widely differing views on the
bill, 8. 1, as passed by the Senate and
the bill as finally passed by the House of
Representatives.

Therefore I desire to take a new ap-
proach on the bill S, 1, since the con-
ferees are unable to reach an accord
thereon. I now move that the Senate
recede and concur in the House amend-
ment to S. 1, with an amendment in the
nature of a substitute therefor.

That proposal I now send to the desk
and ask that it be reported.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is first on agreeing to the con-
ference.

Mr. DIRESEN. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry. I understood that a
substitute would be offered.

Mr. MONRONEY. Yes. I believe that
from a parliamentary standpoint, how-
ever, we must first agree to the confer-
ence report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Is my understanding
correct that the substitute will be cpen
to amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would
be necessary first to agree to the con-
ference report. That is the question be-
fore the Senate. The question is on
agreeing to the conference report.

Mr. MONRONEY. A parliamentary
inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. MONRONEY. The conference re-
port is that the conferees are in dis-
agreement. Is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct. That is the question before the
Senate. The question is on agreeing to
the conference report.

The report was agreed to.

Mr., MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate recede and concur
in the House amendment with an amend-
ment in lieu of the language of the
House amendment. I now offer the
substitute which I send to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
substitute will be stated.

The LeGIsLATIVE CLERK. Substitute for
House amendment:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the amendment of the House insert
the following: “That section 5 of the Fed-
eral Airport Act, as amended (49 U.8.C., sec.
1104), is amended as follows:

‘(1) In subsection (a), strike out “and
June 30, 1958" and insert in lieu thereof
“June 30, 1959, June 30, 1960, and June 30,
1861.".

“*(2) In subsection (b), strike out “and
June 30, 1959" and insert in lieu thereof
“June 30, 1959, June 30, 1960, and June 30,
1961

“‘Sge. 2. (a) Section 2 of such Act (49
U.S.C., sec. 1101) is amended as follows:

**(1) In paragraph (7), strike out “the
Territory of” wherever appearing therein.

“*(2) In paragraph (12), after "United
States” insert “on May 13, 1946,”.

“‘(b) Section 3(a) of such Act (49 U.S.C.,
sec. 1102(a)) is amended by striking out
“the Territory of" wherever appearing there-

The
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in; and by striking out “the Territories, and”

and inserting in lieu thereof
Hawaii,”,

“*(c) Bection 5(b) of such Act (48 U.S.C.,
sec. 1104(b)) is further amended as follows:

*“*{1) In the first sentence, strike out “the
Territories of”.

**(2) In the third sentence, strike out
“the Territory of" wherever appearing
therein.

*“*(d) Section 7 of such Act (489 US.C,
sec. 1106) is amended by striking out “the
Territory of” wherever appearing therein.

“‘(e) Section 8(c¢) of such Act (49 U.S.C.,
sec. 1108(c) ) is amended by striking out the
phrase “the Territory of” wherever appearing
therein.

“(f) Section 10(c) of such Act (49 US.C.,
sec. 1109(c)) is amended by striking out
“the Territory of".'

“SEeC, 3. Section 13 of the Federal Airport
Act (49 U.S.C. 1112), is amended by inserting
‘(a)" after 'Sec. 13." and by adding a sub-
section to read as follows:

“‘COSTS NOT ALLOWED

“*(b) With respect to amounts obligated
after June 30, 1959, the cost of acquisition or
construction of that part of a project in-
tended for use as a passenger automobile
parking facility, and the cost of construction
of those parts of passenger or freight termi-
nals buildings and other airport administra-
tive buildings intended for use as bars,
cocktail lounges, night clubs, theaters, pri-
vate clubs, garages, hotel rooms, commer-
cial offices, or gamerocoms or such other use
which, in the opinion of the Administrator, is
not essential to the welfare and safety of
those persons using airports for public avia-
tion purposes, shall not be an allowable
project cost under this Act.’”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the motion of the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma to recede and con-
cur in the House amendment with an
amendment in the nature of a substitute
for the House amendment.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I ask for
the yeas and nays on the motion.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, the
amendment in the nature of a substi-
tute, which I have offered to the House
amendment, will simply do two things:
first, it will continue the Airport Act at
the same level of annual authorized
funds of $63 million for fiscal years 1960
and 1961, and second, it will recognize the
statehood of Alaska but continue to pro-
vide that both Alaska and Hawaii will
receive exactly the same amount of as-
sistance under this extension as they
have in the past.

Another provision would rule out as
allowable project costs for matching
with Federal funds any costs for the
construction of passenger automobile
parking facilities, and the cost of con-
struction of those parts of passenger or
freight terminal buildings and other air-
port administrative buildings intended
for use as bars, cocktail lounges, night
clubs, theaters, private clubs, garages,
hotel rooms, commercial offices, or game-
rooms or such other use which, in the
opinion of the Administrator, is not es-
sential to the welfare and safety of those
persons using airports for public avia-
tion purposes.

The amendment, therefore, simply ex-
tends the provisions of the present law
without any substantial changes except
a few technical amendments which are

“Alaska,
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necessary to recognize the statehood of
Alaska but which do not change the
amounts or formula for Alaska, or
Hawaii, or Puerto Rico, or the Virgin
Islands.

Each State, including Alaska, is
treated exactly the same as it has been
since this law was last amended in 1956.

The reason for offering this amend-
ment is that the Senate conferees were
unable to reach a satisfactory agree-
ment on the differences between the bill
as the Senate passed it on February 6
and as it was radically changed and
modified by the House. Our bill pro-
vided a total of $465 million over a
period of 4 fiscal years which the House
cut to a total of $297 million for the
same period of time. However, our
differences were not confined to matters
of dollars only. They covered several
other items of imporfance not only to
the States and local communities but
also to the Federal Government itself.

I should like to offer for inclusion in
the Recorp, at this point in my remarks,
a memorandum prepared at my direc-
tion which summarizes the differences
between the Senate and House versions
of S. 1 and which shows the wide gap
between the two Houses not only on
dollar amounts but also on these other
items of importance. I believe that the
Senate will be interested in knowing
how the Senate conferees sought to ad-
just these differences.

There being no objection, the mem-
orandum was ordered to be prinfed in
the Recorp, as follows:

DIFFERENCES BETWEEN SENATE AND HOUSE ON
S. 1, AIRPORT CONSTRUCTION AID BILL
DIFFERING PROVISIONS
I. Terminal Aid
Summary

Senate: Continues Federal participation
on a regular matching basis in the construc-
tion of terminal facilities—except for park-
ing lots, and areas used by commercial
enterprises unrelated to public aviation pur-
poses. Requires Administrator to give pri-
ority to private financing of freight terminal
construction.

House: Prohibits the use of Federal funds
for construction of any airport building or
parking lot, except for areas used by U.S.
activities, which may be supported up to
100 percent.

Language Differences

Senate: Section 5 adds a new subsection
13(b) to the act as follows:

“(b) With respect to amounts obligated
after June 30, 1959, the cost of acquisition
or construction of that part of a project in-
tended for use as a passenger automobile
parking facility, and the cost of construction
of those parts of passenger or freight ter-
minal buildings and other airport admin-
istrative buildings intended for use as bars,
cocktail lounges, night clubs, theaters, pri-
vate clubs, garages, hotel rooms, commercial
offices, or gamerooms, or such other use
which, in the opinion of the Administrator,
is not essential to the welfare and safety
of those persons using airports for public
aviation purposes, shall not be an allowable
project cost under this Act. In the event
of a showing to the Administrator that any
part of a project for construction or acquisi-
tion of any building, other than a passeneger
terminal, iIntended primarily for use by pri-
vate enterprise can be financed from private
sources on reasonable terms, he shall take



10772

such fact into consideration in allocating
funds under this Act.”

House: Section 5 adds a new subsection
10(d) to the act as follows:

“(d) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this Act, to the extent that the project
costs of an approved project represent the
costs of constructing, altering, or repairing
that portion of any airport building required
to house air traffic control activities, whether
reporting activities, communications activi-
ties related to alr trafic control, or any other
activity of the United States with respect
to which the Administrator determines that
it is in the best interests of the Government
to provide facilities therefor, the U.S. share
shall be not to exceed 100 per centum of
the allowable costs of such facilities. The
U.S. share shall not include any amount at-
tributable to the cost of constructing, alter-
ing, or repairing any other portion of an
airport building, or any amount attributable
to that part of a project intended for use
as a passenger automobile parking facility.”

2. Regular program funds
Summary

Senate: Provides for a 4-year extension of
the Act at a level of $100 million per year,
$05 million for the 48 States, plus $5 million
for special areas: Alaska ($2,250,000), Hawali
($1,250,000), Puerto Rico (81 million), and
the Virgin Islands ($500,000).

House: Provides for a 4-year extension at
$63 million per year, $62.1 million for the
States, including Alaska and Hawali, plus
$900,000 for Puerto Rico and the Virgin Is-
lands.

Language differences

Senate: Section 1 amends section 5(a) of
the act to insert the sum of $95 million in
new obligational authority for each of the
fiscal years 1960 through 1963.

Section 2 amends section 5(b) of the act
to insert #56 million in new obligational au-
thority for the fiscal years 1960 through
1963.

House: Section 1 amends section 5(a) of
the act to insert the sum of £62.1 million for
fiscal years 1860 through 1863.

Section 2 amends section 5(b) of the act
by striking out Alacka and Hawaii, and by
inserting the sum of $900,000 in new obliga-
tional authority for each of the fiscal years
1960 through 1963, $600,000 for Puerto Rico
and $300,000 for the Virgin Islands.

3. Special discretionary funds
Summary

Senate: Authorizes special discretionary
funds of $65 million to become available im-
mediately on enactment and remain available
until expended.

House: Authorizes $45 million in special
discretionary funds, $20 million for fiscal
1961, $15 million for fiscal 1962, and $10 mil~
lion for fiscal 1963.

Language Differences

Senate: Sectlon 3 adds a new subsection
5(e) to the act as follows:

“{e) In addition to the sums authorized
in subsections (a) and (b), the Admin-
istrator is authorized to obligate in his dis-
cretion the sum of $65,000,000 which shall
be avallable to pay the United States share
of costs of any approved project, and shall
be administered as a separate fund without
regard to the provisions of section 6 of this
Act. This sum shall become available for
obligation upon the enactment of this sub-
section and shall continue to be available
until so obligated.”

Section 4 amends section 5(c) of the act
to authorize appropriations to cover funds
obligated under the special discretionary
authority.

- House: Section 3 adds a new subsection
5(e) to the act as follows:

“(e) In addition to the sums authorized

in subsections (a) and (b) of this sec-
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tlon, the Administrator is authorized to ob-
ligate in his discretion the sum of $20,000,-
000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1961,
and the sum of $15,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 80, 1962, and the sum of
$10,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1963, which sums shall be avallable to
pay the United States share of costs of
any approved project, and shall be ad-
ministered as a separate fund without re-
gard to the provisions of section 6 of this
Act. Each of the sums authorized to be
obligated under this subsection shall be-
come avallable for obligation beginning
July 1 of the fiscal year for which it is
so authorized, and shall continue to be so
avallable until so obligated.”

ScHEDULE OF PROPOSED MONEY

AUTHORIZATIONS
1. Regular program
[In millions]
Fiseal year—
Total
1960 | 1061 | 1962 | 1963
BONBEO . oo vt $95.0 ($95.0 |$95.0 [$95.0 [$380.0
h 2 U P e £ | 62.1 | 62.1 | 62.1 | 62.1 | 248. 4
2. Special areas fund
[In millions]
Fiscal year—
Total
1860 | 1061 | 1062 | 1963
ool 2 YT RRTC, | $5.0 | $5.0 | $5.0 | $5.0 | $20.0
House ol lili oy .9 .9 .9 8] &6
3. Discretionary fund
[In millions]
Fiscal year—
Total
1960 | 1061 | 1962 | 1063
Bemate. . oo $65.0 |-~ $£65.0
i 2 S A s L I ______ $20.0 ($15.0 ($10.0 | 45.0
4. Total amounts authorized
[In millions]
Fiscal year—
Total
1960 | 1961 | 1962 | 1963
Senate:
Regular. ..........-|805.0 [$05.0 [$95.0 [$95.0 |$380.0
Special areas____....| 50| 50| 50| 50| 20.0
Discretionary. 65.0 65.0
Ly EE e, sl L 165. 0 {100.0 {100.0 {100.0 | 465.0
House:
Regular. 62.1 ) 621|621 ] 248.4
Special a -8 .9 9 3.6
Diseretion: 20.0 | 15.0 | 10.0 | 45.0
Total. - _....o-a.-| 63.0 | 83.0 | 78.0 297.0

4, Treatment of Alaska and Hawaii
Summary

Senate: Continues the policy of providing
ald to Alaska and Hawail from the separate
special areas fund. Continues the 75 per-
cent to 25 percent matching formula for
Alaska.

House: Treats Alaska and Hawall as
“States,” including them in the regular fund
with apportionment based on area and popu-
lation, and calculating the matching ratio
formula on & public lands basis, Alaska
would thus be entitled to a 621, percent to
38714 percent matching ratio.
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NoTE.—Differences in amounts alloeated to Alaska
and Hawali under the various formulas are as follows:

Alaska Hawaii
Present law_ ... --.| $1,350,000 | $750, 000
Benate formula
program). .. ... ___._._.__.{ 2,250,000,| 1,250,000
House formula ($63,000,000 pro-
g e R AR PR 3,721,000 118, 000

Language Differences

Senate: Section 10 amends section 2(a)
(12) of the act redefining “State” to include
only the former 48 States plus the District
of Columbia,

Section 11 amends section 7 and section
10(c) of the act to substitute “Alaska” for
“Territory of Alaska.”

House: Section 3 amends section 5(b) to
exclude Alaska and Hawail from the special
areas fund.

Sectlon 7 amends section 2(a) of the act
to delete references to the Territories of
Alaska and Hawall, and to include Hawaii
within the definition of “State.”

Amends section 3 of the act deleting refer-
ences to the “Territory of Alaska” and the
“Territories” with respect to formulation of
the national airport plan.

Amends sections 7 and 9(c) of the act,
deleting references to Alaska and Hawali as
areas where funds are to be made specially
avallable and where the United States may
act as a sponsor,

Amends sectlon 10(c) of the act deleting
Alaska as an area entitled to a 75 percent to
25 percent matching ratio.

5. Redistribution of apportioned junds

summary

Both versions provide in substance that
funds apportioned to the States which have
not been obligated during two fiscal years
shall be added to the Administrator’s dis-
cretionary fund. Under present law, 75 per-
cent of such unexpended funds are reap-
portioned to the States.

Language Differences

Senate: Section 8 amends section 6(c) of
the act to read as follows:

“(c) Any amount apportioned for projects
in a State pursuant to subsection (a) of this
section which has not been obligated by
grant agreement at the expiration of the
fiscal year immediately following the fiscal
year for which it was first authorized to be
obligated shall be added to the discretionary
fund established by subsection (b) of this
section.”

House: Section 4 amends the second sen-
tence of section 6(a) of the act to read as
follows:

“Each amount so apportioned for a State
shall, during the fiscal year for which it
was first authorized to be obligated and
the fiscal year immediately following, be
avallable only for grants for approved proj-
ects located in that State, or sponsored by
that State or some public agency thereof
but located in an adjoining State, and
thereafter any portion of such amount
which remains unobligated shall be trans-
ferred to and become part of the discretion-
ary fund provided for by subsection (b).”

Strikes section 6(c) of the act.

Provides that funds reapportioned prior
to the date of this enactment shall remain
available as reapportioned until the end
of the then current fiscal year.

ADDITIONAL FROVISIONS
6. Effect of act on current projects

Section 8 of House amendment provides as
follows:

“Sec. 8. The amendments made by this
Act shall not apply with respect to projects
for which amounts have been obligated by
the execution of grant agreements before
July 1, 1859, or the date of the enactment
of this Act, whichever is the later date, and,
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with respect to such projects, the Federal
Airport Act shall continue to apply as if
this Act had not been enacted.”

There is no corresponding provision In
Senate version.

7. Seal coating

Section 6 of Senate bill amends the defini-
tion of “airport development” contained in
section 2(a) (8) of the act to allow Federal
ald for “the periodic seal coating of flexible
airport pavements, and the fillilng of joints
in rigid airport pavements at airports at
which air traffic is not sufficilent to meet
the criteria of the Administrator for the
location of an airport traffic control tower
operated by the Federal Aviation Agency.”

This was stricken by the House.

8, Interstate compacts

Section 9 of the Senate bill adds a new
section 21 to the act as follows:

“SEec. 21, The consent of Congress is hereby
given to each of the several States to enter
into any agreement or compact, not in con=-
flict with any law of the United States,
with any other State or States for the pur-
pose of developing or operating airport facil-
ities. The right to alter, amend, or repeal
this section is expressly reserved.”

This was stricken by the House.

IDENTICAL PROVISION
9. Announcement of plans

Both Senate (sec. T) and House (sec. 6)
versions add a new subsection 4(b) to the
act as follows:

*(b) It shall be the duty of the Admin-
istrator to make public by January 1 of
each year the proposed program of airport
development Intended to be undertaken
during the fiscal year next ensulng.”

Mr. MONRONEY. I should like briefly
to sum up our efforts in this regard.

First, on the matter of total amounts
of Federal matching funds: As I have
noted the House reduced S. 1 from $465
million for fiscal years 1960 through 1963
to a total of $297 million for the same
period of time. Under the House version
the total authorized amount for fiscal
year 1960 was $63 million—$2 million
less than the amount recommended by
the President in his budget message. We
were prepared to accept the House fig-
ures for fiscal year 1960 with one minor
adjustment and to provide for escalated
increases in the following years. Thus
we were prepared to recommend that the
Senate agree to a total of $341,320,000—
a reduction of $124 million—which
would mean that the House would have
to come up $44 million for this 4-year
period.

We were prepared to accept all of the
House figures for discretionary funds,
which were a great deal less than Sen-
ate figures, and to take their figures for
fiscal year 1960, except to add $632,000
in diseretionary funds so as to permit
Hawaii to receive the same level of Fed-
eral assistance as it had in the past;
namely, $750,000 annually. I might
state at this point that we found that
the House amendments had changed the
treatment for Hawaii and Alaska so as
to make this additional amount in 1960
necessary.

We proposed that the amount be es-
calated upward in the following fiscal
vears for regular apportionment among
the States, including Hawaii, as follows:
$70 million for fiscal 1961, $75 million for
fiscal 1962, and $85 million for fiseal
1963.
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The House had eliminated the provi-
sion for seal-coating assistance to small
airports and I gather was not willing to
reinstate it. This is an item of extreme
importance to small communities
throughout the Nation and is one on
which we had a recent communication
from the Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Prouty] urging us to get it back in and
on which the New England Council for
Economic Development on June 3 urged
us to incorporate in the final measure
because of its importance to the proper
preservation of an adequate system of
airports. However, we were prepared to
concede on this point in order to get a
bill.

The House also changed the treatment
for Alaska and Hawalii so as to deal with
them as States which would receive Fed-
eral matching funds on an apportion-
ment basis rather than on the specific
dollar basis in the present law. This
meant that Alaska's share of eligible
funds was raised to a point where they
could never hope to match them—$1.3
million to $3.7 million—whereas Hawaii
was reduced from $750,000 to $118,000.
However, we were prepared to compro-
mise on that by writing in additional
funds for fiscal 1960, which would take
care of Hawaii, at least for the first year.
This meant, of course, that under the
House bill that each of the other States
would receive somewhat less than what
they are now receiving under present law.

On terminal buildings, the Senate
conferees, under the pressure of having
to accept this proposal or no bill at all,
were prepared to adopt the House lan-
guage which would have eliminated air-
port buildings from future Federal as-
sistance, except in the case of areas
which the Federal Government would
occupy, itself, such as control towers, and
the like, for which the House had pro-
vided up to 100 percent of the cost to be
borne by the Federal Government.

We proposed to make that very clear
and to fix it at a full 100 percent and
suggested that possibly in the future the
Government should start paying rent in
all those airports where they are now
occupying such space rent free; because
under present law the airport operator
has to give them any space they want,
rent free, if the Federal Government has
put $1 into the runways, the runway
lighting, or the terminal building, or any
other item on the airport. We also
pointed out that under the provisions of
the House bill, unless the airport build-
ing was under a grant agreement, which
is really a written contract between the
local and Federal Government, it would
not be eligible for any future Federal
assistance even though the local author-
ities had raised the money or had obli-
gated themselves to raise the money
pursuant to an airport development
plan, approved by the Federal Adminis-
trator himself, which included those
buildings. In other words, where moral
obligations existed or where local au-
thorities had been induced, pursuant to
the continuing offer to assistance con-
tained in the present law, to go out and
start the machinery to raise the match-
ing funds.

We submitted specific language to
amend the House provisions so as to take
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care of such hardship cases which were
really all confined to two categories of
airport buildings: First, those for which
Federal funds had been programed or
allocated prior to June 30, 1959: and
second, those which had been approved
as a part of a master plan for airport
development prior to January 1, 1959,
and for which the local sponsors had
obligated themselves to raise the loecal
matching funds, but for which Federal
funds had not been specifically pro-
gramed or allocated.

We submitted figures from the FAA
showing that there was about $11 mil-
lion in Federal funds which had been
allocated for airport buildings as of June
9, 1959, and which would not be taken
care of unless the Senate savings clause
was adopted. However, we were unable
to submit any figures as to the probable
cost of taking care of projects for which
Federal funds had not been allocated,
but where the local authorities had in-
curred obligation through special legis-
lation or bond issues.

Many such airports, such as the one
at Denver, were called to my attention
by the distinguished junior Senator
from Colorado [Mr. CarroLL]. There
were many other States which had situ-
ations of this type. The committee was
informed of them, and we felt they
should be taken care of in conference
if it were possible. But we met with
much resistance on this item.

Accordingly, we were ready to yvield on
this last point, and we were also ready
to yield on the Senate proposal for Fed-
eral payment of rent.

However, the stumbling block ap-
peared to be the amount of money which
the Federal Government might have to
pay to take care of these hardship cases,
and the House conferees expressed the
view that since there was great difficulty
in securing the enactment of the $297
million authorization they would have
similar difficulty if the total figures were
adjusted upward—even the $44 million
which we were asking them to agree to.
Moreover, it was pointed out that there
was no indication that the President
might not veto the $297 million House
bill which was $97 million in excess of
what he had recommended for the same
period of time. Therefore, it was evi-
dent that unless we were ready to com-
pletely accept the House bill in all its
parts, particularly the dollar items, and
abandon the provisions of the Senate
version, which was passed by the Senate
by a vote of 66 to 22, we were headed
for a stalemate. And even then, there
was no assurance that the President
might not veto the bill anyway.

Under the circumstances, therefore, I
believe that the amendment which I now
offer is the only sound approach to pre-
serve and maintain the Federal Airport
Act which expires at midnight June 30.

I remind Senators that this act will
expire in 2 weeks, June 30, 1959. If
Congress does not act before that time,
there will be no continuation of the
Federal Airport Act.

The program will be continued on ex-
actly the same level and basis for the
next 2 years as it has been administered
for the past 4 vears. It does not affect
the President's budget for 1960—as a
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matter of fact, it will be $2 million under
the President’s budget for 1960—and,
while it would exceed his recommenda-
tion for fiscal year 1961 by a few million
dollars, it is well to bear in mind that the
Congress cannot be expected to legislate
for 1961 in advance of his budget mes-
sage for that year, by which time I trust
he may have had a change of heart any-
way. I think it is important to observe
that this amendment is substantially the
same approach which the Senator from
Kansas [Mr. ScaoeppeL] offered as the
first amendment offered on the Republi-
can side when we considered S. 1 on
February 6. The Senator from Kansas
offered that amendment in behalf of
himself, the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. CorTon] and the Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. MorTon]. I refer Sena-
tors to the CoNGREssIONAL RECORD of Feb-
ruary 6, page 2028. At that time the
Senator from Kansas, the ranking
minority member of the commitiee, pro-
posed to extend the present provisions
of the Federal Airport Act at the same
level of $63 million for the next 4 years
and stated “the best commonsense ap-
proach is to offer a program that has
already proven itself by working well.
The present Federal Airport Act, in my
judgment, is such a program.” This
amendment is the same approach cut
down to 2 years.

The amendment includes language
specifically, definitely, and positively
prohibiting the expenditure of money for
cocktail bars, cocktail lounges, game
rooms, and the fancy Dan arrange-
ments which may have been included in
or charged against airport terminal
financing in the past.

I think this is the best we can do under
the circumstances. It certainly is all
we should do under the circumstances.
It will permit us to take another look
at this problem prior to fiscal year 1962,
at which time we will be in a much better
position to appraise the needs for meet-
ing the impact of the jet aze and would
permit us to legislate much more wisely,
and with a better understanding on the
part of the occupant of the White House,
than if we tried to write a 4-year pro-
gram now in order to meet the adminis-
tration’s views on what is good for those
years ahead for which it has no respon-
sibility whatever. Today we cannot do
it. We are forced, by the approaching
expiration of the law in 2 weeks, to fol-
low the old adage: “Half a loaf is better
than no bread.” That is the way I ap-
proach the matter. It is better to have
something on the books, to continue a
vitally needed airport program, than to
have no legislation at all.

I am convinced, after the long weeks
the bill has been in conference, and the
negotiations which we have had, of the
adamant position of the House conferees
and of the troublesome difficulties of ex-
tracurricular communications from 1600
Pennsylvania Avenue, which took place
almost day by day. I do not know what
else to do.

1 feel that we dare not leave the Nation
without some hope of an airport program
to meet the needs of the jet age. The
amount of money will be inadequate.
Many wise provisions, such as the pro-
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vision for advance consent to interstate
airport development compacts, which
was written into the bill by the Senate at
the instance of the distinguished Sen-
ator from New Hampshire [Mr, CorToN],
cannot be included if we hope to get
legislation. The bill must simply be re-
duced to the bare bones of a simple ex-
tension. But we must make it certain,
so that no one can misunderstand to any
degree, we must write, in flashing red
neon lights, that no Federal money can
be invested for saloons, cocktail lounges,
bars, automobile parking lots, or hotels.
We want to have that fully understood.
I stress that point. It has been in the
administrative regulations of the Federal
Aviation Agency for many years. There
is no money provided for those types of
operations.

Such a prohibition has been in the
law by virtue of administrative regula-
tion all along; nevertheless, some offi-
cials at 1600 Pennsylvania Avenue either
cannot read or do not take the trouble
to read the regulatory provisions of their
own Administrator. So I again propose
to write it in the statute.

I think what I have proposed is the
best we can hope to do; and I believe
it will work less injustice on the people of
the country, including those of the cities
who have voted bond issues and are wait-
ing, under the assumed pledge of the
Federal Government, for some measure
of help in the construction of airport
buildings. At least the amendment will
give the Administrator the right, if he
so chooses, to carry out that pledee.

Mr. CARROLL. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oklahoma yield to me?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield.

Mr. CARROLL. I wish to commend
the distinguished junior Senator from
Oklahoma for his untiring efforts in be-
half of Faderal air safety regulations and
also for his interest in the construction
of airports.

I can say to him that the people of
Denver, in reliance on the law and on
what they thought was in the law, only
a month ago voted a $21 million bond is-
sue for airport expansion. They were
led to believe that perhaps Denver could
participate in the airport terminal facili-
ties development program. I voted for
the Senate bill that would have pro-
vided Federal aid to development of ter-
minal facilities.

I believe the conferees on the part of
the Senate have done a magnificent job.
However, if we must agree to this com-
promise, I should like to ask several
questions in this connection, if T may.

Mr. MONRONEY. I shall be glad to
have the Senator from Colorado do so.

Mr. CARROLL. I understand that it
is now proposed that the existing law be
extended for 2 years.

Mr. MONRONEY. That is correct.

Mr. CARROLL. And I understand
the compromise proposal is for $63 mil-
lion for fiscal 1960.

Mr. MONRONEY. And for next year,
fiscal 1961, as well.

Mr. CARROLL. That is less than
the amount in the President’s budget es-
timate for 1960.

Mr. MONRONEY. Yes. It is $2 mil-
lion less than the President's budget
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estimate for 1960. No one can read the
President’s mind and tell what his
budget item for this purpose for 1961 will
be

Mr. CARROLL. My point is that to-
day Denver is confronted with the ne-
cessity to enlarge its airport in order
to meet the needs of the jet age. Fur-
thermore, Denver wishes to develop a
terminal facility which will cost—so the
mayor of Denver informs me—$3,700,000.

We do not know whether Denver can
qualify under the act, but certainly
Denver has a right to file an application,
to see whether it can meet the require-
ments of the regulations.

If this law is extended, will it be pos-
sible for Denver to participate in the
expansion program for jet runways?

Mr. MONRONEY. The law, as we
now propose to extend it, will be the
same, for all intents and purposes, as
the one with which we have had experi-
ence for the past 4 years. Whether the
matching funds required for the termi-
nal building at Denver will be granted
by the Federal Aviation Agency I cannot
say.

Under the compromise proposal, if the
President’s appointee, General Quesada,
does not believe it to be wise or proper
to grant the matching funds, or any por-
tion thereof, for this or any airport
building, he still will have the discretion
to deny them. But I say the Congress
should not be expected to pass a law—
as one of the administrative personnel
said—merely to take the heat off the
Government Administrator. If the Pres-
ident does not wish to match that
money, his appointee can turn down the
request when it involves terminal or air-
port building construction.

The funds for all the other facilities—
runways, ramps, and taxi strips—would
continue to be, as already provided by
the law, eligible for matching funds.

Of course, under this proposal we shall
have to take half a loaf, instead of a
full loaf, in terms of meeting the re-
quirements of the jet age.

Mr. CARROLL. But at least under
this proposal there will be an opportu-
nity to ask for Federal matching funds
for such construction, will there not?

Mr. MONRONEY. That is correct;
such construction would not be prohib-
ited, as it would be under the House
provision.

Mr. CARROLL. Otherwise — using
Denver as an example — Federal match-
ing funds for the construction of the
terminal facility at Denver would be
precluded, would it not?

Mr. MONRONEY. Indeed so. In fact,
if the law is not extended, possibly no
money will be available for runways or
anything else in connection with such
airport.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr, Presi-
dent, as I understand the Senator’s
statement, it is that the Congress per-
mits the Administrator to allocate
matehing funds for terminal buildings;
but the Administrator, the President's
appointee, can prohibit the use of any
funds for that purpose, if in his judg-
ment they should be prohibited.

Mr. MONRONEY. That is entirely
correct.
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We also wrote in a provision that if
in a moment of weakness the Adminis-
trator were tempted to allow funds for a
cocktail lounge, bar, or game room, he
would be prohibited by law from doing
so. That specific provision was a part
of Senate bill 1 as it was passed by the
Senate. So we tell him that he cannot
allow these funds to be spent except for
facilities which will be usable for the
health and safety of passengers in the
terminal buildings. But under the com-
promise, the Administrator would not be
precluded from allocating some Federal
funds, to be used as matching amounts,
for the construction of terminal build-
ings, if he so desires. However, under
the House provision, all funds which
have been allocated to the local com-
munities as matching funds for airport
buildings would be ruled out unless the
final grant agreement had not been
signed. i

Mr. CARROLL. Myr. President, will
the Senator from Oklahoma yield fur-
ther to me?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield.

Mr. CARROLL. I think it is of very
great importance to point out that at
the time when the original Monroney
bill was under consideration, I called the
Federal Aviation Authority representa-
tive in Colorado on the telephone, be-
cause not only was I interested in learn-
ing what would happen in Denver, but
also I was interested in learning what
would happen in the case of some of
the small airports—for instance, those
at Pueblo and in Jefferson County, and
four or five airports under construction
in other Colorado cities. If the law is
not extended, what will happen to the
funds for those airports?

Mr. MONRONEY. In that event, pos-
sibly no funds for them would be avail-
able unless a final allocation had previ-
ously been made.

Mr. CARROLL. Can the Senator
from Oklahoma state the total amount
of the Nation's airport needs at the
present time?

Mr. MONRONEY. I do not have that
precise figure readily at hand, although
it was spelled out in the hearings. In
fact, I recall that the hearing showed
that approximately $1,300 million worth
of necessary work needs to be done now
on the national airport system; that
much need was found by General Que-
sada’s agency, and he is the Administra-
tor of the Airport Act.

We now propose—it is the best we be-
lieve it is possible to obtain at the pres-
ent time—$126 million for the next 2
years, with approximately $1,300 million
worth of work waiting.

Mr, CARROLL. I wonder whether
the Senator from OEklahoma realizes
what will be the effect upon the com-
munities in many areas if this law is not
extended for another 2 years. That is
why I have raised these points, which I
believe are important for consideration
by each Member of the Senate when he
is considering the effect on the airports
in small communities if the law is al-
lowed to expire.

Mr. MONRONEY. I refer my distin-
guished colleague—who has always been
so vitally interested in aviation, to page
208 of the Senate commititee hearings,
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where it is shown that in Colorado
alone, total needs over the next 4 years
in the amount of $30,308,000 were found
by the Federal Aviation Agency itself.
If that total need were met in the next
year, that would consume a large per-
centage of the Federal participating
funds available for the entire Nation.
So we can see what a small part of the
need will be met by the compromise
which now is before us, and to which I
believe the Senate will agree—almost
with a loaded gun held at its head, I
may say.

Mr. CARROLL. That is one of the
reasons why I commended the able
junior Senator from Oklahoma at the
time when this measure first came be-
fore the Senate.

I think it most unfortunate that the
Senate has to recede from its position.
But I agree with the Senator from Okla-
homa that sometimes we have to do
things a step at a time, and wait until
later to develop a real program.

The figures for Colorado clearly dem-
onstrate that the entire amount in the
Senate bill was justified. But if the
House refuses to go along to that ex-
tent, we have to do the next best thing.

I sincerely hope that the conferees on
the part of the House will, after the law
is extended—as I am confident it will
be—take steps to meet the needs of both
the small and the large cities, as our
Nation moves into the jet age.

Mr. MONRONEY. For instance, Mr.
President, I see on the floor the Senator
from Pennsylvania. Pennsylvania alone
needs $80,764,000 of airport construction
for the next 4 years, as found by the
Federal Aviation Agency.

In the case of Texas, its total needs,
as found by the Federal Aviation
Agency, are for $42,500,000 for the next
4 years. Those figures give some idea of
the magnitude of airport construction
needs.

I am merely saying that some action is
better than none; half a loaf is better
than nothing at all. Furthermore, it is
important to point out that only 15 days
remain before “execution time.”

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator from Oklahoma
yield to me?

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I under-
stand that Senate bill 1, of which the
distinguished Senator from Oklahoma
was the author, and which the Senate
passed earlier in the year, provided
authorizations of in excess of $400
million.

Mr. MONRONEY. Four hundred and
sixty-five million dollars.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas.
4-year period?

Mr. MONRONEY. Yes. That amount
would come fairly close to matching the
fair airport needs, as found by the Fed-
eral Aviation Agency itself.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas.
amount is $465 million?

Mr. MONRONEY. Four hundred and
sixty-five million dollars, over a period
of 4 years.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The amount
provided by the House bill was how
much?

Over a

And that
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Mr. MONRONEY. Two hundred and
ninety-seven million dollars.
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas.

period of 4 years?

Mr. MONRONEY. Yes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Now the
Senator from Oklahoma is recommend-
ing—in view of the fact that the ad-
ministration will not agree to $465 mil-
lion over 4 years, or $297 million over
4 years——

Mr. MONRONEY. We do not know;
but we presume, from the conversations
we have had with the House Members,
that there was objection by the admin-
istration even to the cut-down amount
voted by the House of Representatives.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Has the
Senator from Oklahoma received any
indication that the administration was
willing to accept the House figure?

Mr. MONRONEY. No; in fact, the
House conferees said, day after day, “We
do not know whether the administration
will accept the House version of the bill.”

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Does the
Senator from Oklahoma know what the
administration’s position is?

Mr. MONRONEY. I do not know; it
seems to change from day to day.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. What does
the Senator from Oklahoma propose in
connection with this legislation?

Mr. MONRONEY. Sixty-three mil-
lion dollars for the net year, and $63
million for the following year. .

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. In other
words, $126 million for the next 2 years?

Mr., MONRONEY, Yes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. That will
simply be an extension of the present
Act, which the President signed 4 years
ago; is that correct?

Mr. MONRONEY. That is correct,
except we will tighten it up by making
technical amendments required by the
change of status of Alaska from a Terri-
tory to a State and the transitional
status of Hawaii; and we also include a
provision—lest someone in the agency
downtown has not been able to under-
stand our previously stated position—
that none of the funds under this meas-
ure can be used for the construction of
cocktail rooms, bars, and so forth.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Basically,
this is a request for extension for 2 years
of the act which President Eisenhower
signed 4 years ago. Is that a correct
statement?

Mr. MONRONEY. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. CLARK and Mr. GRUENING ad-
dressed the Chair.

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield first to the
distinguished senior Senator from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. CLAREK. Mr. President, anything
I may say in the next few minutes is in-
tended to be no criticism whatever of
my good friend the Senator from Okla-
homa, who has made such a valiant ef-
fort with the conferees of the other
body to assure a decent airport bill. I
know my friend has tried to the utmost
of his ability. Apparently he ran into a
stone wall.

The Senator explains that from his
point of view, half a loaf is better than
no bread. That is a principle which on

Also over a
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many an occasion I felt had to govern
one's experiences not only as a legislator
but also sometimes as an executive,
Nevertheless, I cannot fail to feel this
is a very sad day indeed for American
civil aviation.

I recall with what high hopes early in
January I joined with the distinguished
Senator from Oklahoma in sponsoring a
sensible civil aviation bill, a bill which
would have made it possible for our air-
ports to flourish and to grow, for their
runways to meet the requirements of the
jet age, and for the Federal Government
to move in, as it must move in, and pro-
vide the necessary funds if we are to have
a first-class civil aviation system.

Mr. President, in all candor that has
gone out the window today. I remember
issuing a press release—which I hold in
my n January 6, 1959, expressing
great satisfaction at being able to join
with the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
MonNRONEY] in sponsoring a bill to in-
crease from $1,902,130 to $3,011,706 a
year the share the Federal Government
would pay for our hard-pressed civil
aviation system in the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania. Now that has all gone
down the drain. The increase will be
nonexistent. The small airports in the
depressed areas of Pennsylvania will
have to struggle along as best they can
without the help of the Federal Govern-
ment, over and above what they have
already.

Mr. President, I say that surely half a
Joaf may be better than no bread, but
what we ought to be able to insist on—
if, as, and when we get a Democratic
President in the White House—is the
full amount of $100 million a year for
the next 4 years for the airport system
of the United States, because that is
what is needed for a first class America
in this air age. Our localities are hard
pressed, as well as our States, and they
should be assisted by the Federal Gov-
ernment.

Mr. President, I am grateful to the
Senator from Oklahoma for what he has
been able to do. However, I do not think
this represents half a loaf, Mr., Presi-
dent. I think it is more like a quarter
of a loaf. But thank goodness, the Sen-
ator has been able to get something.

I regret very much that the Members
of the other body do not seem to recog-
nize the need and the necessity for as-
sistance by the Federal Government on
a far more massive scale than will be
possible under this little bill, in order
that we may enter the jet age of air-
craft at least with as good a system as
our friends in the Kremlin are setting
up for their country.

I thank my friend for yielding.

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank my dis-
tinguished colleague, who is always such
a tower of strength.

I wish to point out that while it may
seem we are cutting away down below
the total amount in either bill, the fact
that we do not accept the totally inade-
quate amounts for 1962 and 1963 pro-
vided by the House bill will mean we can
take the matter up for further consid-
eration 2 years earlier, and we can en-
act an adequate bill for those years. We
are not marrying ourselves to an inade-
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quate, impossible allocation or commit-
ment of funds for such a future period.

By making this an extension for only
the next 2 years, at the end of that
time we properly anticipate that Presi-
dent Eisenhower will have retired and
will be able to use his hand on a mashie
or a niblick instead of a veto pen. We
know we can come back later, when we
have a President who realizes civil avia-
tion is here to stay, and can enact an
adequate bill to meet the tremendous
impact on airports forced upon us by
the jet air age.

Mr. CLARK. I have no quarrel with
my friend as to cutting the program
from 4 years to 2 years. I think that
was a wise thing indeed.

I object strenuously to the fact that
our good friends in the other body were
not willing to go along with the Senator
from Oklahoma on insisting that $100
million a year for each of the next 2
years should be provided, because the
money is needed all over the country.

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

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to my dis-
tinguished colleague from Colorado.

Mr. CARRCLL. Mr. President, I wish
to say I share the views of the distin-
guished senior Senator from Pennsyl-
vania. I feel exactly the way the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania feels about this
matter.

I also joined as a co-sponsor of the
proposed legislation. In the early weeks
of this session I thought we were moving
in the right direction and that the pro-
posed legislation would accomplish
something—that we were going to have
a “do something” Congress.

This issue serves as a classic illustra-
tion. When we are criticized as a “won’t
do” Congress, this illustrates that they
“won’t permit us to do”.

Again I wish to commend the dis-
tinguished Senator from Oklahoma for
his efforts in this field.

I see present on the floor the distin-
guished Senator from Kansas [Mr.
ScHoEPPEL] who in February offered an
amendment substantially similar to the
amendment we are going to vote on to-
day. The Senator offered his amend-
ment in February and we voted it down,
because we wanted a really progressive
program.

Now we come back for further con-
sideration, and we are asking, indeed,
begging, that the law be extended for 2
years. If we do not extend the law we
will do great damage to the airport con-
struction programs presently under way.

This is a sad day, a tragic day; but
we must support the Senator from Okla-
homa.

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

Mr. MONRONEY. Iyield. I shall be
glad to yield the floor if the Senator
desires.

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. The distinguished
Senator from Oklahoma, who has sub-
mitted to the Senate a conference re-
port this afternoon setting forth the po-
sition of the respective conferees, that
the Senator has covered the salient
points mentioned in the conferences.

There has been some reference to the
compromise amendment which the Sen-
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ator from Kansas offered on the floor at
the time the bill was before the Senate.
I did offer the amendment to continue
the present act for a period of 4 years.
I thought it was the part of wisdom
and good judgment to do that, because
there were some very definite objections
in the offing with regard to the enlarged
amounts in the bill which was before the
Senate.

I should like to ask the distinguished
Senator from Oklahoma if he recalls, at
the time of the last meeting of the con-
ferees of the House and the Senate, that
it was the Senator from Kansas, myself,
who asked the House conferees the ques-
tion, “Would you be willing to consider a
2-year extension of this act under the
terms of the present act?” We were
informed in that conference by the con-
ferees of the House and by the chairman
of the conference, the distinguished
Representative from Arkansas, that they
would not consider and could not con-
sider it by reason of the action taken by
the House. This left the conferees in a
position where we could not agree to and
could not get approval of even a com-
promise proposition on the basis of 2
years with reference to the extension
of the act.

Is that the recollection and under-
standing of the Senator from Oklahoma,
as to the situation which finally con-
fronted us?

Mr. MONRONEY. That is correct.
Under the rules of the conference we
were bound by the subject matter as to
which the House and Senate agreed.
Therefore, since both bills had provi-
sions for 4-year terms, we could not
modify the 4-year term to a 2-year term.
Finally, even with all the other dis-
agreements, all we could do was to say,
“Let us report the bill in disagreement.”
The Senate can concur in the House
amendment with an amendment for a
simple 2-year extension. That is what
I, as chairman of the Aviation Subcom-
mittee, am trying to have done,

Mr., SCHOEPPEL. The objection
with which we were confronted was
even related to a continuation of the
present law, if it involved the terminal
facilities and any related matters with
reference to the terminal buildings.
That was what we were confronted with
{)ré the conference with the House Mem-

'S,

Mr. MONRONEY. We had great dif-
ficulties, but it was my understanding—
this was not binding, but merely what I
learned in the course of conversion—
that a straight 2-year extension would
be satisfactory to the House although
not finally agreed to, at least for the
purpose of proposing acceptance of the
Senate’s position.

The House does not like any more
than we do coming down from $465 mil-
lion or in its case, from $297 million, to
$126 million, but it is a fate we have to
accept.

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

° Mr. MONRONEY. I yield to my dis-
tinguished colleague.

Mr. GRUENING. I wish to join in
commending the junior Senator from
Oklahoma, the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Aviation, of the Senate
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Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce for the magnificent work he
has done in trying to get progressive,
modern, up to date, and needed airport
legislation.

Such a measure was passed when S, 1
was adoped by the Senate. Itis a great
pity that circumstances have compelled
him to take the lead in saving some-
thing which while far less desirable
than the original bill passed by the
Senate office some prospect for the
future.

I agree fully that half a loaf or even,
as the senior Senator from Pennsylvania
has called it, a quarter loaf, is better
than none, because it holds out the hope
that when the situation changes and
when we get an occupant of the White
House who is alive to the needs of the
jet age and the fact that our Nation
must move forward rather than back-
ward, we will have a chance to reenact a
bill as good as S. 1 was when it was
passed by the Senate.

The junior Senator from Alaska
wants also to express appreciation to the
Senator from Oklahoma and to the other
Senate conferees for their solicitude
about Alaska’s needs in this field and for

their understanding that since Alaska

has virtually no road system and only
one small railroad, aviation is of supreme
importance and is about the only method
of getting around that vast new 49th
State.

On behalf of my colleague and myself,
I want the Senator to know how deeply
we appreciate his interest in our avia-
tion and airport problems.

Mr. MONRONEY. The committee
was kept fully advised of Alaska's needs
by the distinguished junior Senator from
Alaska and also by the distinguished
senior Senator from Alaska. We were
constantly aware of the fact that with-
out a modern airport system there could
be no internal transportation to link the
widespread areas of the great State of
Alaska.

Mr. GRUENING. To say nothing of
the great impairment to national secu-
rity from inadequate airport facilities,
since Alaska plays so large a part and
will continue to play an increasing part
in national defense.

Mr. MONRONEY. That is correct.

Mr. HOLLAND rose.

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

Mr. MONRONEY. If the distin-
guished Senator from Colorado will per-
mit, I was going to yield to the distin-
guished Senator from Florida, who has
had a great deal of experience with the
airport construction program, because
for many years the appropriations for
these matters were handled in the sub-
committee of which he was the chair-
man,

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the courtesy of the Senator
from Oklahoma. Not only is it true that
for some years the subcommittee which
I have the honor to head has handled
this appropriation, under a program
identical to the one which the Senator
now offers, providing for a 2-year exten-
sion, but it is also a fact that customar-
ily the funds expended have been well be-
low the funds authorized by the act,
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because the communities of the Nation
did not see fit to match the $63 million
which was the total authorization for
each year,

Now, at a time when we are just about
reaching that amount, it seems to me
that we are practicing good, conserva-
tive economy, and at the same time
profiting by the experience of a good
many years, in holding on to this type
of legislation so far as the amount is
concerned.

There is some of the legislation with
which I would not completely agree if
we were starting afresh, as the distin-
guished Senator knows. I have always
emphasized that we must put our Fed-
eral money, as nearly as possible, into
safety measures, and info measures
which afford greater security to those
who travel and those who operate the
planes.

At the same time, the amount which
would be available to go into terminal
buildings is relatively small. What is
the complete answer to any objection on
that score? We have the assurance that
the administration of the act will be in
the hands of those who are as eager as
we are to emphasize and accentuate the
safety features, meaning that they will
not approve programs which are out of
sympathy with that approach.

My feeling is that the Senator from
Oklahoma and his associates have done
a good job in coming forward with the
proposed extension. I am happy to sup-
port it. I realize that it falls short of
the ambitions of the Senator from Okla-
homa, who has always been an enthusi-
ast for aviation. I appreciate his en-
thusiasm, and I share it. Yet I have felt
heretofore that my distinguished friend
had been approaching the problem a
little too enthusiastically. But I find
myself on common ground with him now,
and I am delighted to commend him and
assure him of my support.

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank the dis-
tinguished Senator for his support.

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

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield,

Mr. CARROLL. In view of certain
questions which have heretofore been
asked, I should like to insert certain sta-
tistics into the REcoRp.

How many airports would be involved?
This information comes from the Na-
tional Airport Plan of 1959, prepared by
the Federal Aviation Agency. When I
examine this report I am convinced that
the distinguished Senator from Okla-
homa has not been overzealous in his
efforts on behalf of U.S. aviation. This
report I have in my hand is the program
of the Federal Aviation Agency, the head
of which is appointed by the President.
The FAA program contemplates 3,325
airports. The Agency has said, in effect,
“We need to move in this field.”

Although the distinguished Senator
from Oklahoma was the original thinker
in this field, the figure representing a
summary of the estimated required air-
port development costs is the figure fur-
nished by the Agency, not by the junior
Senator from Oklahoma. The Agency
fisure is $1,285,394,000 for a 4-year
period—1959 to 1963 inclusive.
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How does the Congress propose to meet,
this situation? We have been fighting
for a good, constructive program. It is
proposed that the Congress meet the
problem with an appropriation of $63
million a year for the next 2 years, when
we should have had, as a minimum, the
amount proposed in the bill presented by
the distinguished Senator from Okla-
homa.

So I say this is a constructive program,
Under the circumstances we shall be for-
tunate to be able to hold the line for 2
years, Then perhaps we can move for-
ward with the junior Senator from Okla-
homa, as indicated by the plan presented
by the Federal Aviation Agency.

Mr. MONRONEY. I thank my dis-
tinguished colleague for his contribution,
and I appreciate his support.

Mr, DIRKSEN. 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
Illinois will be stated.

The LecistATIVE CLERK. It is pro-
posed to strike out section 3 and insert
in lieu thereof the following:

Section 10 of the Federal Airport Act, as
amended (49 U.8.C. 1109), is amended by
inserting immediately after subsection (c)
the following new subsection:

“FACILITIES USED FOR UNITED STATES ACTIVITIES

“{d) Notwithstanding any other provi-
slon of this Act, to the extent that the
project costs of an approved project repre-
sent the costs of constructing, altering, or
repairing that portion of any airport build-
ing required to house air traffic control ac-
tivities, weather reporting activities, com-
munications activities related to air traffic
control, or any other activity of the United
States with respect to which the Adminis-
trator determines that it 1s in the best
interests of the Government to provide facili-
ties therefor, the United States share shall
be not to exceed 100 per centum of the al-
lowable costs of such facilities. The United
States share shall not include any amount
attributable to the cost of constructing,
altering, for repairing any other portion of an
alrport bullding, or any amount attributable
to that part of a project intended for use
as a passenger automobile parking facility.”

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, this
bill has been in conference for nearly 6
weeks., It passed the House nearly 10
weeks ago, and as yet there is no bill.
There is a proposal before us to accept
the report of the conferees, and adopt
substitute language in the nature of a
stopgap measure to run for 2 years.

I do not quarrel over the time period.
I do not quarrel over the money involved,
$63 million for a period of 2 years. Butb
I think I should reassert the basic prem-
ise of the administration and of the
Federal Aviation Agency with respect to
the use of Federal money for the con-
struction and modification of airport
facilities.

When the festimony was taken before
the Senate Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce, I thought the admin-
istration had made it abundantly clear
that it was following a safety concept
which began when the doors of the air-
plane closed about the passenger and
continued until the doors opened after
the passengers had reached his destina-
tion,



10778

But the administration went on the
theory, after 4 years of experience, that
Federal funds should not be used for
the construction of terminal facilities.
The distinguished Senator from Okla-
homa has gone a part of the way, as he
says, to eliminate the fancy Dan items.
No Federal money may be used to build
cocktail bars at airports, as a part of the
facilities. No Federal funds may be
used for fine cocktail lounges furnished
with period furniture. No Federal money
may be used for parking facilities.

That goes a part of the way. But the
proposal which is before us now as a
stopgap still provides that Federal
money may be used for airport facility
construetion, with the exception of the
fancy geegaws and gadgets which have
been so freely discussed on the floor of
the Senate and the floor of the House.

If my sense of tradition and history
is correct, 30 percent of the money appro-
priated under the Federal Airport Act
has gone for the construction of facili-
ties. If I know anything about arith-
metie, two times $63 million is a little
more than $125 million; and if I know
anything about percentage, 30 percent
of that would be $37 million or $38 mil-
lion. That is the amount which would
be used to construct facilities for cities
which can provide such facilities for
themselves.

I listened to the appeal of my distin-
guished friend from Colorado [Mr. CAR-
RrRoLL]. I can understand his interest in
Denver, I can understand fthe interest
in free Federal money. There are a few
airports in Chicago, and there are others
in other areas of the State. I suppose
the operators of some of them would not
like it particularly well if I were to say
that facilities should be eliminated, for
facilities have become moneymakers.

The other day I talked with the man-
ager of an airport in a certain State—
not my own. I know him by his first
name. I said, “John, how you getting
along?” He replied, “Quite well. We
are making money, and plenty of it.”
That airport has fine restaurant facili-
ties, mnewspapers, magazines, candy,
snack bars, and everything else. Yet
this proposal would allow Federal money
to be expended for such facilities, ex-
cluding the “fancy Dan” gadgets. That
is the only exception the distinguished
Senator from Oklahoma makes.

That is a departure from the ad-
ministration’s concept. That is a de-
parture from the safety concept. I do
not believe there is an obligation on the
Federal Government to matech money for
such purposes, when the municipalities
can provide such facilities for them-
selves.

There is a request before Congress to
increase the temporary debt ceiling to
$295 billion. There is a request to raise
the permanent debt ceiling to $288 bil-
lion. What an astronomical sum. A
person almost has to be a space astro-
naut to comprehend such sums. I do
not. belileve there is a finite mind that
can comprehend that kind of money.

I took the trouble to look at some of
the debts of municipalities and States.
The most recent figure I have seen shows
that Chicago has a debt of $398 million;
San Francisco has a debt of $106 million.
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That is peanuts compared with the na-
tional public debt. And when local
communities can provide such facilities
for themselves, it is a ghastly departure
from sound financing to ask the Federal
Government to provide them, whether it
be in Chicago, Denver, Omaha, or any
other community.

It has been said, “That is in the law.
This proposal calls for an extension of
existing law, and the administrator of
the Federal Aviation Agency can turn
down such requests.” That he can.
But, oh, the pressures he is under. I
understand that only recently he had to
agree to $800,000 for an airport because
he was pressured into it. He was told,
“Look, we have complied with all the
matching requirements in existing law.
You have no right to turn us down.”

I have been around the Capitol for a
quarter of a eentury, and I know what
some of the pressures are in Govern-
ment. The only thing we can do is to
write it out and nail it down in the law,
so that one man does not have to under-
take that onus and that responsibility.
The fact of the matter is that that is
what the House has said in the bill. The
amendment I have at the desk I tore out
of the Harris bill in the House. It has
not been changed. It has been adopted
by the House by a vote of 272 to 134.

Members talk about half a loaf. They
talk about a quarter of a leaf. They had
better talk about satisfying the other end
of this legislative branch. It has voted
on it. What I have offered is an amend-
ment to put an end to spending the
money of the Federal Government on
terminal facilities in airports. It will
have to go back to conference. The
conference broke up once. It did not
succeed. This will have to go back to
conference. We already know the posi-
tion of the House. By 272 to 134 it has
said, “No money for these terminal fa-
cilities.” Do Senators think they will
get by that? I doubt it very much. I
have served in the House, and I know
that they do not back down and take it
that easy in conference. If we want a
bill at all, notwithstanding the June 30
deadline, we had better “get right” with
the House, and also with the concept of
the administration.

I do not know what the President will
do. But I do know that he laid down a
hard concept and said, “We are respon-
sible for the safety of the individual
from portal to portal; from the time he
walks into the plane until when he leaves
it. That is where we stop.”

I do not guarrel with the refinements
in the bill, relating to Alaska and Hawaii.
However, if Senators want to pass a bill,
they had better adopt the amendment,
which is taken from the House bill, and
which the House has already approved.
The House Members are sticklers as to
that matter, because they think it is
sound law, and so do I. I do not know
whether I will get enough hands to show,
but I ask for the yeas and nays on the
amendment.

The yeas and nays were not ordered.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FREAR
innthe chair). The clerk will call the
roll.
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The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. DIRKSEN. 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. DIRKSEN. I ask for the yeas and
nays on my amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I have
made my statement. There is nothing
more I need to say. I am ready to vote.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
have listened with great interest to the
remarks of the distinguished minority
leader. I am as conscious as he is of
the very great expenditures we are un-
der. I also know that in the budget
there are many, many expenditures for
which the President has asked, but
which fail to meet my test of economy.

Mr. President, we have built airports

by the dozen, even by the hundreds, not,
with 50-50 matching money, but with
100 percent Federal funds under our
Federal aid program overseas. I have
helped support those appropriations. I
feel, however, that when we have practi-
cally hard surfaced the ground of
France, and have built airports and air-
port buildings in Bangkok and Tokyo
and Laos and Cambodia, and elsewhere
in foreign lands, it comes with ill grace
for the administration to say that we
shall be denied necessary funds with
which to build an essential national air-
port system of our own.
§ I object to being told that we are go-
ing to legislate with a loaded veto pen at
our head. If the distinguished minority
leader thinks that that is in keeping with
the dignity of the Senate, then he is
entitled to his opinion. I for one, do
not intend to accept it.

Neither do I feel that an administra-
tion which is willing to buy itself nearly
$18 million worth of jet transperts for
the President and perhaps for the Secre-
tary of State, and even one for standby,
also a jet transport, at more than $6
million, stands in very good stead to
talk about economy for the rest of the
185 million people who must depend on
public transport.

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

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. How about the heli=
copters?

Mr, MONRONEY. And there are
helicopters too. We have cruise boats
and we have just about everything. On
top of that there is a very carefully
compiled budget coming down to us with
a $70 million figure in it for swing-
tailed jets. Those are the VIP planes.
They are the VIP jets, for high Govern-
ment officials. The way these planes are
designed, they cannot have any other
use but as VIP planes, because of the
way they load. If they were to be used
as cargo planes, it would be necessary,
first, to take out all the seats in order
to get the eargo to the rear of the plane,
‘There is no loading door in the front.

I should like to respectfully call atten-
tion to the rapid progress which is be=
ing made, under the President and his
Federal Aviation Administrator, in con-
nection with the building of the $90 mil-
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lion airport for Washington, D.C., at
Chantilly. I am in favor of it. I have
supported that airport in Virginia in op-
position to my friend from Maryland,
because I felt that Washington needed
another airport. We are going to be
called upon for $90 million in connection
with that airport. And the buildings at
that airport, I may say to the distin-
guished minority leader, will not have
merely a hamburger stand. The termi-
nal building alone will be a palace of
magnificent proportions. I have seen
some of the preliminary designs. There
will be nothing there of which Wash-
ington, as the Nation’s Capital, will need
to be ashamed.

I say that if we can afford these fa-
cilities for Representatives and Senators
and officials of the Government, to use
as they come into Washington, we
should not deny them as a matter of
statute for a few cities and towns that
are having hard going in connection
with their airports, if the Administrator
believes they are warranted.

The distinguished minority leader, in
his amendment, goes farther than the
House would ever dream of going, be-
cause of some of the language he has
picked up, which provides that the Fed-
eral money cannot be spent, no matter
how great the commitment, no matter
how essential the allocation unless the
check has bzen issued by June 30 to
the airport undergoing construction.

Talk about luxury terminal facilities.
Here are some of the airport building
needs we are talking about. They in-
clude buildings other than terminals—
workshops, or storage shops, for exam-
ple. They are what we talked about for
2 weeks in conference, trying to make
them eligible under a savings clause,
These are the airport buildings for which
Federal funds have been programed by
the Federal Aviation Administrator.
These are on the list, but they would
not qualify under the House amendment
or under the language of the amend-
ment now offered by the Senator from
Illinois. The proposed amendment goes
farther, and would wipe out these air-
port buildings, for which tentative allo-
cations have been made but for which the
check has not been passed or a grant
agreement executed:

Alabama: Birmingham,
Muscle Shoals, $71,000.

Arizona: Phoenix, $346,350.

Arkansas: Fort Smith, $173,000; Hot
Springs, $41,000; Stutteart, $11,000;
Texarkana, $69,000.

California: Fresno, $662,900; La-
Verne—at Pomona—$42,746; Oakland,
$1,555,284; Stockton, $271,612.

Colorado: Akron—I do not know
where that is—$7,992 and $42,624; Den-
ver—Jefferson County—$12,231.

Connecticut: Bridgeport, $325,000.

Florida: Tallahassee, $267,500.

Georgia: Americus, $2,500.

Illinois: Chicago—Meigs Field—
$95,700; West Chicago, $182.500.

Towa: Cedar Rapids, $19,000; Sioux
City, $10,000.

Kansas: Coffeeville, $7,000; El Dorado,
$2,750; Garden City, $48,610.

Kentucky: Louisville, $450,000.

Louisiana: Baton Rouge, $5,000; Lake
Charles, $175,000,

$700,000;
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Michigan: Ironwood, $25,000; Jackson,
$75,000; Kalamazoo, $100,000; Pontiac,
$100,000.

Montana: Livingston, $21,308.

These figures include funds needed
for control towers or Government space.
And so on down the list. Nine-tenths
of these places are small cities, most of
which are getting below $100,000 from
the onerous terminal aid fund about
which so much is being said—terminal
aid for faney cocktail bars and monu-
mental lounges.

I see little justification, since the Sen-
ate overwhelmingly rejected this pro-
posal before, for changing its position
now. I think the Senate will over-
whelmingly reject the proposal again.
We have bent down our head to take a
fizure lower than that in either the
House or the Senate bill, complying
with the President's determination to
squeeze down on this particular type of
Faderal aid. We have agreed to that
lesser amount of money.

The responsibility of the Senate is to
legislate. The Senate has already on
two occasions passed bills overwhelm-
ingly supporting the continued eligi-
bility of airport buildings. The Presi-
dent, 4 years ago, signed such a bill.
Now we are asked to refuse to continue
to give the right to the Federal Aviation
Administrator to approve assistance for
airport buildings, if he feels it is neces-
sary. Does not the President have faith
in his own appointee? We feel airport
buildings—including terminals—should
be eligible. He can rule them out if he
thinks there is not a high priority of
need for them. But I do not think the
Senate is ready to agree that we should
strike them out, as a matter of basic
law.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Is any money provided for airports in
South Carolina?

Mr. MONRONEY. Apparently, some
funds are provided for South Carolina
on this list; but there is another list,
which is even longer than this one, of
cities which had programs, which had
filed their airport and terminal build-
ing plans, but which had not received
allocations temporarily because they had
not voted bonds, and other cities were
allowed to take their places. So we are
breaking faith with such cities and
towns by abruptly cutting off any pros-
pact of possible aid. The Administrator
will be permitted to take care of hard-
ship cases under my proposal where we
are bound in honor to carry out our
commitments. He will have the discre-
tion to do that.

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

Mr. MONRONEY. I yield.

Mr. CARROLL. I have some informa-
tion which I believe may be helpful. If
my figures are correct, Columbia, S.C.,
has an outstanding tentative allocation
for airport buildings in the amount of
$265,000. Greenville has $10,000.

SEVERAL SENaTORS. Vote! Vote!

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Illinois
[Mr, DirkseEN ] to the amendment offered
by the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
MowroNEY]. On this question the yeas
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and nays have been ordered, and the
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD, I announce that
the Senator from Alaska [Mr, BARTLETT],
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. BisrLE],
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. CanNoN],
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DoucLas],
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. HiLrl,
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Hum-
PHREY], the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
Long], the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
RoseErTSON], the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. RusseLr], and the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] are absent on
official business.

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Mc-
CrLeLLAN] is absent because of illness.

On this vote the Senator from Ne-
vada [Mr. BisLE] is paired with the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire [Mr. Cor-
Ton]. If present and voting, the Sena-
tor from Nevada would vote “nay” and
the Senator from New Hampshire would
vote “yea.”

I further announce that if present and
voting, the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
BarTLETT], the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. Cannon |, the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. Doucrasl, the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. Hmvrl, the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. HuMPHREY |, the Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. Long], the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. McCrLerran], the
Senator from Virginia [Mr. ROBERTSON],
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Rus-
seLL], and the Senator from Alabama
IMr. SPARKMAN] would each vote “nay.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BeaLL], the
Senator from New Hampshire [ Mr. Cort-
ToN|, and the Senator from New York
[Mr. Javirs] are absent on official busi-
ness.

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
Curtis| and the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. GOLDWATER] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr., MARTIN]
is absent on account of illness.

If present and voting, the Senator
from New York [Myr, Javirs] would vote
“yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. Corron] is paired with
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. BisrLE].
If present and voting, the Senator from
New Hampshire would vote “yea’ and
the Senator from Nevada would vote
unay.n

The result was announced—yeas 27,
nays 54, as follows:

YEAS—27
Alken Dirksen Prouty
Bennett Dworshak Saltonstall
BEridges Hickenlooper Schoeppel
Bush Hruska Scott
Capehart Keating Smith
Carlson Kuchel Thurmond
Case, N.J Langer Wiley
Case, 8. Cak. Morton Williams, Del.
Cooper Mundt Young, N. Dak.

NAYS—54
Allott Ervin Johnston, 8.C.
Anderson Frear Jordan
Butler Fulbright Kefauver
Byrd, Va. Gore Kennedy
Byrd, W, Va. Green Kerr
Carroll Gruening Lausche
Chavez Hart Magnuson
Church Hartke Mansfleld
Clark Hayden McOarthy
Dodd Hennings McGee
Eastland Holland McNamara
Ellender Jackson Monroney
Engle Johnson, Tex. Morse
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Moss Pastore Symington
Murray Proxmire Talmadge
Muskie Randolph Williams, N.J.
Neuberger Smathers Yarborough
O'Mahoney Stennis Young, Ohio
NOT VOTING—17
Bartlett Douglas Martin
Beall Goldwater McClellan
Bible Hill Robertson
Cannon Humphrey Russell
Cotton Javits Sparkman
Curtis Long

So Mr. Dirgsen’s amendment to Mr.
MoNRONEY'S amendment was rejected.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the vote by which the
amendment to the amendment was re-
jected be reconsidered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move to lay on the table the motion to
reconsider.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. FREAR

in the chair). The question is on agree-
ing to the motion to lay on the table
the motion to reconsider.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question recurs on agreeing to the mo-
tion of the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
MonroNEY]. 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. Iannounce thatthe
Senator from Alaska [ Mr. BARTLETT], the
Senator from Nevada [Mr. BisLE], the
Senator from Nevada [Mr. CaNNoN |, the
Senator from Illinois [Mr, DougLas],
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. HiLLl,
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
HumpPHREY ], the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. Loncl, the Senator from Virginia
[Mr. RoserTsoN]1, and the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. SPaARKMAN] are absent on
official business.

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Mc-
CLELLAN] is absent because of illness.

On this vote the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. BisLE] is paired with the Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr. Corron]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Nevada would vote “yea” and the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire would vote
l‘nay'lb

I further announce that if present and
voting, the Senator from Alaska [Mr,
BarTLETT], the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. Cannon], the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. Dovcras], the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. HiiL], the Senator from Min-
nesota [Myr., HumpHREY], the Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. Lonc], the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. McCreLLaN], the
Senator from Virginia [Myr, ROBERTSON],
and the Senator from Alabama [Mr,
SpargmaN] would each vote “yea.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BEaLL], the
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Cor-
ToN|, and the Senator from New York
[Mr. Javirs] are absent on official busi-
ness.

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. CUR-
T1s] and the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
GoOLDWATER| are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. MARTIN]
is absent on account of illness.

If present and voting, the Senator from
New Hampshire [Mr. Corron] and the
Senator from New York [Mr. Javirs]
would each vote “yea.”
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The result was announced—yeas 71,
nays 11, as follows:

YEAS—T1
Alken Green Morse
Allott Gruening Moss
Anderson Hart Mundt
Bennett Hartke Murray
Butler Hayden Muskie
Byrd, Va. Hennings Neuberger
Byrd, W. Va Holland O’Mahoney
Capehart Hruska Pastore
Carlson Jackson Prouty
Carroll Johnson, Tex. Proxmire
Case, 8. Dak Johnston, S.C. Randolph
Chavez Jordan Russell
Church Kefauver Schoeppel
Clark Eennedy Smathers
Cooper Kerr Stennis
Dodd Kuchel Symington
Dworshak Langer Talmadge
Eastland Lausche Thurmond
Ellender Magnuson Wiley
Engle Mansfield Williams, N.J.
Ervin McCarthy Yarborough
Frear McGee Young, N. Dak.
Fulbright McNamara Young, Ohio
Gore Monroney

NAYS—11
Bridges Hickenlooper Scott
Bush Keating Smith
Case, N.J. Morton Williams, Del.
Dirksen Saltonstall

NOT VOTING—16

Bartlett Douglas Martin
Beall Goldwater McClellan
Bible Hill Robertson
Cannon Humphrey Sparkman
Cotton Javits
Curtis Long

So Mr. MonNRONEY'S motion was agreed
to.
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move to reconsider the vote by
which the motion of the Senator from
Oklahoma was agreed to.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
move to lay that motion on the table.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to. ]

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I understand the papers with re-
gard to the conference report on the
Department of Interior appropriation
bill are en route to the Chamber. I
should like for all Senators to know that
ar soon as the papers arrive from the
Appropriations Committee the chairman
of the Appropriations Committee plans
to present to the Senate the conference
report on the Interior Department ap-
propriation bill. Iam informed that the
report is signed by all the members on
the part of both Houses. So far as the
minority leader is aware and so far as I
am aware there are no matters in con-
troversy. I do not expect a yea and nay
vote, although I should like for all Sena-
tors to know that the conference report
will be considered very shortly.

Mr. President, I wish to commend the
Senate for the action it has just taken.
In a Government where the executive
branch of the Government is headed by
a member of one party and the legis-
lative branch of the Government is con-
trolled by a majority of another party it
is always very difficult to enact legisla-
tion. We must seek the best at all times,
and attempt to do the possible.

This body originally expressed itself
by a vote of almost 3 to 1, when it passed
an airport bill which would authorize,
over the next 4 years, the expenditure
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of $465 million. The House of Represent-
atives, in the bill which we were con-
sidering a short time ago, and with re-
spect to which several Members just now
voted against an amendment, would
authorize, over a 4-year period, $297
million.

There were some Senators who felt
that $465 million was the minimum
amount. Some Members of the House
felt that $297 million was the minimum
amount. There were some, I am sure,
who did not want any kind of bill passed,
but after months of discussion an
agreement was finally reached which
appealed to a great many Senators, and
that was to extend the present act for
2 years.

The present act was signed and sup-
ported by the President of the United
States 4 years ago. It was good enough
then. Under the present act allocations
have been made for the improvement of
our airways and airports, including the
construction of terminal facilities, over
a period of 4 years.

We felt that in a Government which
is divided, we can either do something
or do nothing; and if we could not have
what most of us thought was desirable,
namely, $465 million, and if we could
not do what a good many of us thought
was next desirable, namely, appropriate
$297 million, the least we could do would
be to extend for another 2 years the
Act which the Congress had enacted and
the President now in the White House
had signed, and allow the people an op-
portunity to decide how they want their
Government operated. :

The Senate felt so strongly ahout the
original $465 bill that it was approved
by a vote of 63 to 22. Fifty-one Mem-
bers on this side of the aisle and 12
Members on the other side of the aisle
joined in that vote.

It is now apparent that we cannot
do what we thought should be done,
But the Senate has demonstrated by a
vete of 71 to 11 that it is ready to do
what can be done.

That seemed to most of us to be a
reasonable thing to do. Personally I
preferred the Senate bill. If I could not
get the Senate bill I would take the
House bill. If I could get neither the
Senate nor the House bill, I would take
the act under which the President is
now operating.

I think the Senate has acted wisely.
I think it has demonstrated that it is
reasonable and fair, that it is not hard-
headed, that it is not adopting a “me
too” attitude. It believes that if we
cannot do all we desire to do, we should
at least do what can be done.

I repeat that in these days of division
in Government we can either do some-
thing or do nothing. As for myself,
speaking for the party which I attempt
to represent, I prefer to do something,

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, long
ago I learned, in hanging around a
blacksmith shop, that the truth is beaten
out on the anvil of discussion. I believe
that is what must be done here. It
would be strange indeed if the President
of the United States, after 4 years’ ex-
perience under existing law, could not
think up some improvements in the law.
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One of the improvements the need for
which he saw, and which he undertook to
bring about, was to enunciate the prin-
ciple that the Federal Government has a
responsibility for the air passenger from
the moment when the door closes at the
air terminal until it is opened again at
the destination.

In pursuance of that principle he felt
that it was not our responsibility, as a
Federal Government, to build air ter-
minal facilities for communities, even on
a matching basis, when the communi-
ties could do it for themselves, and were
making money, and plenty of it, from
such facilities.

They are making money at Idlewild.
They are making money in Chicago.
They are making money at EKnoxville,
Tenn. All we have to do is to recite the
list. It is singular, indeed, to place a
burden on the Federal Government when
the municipalities and counties can pro-
vide such facilities for themselves.

There is pending in the Senate Finance
Committee a proposal to lift the tempo-
rary debt ceiling to $295 hillion, and the
permanent debt ceiling to $288 billion.
There is more involved here than a 2-
year stopgap bill providing $63 million a
year. This airport program will bloom
and boom, and it will articulate itself in
terms of billions of dollars.

The question is: Are the pattern and
format right? I did not believe they are.
That is the reason why I offered an
amendment.

The amendment which I offered would
have made it possible for the Federal
Government to get out of financing air-
port facilities. It has already been
adopted in the Harris bill in the House
of Representatives, by a vote of 272 to
134. There it is. My amendment was
merely a simple exercise to determine
whether the Federal Government should
continue down this road, which will
ultimately cost billions before we are
through. I only sought to state the ad-
ministration case. This may be a stop-
gap, but the formula and the pattern are
still with us. I rest with the judgment of
the House of Representatives, and with
the executive branch.

During the course of the discussion a
little while ago it was mentioned that
someone had suggested the threat of a
veto. I never said anything about a
veto. I never use the word when I can
help it. It does not even appear in the
Constitution of the United States. That
great document merely mentions disap-
proval, not a veto.

I do not know what the President may
do. I neither speak for him nor do I
undertake to prophesy what he will do,
but I do know what his concept was in
the first instance, when the message on
the airport bill came to this body and
the other body. I sought to be consis-
tent, no matter what the size of the vote.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I have not spent much time around
blacksmith shops, but I am glad that
Members of the Senate who voted for
the Monroney amendment today voted
for an amendment which would at least
do something. Only 11 Senators opposed
it.
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DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR AND
RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TION BILL, 1960—CONFERENCE
REPORT

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I sub-
mit a report of the committee of confer-
ence on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses on the amendments of the Sen-
ate to the bill (H.R. 5915) making ap-
propriations for the Department of the
Interior and related agencies for the fis-
cal year ending June 30, 1960, and for
other purposes. I ask unanimous con-
sent for the present consideration of the
report.

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

The legislative clerk read the report.

(For conference report, see House pro-
ceedings of June 12, 1959, p. 10717, Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD.)

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

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, as this
bill passed the House of Representatives
it included $468,106,800 for the programs
of the Department of the Interior, exclu-
sive of the Bureau of Reclamation, the
Southeastern Power Administration, the
Bonneville Power Administration, the
Southwestern Power Administration,
and the various related agencies, includ-
ing the Forest Service of the Department
of Agriculture. The Senate bill pro-
vided $478,785,025 for the programs and
activities of these agencies and the con-
ference bill provides $472,717,100.

Mr. President, I will be glad to an-
swer the questions of any Senator with
respect to the action of the conference
committee.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr.
the Senator yield?

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield.

Mr. KUCHEL. First, I wish to pay
my respects to the able chairman of the
Senate Committee on Appropriations
for guiding the Senate conferees into a
unanimity of opinion with respect to
the conference report which is now be-
fore the Senate.

Am I correct in saying that there is
no money provided in the proposed
legislation for basin studies of fish and
wildlife by the Corps of Engineers and/
or the Bureau of Reclamation, with re-
spect to the construction of public works
facilities or reclamation projects?

Mr. HAYDEN. The Senator is cor-
rect. I read from page T of the report:

The conferees are in agreement that funds
for river basin studies should continue to
be transferred from appropriations of the
Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of
Reclamation. However, the conferees rec-
ommend that the appropriations involved
hereafter contain specific language indi-
cating the amount to be transferred to the
Fish and Wildlife Service. It is recognized
that these agencies will require additional
funds to finance these studies.

This means that in the public works
appropriation bill, which includes funds
for the Bureau of Reclamation and the
Corps of Enginers, we will have to pro-
vide adequate funds for these studies,
which are required by law.

President, will
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Mr. KUCHEL. So far as the Sen=-
ator from Arizona is concerned, he be-
lieves wholeheartedly in the continua-
tion of such river basin studies; but in
accordance with the language he has
just read from the conference report,
consideration of the type of appropria-
tion to be made should be in connection
with the public works appropriation hill.

Mr. HAYDEN. That is correct. As
I stated the conference committee sug-
gests specific language.

Mr. KUCHEL. I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
gquestion is on agreeing to the confer-
ence report.

The report was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before
the Senate a message from the House of
Representatives announcing its action
on certain amendments of the Senate to
House bill 5915, which was read as fol-
lows:

In THE HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES, U.S,,
June 15, 1959,

Resolved, That the House recede from its
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen-
ate No. 34 to the bill (HR. 5015) entitled
“An act making appropriations for the De-
partment of the Interior and related agen-
cles for the flscal year ending June 30, 1960,
and for other purposes,” and concur therein
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of
the matter proposed by said amendment in-
sert:

“ALASKA PUBLIC WORKS

“Not to exceed $350,000 of appropriations
heretofore granted under this head shall re-
main available until June 30, 1960, for ad-
ministrative expenses necessary for liquida-
tion of the public works program carried out
under the act of August 24, 1949, as amended
(48 U.S.C. 486-486])."

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate concur in the amend-
ments of the House to Senate amend-
ment No. 34.

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

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?
Mr. HAYDEN. I yield.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. It was my under-
standing, when the majority leader was
called from the Chamber, that he de-
sired to ask a question on this subject.

Mr. HAYDEN. He does.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Does the Senator
wish to take action now, before he re-
turns to the Chamber?

Mr. HAYDEN. No.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I should like to
ask the Senator to yield to me in order
that I may introduce a bill out of order
and make a few remarks concerning it.

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield to the Senator
from Wyoming.

(At this point, out of order, Br.
O’MaHONEY introduced a bill and made
a statement in connection therewith,
which appears under a separate head-
ing elsewhere in today’s RECORD.)

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I should like to ask the distin-
guished Senator from Arizona a gquestion
on the conference report. As I under-
stand, the bill as passed originally by
the Senate recommended certain addi-
tional facilities in amendment No. 26,
and appropriated $3,410,000 for con-
struction. The House appropriated
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$2,775,000. On what figure did the con-
ference agree? Did it agree on the Sen-
ate figure or on the House figure?

Mr. HAYDEN. It agreed on the Sen-
ate figure.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. In that
Senate figure, according to the report,
on page 19 of the Senate bill, there is
contained an item for the Inks Dam,
Tex., Hatchery of $100,000.

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Included in
the appropriation are the following
items:

1. Construction of fish-holding
house, water supply and drain-
age lines, Including battery of
12 concrete tanks, fish-food
pteparauon room, stomge room,

refrigeration room.__ - $35, 000
2. Repairs to quarters existing_____ 1, 500

3. Construction of another residence
for permanent personnel______ 17, 500

4, Installation of concrete curbs and
asphalt paving road repairs.... 7,500

5. Construction of new earthen
ponds 33,000

6. Extension of water supply lines to
service new ponds._ o -ee---a 6, 000

As I understand, the $100,000 provided
by the Senate was to cover these items,
and that that amount was accepted by
the House.

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Therefore,
the conference report now before us in-
cludes $100,000 for the Inks Dam, Tex.,
Hatchery, as provided on page 19, for
the purposes which I have enumerated.

Mr. HAYDEN. That is correct.
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Mr. MUNDT. I might say that this
fish hatehery in Texas is on exactly the
same basis as the one at Gavins Point,
S. Dak., which was included in the same
type of consideration and which is in
very good shape indeed.

Mr. HAYDEN. The same amount of
money is involved, too.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. AsI under-
stand, the South Dakota hatchery ex-
penditures are in connection with a con-
tinuation of construction, whereas the
one in Texas involves rehabilitation.

Mr, HAYDEN, Yes. They are both
in the same amount.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The exact
amount put in has been retained.

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I thank the
distinguished Senator.

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

Mr. HAYDEN. I yield.

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I
was very much interested, as the distin-
guished chairman of the Appropriations
Committee so well knows, in procuring
funds for additional campsites in the
Great Smoky Mountain National Park,
where they are woefully inadequate.
With that in mind I have filed an amend-~
ment for $250,000 in additional funds for
campsites at that park. The distin-
guished chairman suggested, or it was
suggested, that there was included $1,-
550,000 for additional campsites in the
several national parks.

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. The committee
did not specify where the increase of $1,-
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550,000 should go. There is a great de-
mand for additional facilities of this type
in several parks. Of course, the demand
for camp areas in the Great Smoky park
far exceeds the number available.

Mr. KEFAUVER. The lump sum of
$1,650,000 was allowed.

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes.

Mr. KEFAUVER. From that sum,
allocations will be made to the Great
Smoky National Park.

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. As a matter of
fact, there are more visitors to the
Great Smoky Mountains than to any
other park in the East because they
are so close to the centers of popula-
tion, and those visitors require atten-
tion. I am sure the Park Service will
give them that required attention.

Mr. KEFAUVER. I appreciate the
interest of the Senator. I am glad that
that is the case.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the motion of the Sen-
ator from Arizona that the Senate con-
cur in the amendments of the House to
Senate amendment No. 34.

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. HAYDEN, Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have included in
the Recorp a tabulation giving the ap-
propriation for the current year, the
budget estimate, the House allowance,
the Senate allowance, and the confer-
ence allowance for each appropriation
in the bill.

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

Appropriation Acl, 1960 (H.R. 5915)

Appropria-
t(lg}ng]. 5939 Budget % L J
udes udge ouse onference
Agency and appropriation funds in 1st estimates, allowance a]lo:aaﬁee E]lowm
and 2d supple- 1960
mental appro-
priation acts)
(1 (2 @) (0] (5 (]
TirLE —DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
DEPARTMENTAL OFFICES
Office of ?éﬂnedeter: I8t
Balaries and exp , 182, 060 1, 355, 000 1, 355, i\
Construction L : " 300,000 ’ 300, 000 &y % oo | % 000
Subtotal, Office of Saline Water. 1,182, 960 1, 655, 000 1, 655, 000 1, 655, 000 1, 655, 000
Office of Oil and Gas 577, 700 300, 000 360, 000 000 3
Oﬁgﬁﬁg&]kitgr e '3,%.% i'%’% 3, 080, 000 3,%%%:000 s.ng%%
inerals Expl s , 500, 1, 100, 000 ' s
Mice of Minerals Mobilization 274, 600 o 1, 100, 000 1, 104, 000
Aecquisition of strategic minerals 3,200, 000
Total departmental offices 10, 935, 860 6, 636, 000 6, 195, 000 6, 236, 000 6, 236, 000
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Management of lands and resources 26, 910, 100 24, 377,000 24, 323, 000 24, 877, 000 24, 627, 000
Construeti P Dk &, 685, 5, 200, &, 200, 000 200, 000 ,200,
Construction (indejinite O R PR SR R USRI RE S |00 SRS Ll clionnd. LINeEGTES Ui [l tiitier) (5,000,000)| (5,000,
Range improvements (indefinite appropriation of receipts) 086, 71%) (778, 000) (778, 000) (778, mog @78,
Total, Burean of Land Management. 32, 585, 100 20, 577, 000 20, 523, 000 25, 077, 000 24, 827, 000
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS
%dmtmandwuﬂaremlm ﬁ?ﬁ&%% %E%% g‘?.;ﬂl},% %ﬁ% 58, 700, 000
o h 1,873, 000
Onsrast bt SUa) T A [ o o= 26, 000, 000 17, 000, 000 13,000,000 16575000 | 15, g.]%mo
gmd %ﬁ%ﬂﬁ% l:xntntenanae (liguidation of eontract authorization) . .| ___.______.._.. 12.&!;. 000 14, 600, 000 12, 000, 000 14, 600, 000 14, 600, 000
eneral LT E
Payment to Menomince 1 ﬁl‘:’e of Tndians_ S ;go: 000 Somae o i
Payment to Klamath Indi 250, 000 100, 000 100, 000 100, 000 100, 000
Liguidation of Klamath and M i el S s e e 000
Payment to Standing Rock Sioux Tribe. ... 6, 960, 000 o ??’.(.'m i by
’ Total, Burean of Indian Affairs, exclusive of {ribal funds 125, 849, 500 117, 048, 000 108, 623, 000 115,075,000 | 113, 142, 000
Tribal funds (not included in totals of this tabulation) (3, 000, 000) (3, 000, 000) (3,000, 000) (3,000,000)| (3,000, 000)

1 In addition $62,746 of prior year funds made available,
2 In addition, $37,000 transferred from the Office of Minerals Exploration.

ti

;:0 be financed from funds appropriated to Office of Civil and Defense Mobiliza-
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Appropria-
tions, 1959
(includes Budget House Senate Conference
Agency and appropriation funds in 1st estimates, allowance allowance allowance
and 2d supple- 1960
mental appro-
priation acts)
(64} 2 @3 4) (6] ()
GEOLOGICAL SURVEY
Burveys, investigations, and research__ -k $41, 488, 200 $42, 517, 600 $42, 000, 000 $42, 500,000 | $42, 350, 000
BUREAU OF MINES
Conservation and development of mineral resources 21, 162, 200 21,277, 000 21, 177, 000 21, 277, 000 21, 277, 000
Health and safety i, :’-52, 700 6, 387, 000 G, 387, 000 , 387, , 387,
Constroction - = 12, 624, 000 foes
(€] 1 administrative exp 1, 191, H00 1, 187, 000 1, 187, 000 1, 197, 000 1,197, 000
Total, Bureau of Mines = 41, 340, 800 28, 861, 000 28, 751, 000 28, B61, 000 28, B61, 000
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
Management and protection. e G = 416, 011, 200 17, 000, 000 16, 207, 000 16, 647, 000 16, 647, 000
Maintenance and rehabilitation of physical facilitios e 12,477, 100 14, 000, 000 13, 093, 000 , 000, 14, 000, 00D
L e A S B S e SRS R A R 20, 000, 000 13, 600, 000 12, 400, 000 15, 250, 000 13, 600, 000
Gonstrueuon ﬂlquldm.ton of contract authorization)_ . 30, 000, 000 34, 000, 000 30, 000, 000 32, 350, 000 30, 000, 000
General administrative exp 1, 420, 300 1, 475, 000 1,464, 000 1, 475, 000 1, 475, 000
Total, National Park Service........ 79,917, 600 80, 075, 000 73, 254, 000 79,722,000 | 75,722,000
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Office of the Commissioner of Fish and Wildlife:
Balaries and eXpenses. . ......cocceammmemmmernsmsnnn-n - 332,100 343, 000 340, 000 340, 000 340, 000
Bureau of 8ports Fisheries and Wildlife:
Management and investigation of réSOUrces. .. cveacaecemcmammcnannmmn-- 12, 491, 500 14, 894, 000 18, 308, 000 14, 693, 625 3, 520, 000
Admmfaframm of Alaska game law (from receipls) .. eceeeceacaun- {45-5 [ i e e [0 04| SRR — (248, 000)
................... 926, 350 2, 105, 000 2, 775,000 3, 410, 000 8,410,
Gennml adm.inistrative p 771, 600 631, 200 625, D00 ia1, 631,
Subtotal, Bureau of Sport Fisheries and Wildlife 17, 192, 450 17, 630, 200 16, 708, 000 18, 734, 825 17, 561, 200
Bureau of Commercial Fisheries:
Management and investigations of TeSOUrees. . - 270, 7, 601, 000 §, 928, 000 £, DOG, 300 6, 345, 000
Administration o)“Almka fehcrm (from receipts)e o cocaeaancna- RS T {710 ) e S (308,000} |- caaamnncccaiace (398, 000)
Construction._ . S Wy AR TN N T 000 245, 000 245, 000 345, 000 345, 000
L i T e i e e e 000, 000 ), 000 3, 000, 000 3, 000, 000
Limuct:rm 1m admmmrauu erpenses, Fisheries loan fund - (318, 000) (313, 000) (313, 000) (313, 000) (313, 000)
General administrative expenses. .. .......— .. 4 et RS, 500 325,200 , 000 325, 000 000
Aminishation of Pribies Tatandd ppropration o receiyiey. ) @,510,60|  @,990,000)  (1,90,000| (1, 90,000| (1,940,000
Subtotal, Bureau of C ial Fisheries 6, 959, 000 11,171, 200 9, 468, 000 10, 756, 300 10, 015, 000
Total, Fish and Wildlife Service. 24, 483, 550 29, 144, 400 26, 546, 000 29, 651, 125 27, 016, 200
OFFICE OF TERRITORIES
Administration of Territories 2 M 2, 100, 000 2, 606, 000 2, 606, 000 2, 606, 000 2, 606,
Trust Territory or the Pacific Islands 4, 862, 100 5, 225, 000 5, 209, 000 B, 225, 000 b, 225,
Alaskn publie works. B, 300, 000 L P S (700, 000) {350. ﬂ.‘lJ)
Total, Office of Territories. 12, 262, 100 7, 831, 000 7, 815, 000 7, 831, 000 7, 831, 000
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Salaries and 2,700, 940 2, 706, 600 2, 686, 000 2, 706, 600 2, 706, 600
Total, Department of the Interior 871, 573, 650 344, 306, 600 325, 303, 000 337,650,725 | 329,601, BOO
TiTLE II—RELATED AGENCIES
Commission of Fine Arts 37, T00 37, 800 37, 800 37, 800 37,800
Federal Coal Mine Safety Board of Review. 70, 000 70, 000 70, 000 70, 000 70, 000
Forest Service, Department of Agriculture:
Forest protection and utilization: y
Forest land t 87, 661, 400 77, 815, 800 77, 543, 000 77, 815, B0 77, 815, 800
Forest research i 16, 681, 400 14, 026, 400 13, 923, 000 14, 026, 400 ! 400
State and private forestry cooperation , 822, 12, 307, 800 12, 297, 000 12, 327, 800 12, 327, 800
Sut 1 117, 185, 600 104, 150, 000 103, 763, 000 104, 170,000 | 104, 170, 000
Forest roads and trails 26, 000, 000 24, 000, 000 26, 000, 000 24,000,000 | 26, 000, 000
Acquisition of lands for natlonal forests:
Cache National Forest 50, 000 50, 000 50, 000 50, 000 50, 000
Special acts (appropriation of receipts) (10, 000) (10, 000) (10, 000) (10, 000) (10, 000)
Cooperative range improvéments (appropriation of (700, 000) (700, 000) (700, 000) (700, 000) (700, 000)
Total, Forest Serviee 143, 215, 600 128, 200, 000 129, 813, 000 128, 220, 000 | 130, 220, 000
Indian Claims Commission. 177, 700 180, 000 180, 000 180, 000 180, 000
National Capital Planning Commission:
Salarles and expenses, 243, 000 475, 000 400, 000 400, 000 400, 000
Land acquisition . .. 4, 380, 000 2, 286, 000 2, 286, 000 2, 286, 000
Total, National Capital Planning Commission 243, 000 4, 864, 000 2, 686, 000 2, 686, 000 2, 6886, 000
Smithsontan Institution: '
Balarles and expenses, Smlthsunmn Institution 7, 587, 800 7, 718, 000 | 7, 718, 000 7,718, 000 7, 718, 000
Balaries and expenses, National Gallery of Art. 1, 790,100 1, 834, 000 1, 834, 000 1, 834, 000 1, 834, 000
Total, Smithsonian Institution. 9, 377, 900 9, 552, 000 9, 552, 000 9, 552, 000 9, 552, 000

¢In addition $45,000 of prior year funds continued available,
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Appropria-
tions, 1959
(includes Budget Housa Senate Conference
Ageney and appropriation funds in 1st estimates, allowance allowance allowance
and 2d supple- 1960
mental appro-
priation acts)
m @ @) ) 5) )
Civil War C fal C ission $36, 402 £100, 000 $100, 000
Lincoln Sesq tennial C 350, 000 145, 000 145, 000
V.8, Territorial Memorial Commission. .. o-occeeee. i emememeieaaas 4, 500 4, 500
Alaska International Rall and Highway C issi 240, 000 WERE
Boston National Historie Sites Commission . . oo ool C B0 R R LR 7 e
Hudson-Champlain Celebration Commission. .« oo oo | 50,000 |o oot e e D .
Outdoor Recreation Resources Review C T e e e e e D D e
Total, related ageneies. .. 154, 018, 392 143, 148, 800 142, 583, 8OO 140, 995, 300 | 142,995, 300
Ttk III—VIRGIN ISLANDS CORPORATION
LR B R S L I S e R P — = 130, 000 130, 000 130, 000 130, 000 130, 000
].msr.oopernting 1 e Y e S I ety ol S =S R i B 125, 000 e s ISR |EIOE e [T T T Tl
of ad frafive expenses. - e (170, 800) (172,000) (160, 000) (172, 000) (172, 000)
Total, Virgin Islands Corporation 255, 000 130, 000 130, 000 130, 000 130, 000
Total, direot appropriations AbOVe. .- ceemcmmcecicmccccmmmmmranmma e s | m e e s e ma e 525, 847, 042 487, 675, 400 468, 106, 800 478, 784, 225 | 472,717,100

ANNOUNCEMENT WITH RESPECT TO
CONSIDERATION OF OTHER AP-
PROPRIATION BILLS AND PRO-
POSED UNANIMOUS-CONSENT
AGREEMENT ON THE STRAUSS
NOMINATION

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr, Presi-
dent, I should like to ask the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations if he expects to have be-
fore the Senate this week any additional
appropriation bills.

Mr. HAYDEN. We hope to mark up
one appropriation bill tomorrow. The
chairman of the subcommittee consid-
ering that appropriation bill is the Sen-
ator from Florida [Mr. HoLLAND].

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. That is the
Commerce Department appropriation
bill.

Mr. HOLLAND. That is correct.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. I should
like to have Members of the Senate on
notice that if that bill is marked up
tomorrow and the report is filed and the
hearings are available, we will take it up
at the earliest possible date this week.
If there is controversy connected with
it, it may have to go over under the
rule. If there is no substantial confro-
versy, we may proceed to its considera-
tion at an earlier date than the rule
would normally allow.

Mr. HOLLAND, I should like to say
that the record is printed and available.
The markup of the bill by the subcom-
mittee was completed this morning.
The chairman of the full committee has
been gracious enough to set the bill up
for markup by the full committee. I
see no reason why the bill cannot be
reported sometime during business hours
of the Senate tomorrow, in which case
the majority leader may certainly call it
up, either in accordance with the rule
or under a suspension of the rule.

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. I thank the
Senator. I should like also to give no=-
tice that after the Senate convenes to-
morrow, I shall seek to obtain a unan-
imous-consent agreement allotting sev-

eral hours to each side in connection
with the nomination of Mr. Strauss, and
providing for a vote on that nomination
on Thursday or Friday or Saturday of
this week.

I hope we may be able to do that., I
expect the Senate will run late in the
evening, certainly on Tuesday until 7 or
7:30, and then on Wednesday, Thurs-
day, and Friday we may have late ses-
sions.

I believe all Senators realize that a
good deal of business must be transacted
by the Senate. We have had very few
Saturday sessions and very few evening
sessions. But it is going to be necessary,
if we are to conclude our business with-
in the next few months, for us to pass
on a good many bills and on some nomi-
nations.

Today we have had an excellent day.
We agreed to the conference report on
the Interior Department appropriation
bill, and we passed the Atomic Energy
Authorization Act. We also passed the
airport bill. It may be necessary to sit
late in the evening and to sit on Satur-
days, and I will ask the Senate to do
that, because I believe this Congress
should be a “do something” Congress.
I believe it will be. The only persons
who are going to be hurt by contrary
predictions are those who accept that
kind of propaganda. They will wake up
late in September and find that “it ain’t
m.,l

Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Texas.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate, as in executive session, proceed
to the consideration of the executive
calendar, beginning with new reports.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
the clerk will state the nominations un-
der new reports.

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations in the Public Health
Service.

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
nominations in the Public Health Serv-
ice be considered and agreed to en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the nominations are
agreed to en bloc.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
oﬁg& objection, the President will be noti-

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEES

As in executive session.

The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary:

Charles L. Powell, of Washington, to be
U.S. district judge for the eastern district of
Washington; and

Herbert S. Boreman, of West Virginia, to
be U.S. circuit judge for the fourth circuit.

By Mr. ANDERSON, from the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy:

John 8. Graham, of North Carolina, to be
a member of the Atomic Energy Commission.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
TOMORROW

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate concludes its business today,
it stand adjourned until noon tomorrow.

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

NOTICE OF PROBABLE CONSIDER-
ATION OF APPROPRIATION BILLS
THIS WEEK

Mr, JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, we expect to take up at least one
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and perhaps two or three additional ap-
propriation bills this week. As soon as
they are filed and the reports and hear-
ings are available, I shall ask consent of
the Senate to proceed to their consider-
ation.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed, without amendment,
the bill (S. 2094) to authorize appro-
priations for the Atomic Energy Com-
mission in accordance with section 261
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, and for other purposes.

| — T ——

THE ECONOMIC PICTURE

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, on
Thursday, June 11, the distinguished
junior Senator from New York [Mr.
KEeATING] rose on the floor of the Senate
and trumpeted, like a triumphant ele-
phant, the good news that the recession
was over, and that massive unemploy-
ment was a thing of the past.

I am happy to see the distinguished
Senator from New York in the Chamber
as I commence my remarks.

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

Mr. CLARK. I am happy to yield.

Mr. KEATING. I think perhaps the
characterization which the Senator has
made of my address on that day is some-
what overdrawn. There was no inten-
tion, as was stated, to do any crowing;
I was simply pointing out the lessons
to be learned from the improvement in
the economic picture.

Mr. CLARK. In view of the Senator's
well-known political affiliation, I hope
he did not take with any lack of good
humor my comparison of him with that
fine animal which is the symbol of the
party to which he gives allegiance.

Mr. KEATING. I am very happy to
be identified with that particular animal
in the menagerie.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator from New
York chided unidentified members of my
party for comments made a year ago
expressing concern at the then state of
economy. He charged them with being
false prophets of gloom and doom. He
indicated his own strong view that the
sound policies of the present adminis-
tration had brought about recovery
without the need for massive govern-
mental expense or substantial tax cuts.

On the same day, the distinguished
senior Senator from Utah [Mr. BEN-
nETT] delivered a scholarly address on
the subject of economic growth. I noti-
fied the Senator from Utah that I in-
tended to deliver this speech this after-
noon. He thanked me for the courtesy
and said that if he had not had another
important committee engagement, he
would have been here; but he urged me
to proceed in his absence.

The Senator from Utah concluded that
our economy was proceeding at a satis-
factory rate and that we had overesti-
mated the potential Soviet competition
in the economic area.

There is a germ of truth in what these
two stanch Republican Senators say.
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‘We are out of the recession on a national
scale, although serious pockets of depres-
sion remain in my own State and else-
where, pockets of depression which, in
my judegment, call for legislation in relief
during this session of the 86th Congress,

We are in a phase of expanding eco-
nomic activity. Unemployment is down
substantially, and employment is up.
An argument can be made that this re-
sult vindicates the laissez-faire polices of
Adam Smith and David Ricardo, which
appear to constitute the eccnomic bible
of the present administration, an ad-
ministration which, in the economic fizld,
appears to have usurpad a somewhat
outmoded cliché of an early Democrat,
Thomas Jefferson, to the effect that “that
government is best which governs least.”

Nevertheless, there is another side to
this coin. That other side was described
in considerable detail and with great
ability the other day by the distinguished
senior Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
HumpHREY]. The Senator from Utah
[Mr. BEnnETT] tock note of the com-
ments of the Senator from Minnesota
and undertock to criticize them. I do
not intend this afternoon to go over that
field again or to repeat either argument.
What I should like to do is to discuss, for
a few minutes, the proper role of Govern-
ment in determining the course of our
economy in the immediate future, and
to bring this subject better to the atten-
tion of Senators. Then I should like to
ask a few questions and, in some in-
stances, indicate my own answers
thereto.

First, is there any assurance that the
current boom will not follow the course
of recent history and collapse into an-
other recession similar to those of 1953
and 1954 and 1957 and 1958? Have we
learned any lessons from recent eco-
nomic history, except that the measures
taken during the days of the New Deal
and the Fair Deal to shore up our econ-
omy have been successful in preventing
the recurrence of so disastrous a depres-
sion as hit the Nation during the last
days of the Hoover administration?

Second, is it not reasonably clear that
the present restrictive monetary and
fiscal policies of the administration will,
if continued, inhibit sound mnational
growth in the future, as they have in the
past? I refer specifically to the obses-
sion that the budget must be balanced
at the figure of $77 billion, and to the
high interest policy brought on by the
Treasury and encouraged by the Fed-
eral Reserve Board.

Third, I wonder if all Senators appre-
ciate the fact that during the Eisen-
hower administration our economy,
measured in realistic terms, has hardly
grown at all. The Senator from Utah
was candid enough to admit that figures
which merely state the gross national
product are likely to be not only incon-
clusive but actually misleading. He
pointed out the desirability of consider-
ing national economic growth in terms
of per capita growth in constant dollars.

Using the figures which the Senator
from Utah himself utilized, I note that
in 1953 the per capita share, in constant
dollars, of every American—man, wo=-
man, and child—in our gross national
product was $2,516. By 1958, after the

10785

administration had been in power for 5
years, the per capita share of our gross
national production had fallen to $2,455.
So during that period there was no
growth at all; in fact, there was a decline.

Even if we take the first quarter of 1959
as our standard—and I am now us-
ing figures which I obtained through the
good offices of the Federal Reserve Board,
rather than the figures used for the
whole year 1959 by the Senator from
Utah—we find that the per capita share
of each American in the gross national
product has increased only to $2,616, or
a total increase of $100 during a period
of 5% years. This is an increase of sub-
stantially less than 1 percent per annum.

Fourth, is it not deceptive and mislead-
ing to state growth in terms of gross na-
tional product, in obsolete terms, with-
out adjusting for our growing popula-
tion? The Senator from Utah was can-
did enough enough to admit it. I call
the attention of Senators to the fact that
twice as many babies were born in the
United States in 1956 as were born in
1936. More babies means more mouths
to feed, more bodies to clothe, more peo-
ple to house, more children to send to
school, more pure water to bring through
the pipelines for human and industrial
consumption, and a large number of
other programs and projects which make
up the public sector of our economy.

Our real rate of growth between 1953
and the first quarter of 1959, under the
Eisenhower administration, has not been
2 percent or 3 percent or 4 percent per
annum, as is so often stated, but 0.71
percent, or less than three-quarters of 1
percent per annumn on a per capita basis.
Surely this is hardly a rate of growth
of which we can be proud.

There are varying figures as to the
rate of growth in Communist Russia.
The Senator from Utah suggested that
6Y4 percent per annum increase in the
Soviet gross national product was the
best he could make out of it. Mr. Allen
Dulles, the Director of the Central In-
telligence Agency, in a public speech
the other day, said the Russian rate of
industrial growth was 9! percent. The
Senator from Utah has tried to convert
this annual increase in the gross national
product to a per capita basis. He himself
states candidly the difficulties he finds in
reaching a meaningful ficure; but he
arrives, nevertheless, at his best guess
of 41, percent per annum on a per capita
basis, which is roughly six or seven times
our own rate of growth.

I next inquire: Do our measures of
gross national product really reveal a
true picture? Is it not necessary to be
far more selective in determining the
kind of growth we need and want? Let
me suggest a few examples. Do we really
need more Cadillacs, more Coca-Cola,
more cigarettes, more cosmetics, more
liquor? Do we really need, as a part
of our gross national product, the serv-
icing and advertising of these products
on billboards and in slick magazines?
Is not this portion of our gross national
product as represented by these goods
and services either useless or downright
harmiful?

What is the total of our gross national
product which goes into goods and serv-
ices which assist the American people
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in their physical well-being and in their
mental and spiritual development?
That is the only kind of gross national
product which really counts.

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

Mr. CLARK. I am happy to yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. As I understand the
Senator from Pennsylvania—and I hope
he will correct me if I am wrong—he
has said that his calculations are that
in recent years the growth of the Ameri-
can national economy, corrected for
constant dollars and for an increasing
population—in other words, putting it
on the basis of constant dollar growth—
has been less than 1 percent per year.

Mr. CLARK. Three-fourths of 1 per-
cent per annum,

Mr. PROXMIRE. What years are
covered?

Mr. CLAREK, The years of the Eisen-
hower administration since 1953.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I think this figure
is extremely important and very signi-
ficant, because we find the Chairman of
the Federal Reserve Board and also the
administration frequently talking about
growth and recognizing its importance,
but talking about it either in terms of
dollars without allowance for the fact
that there has been inflation, or more
usually without reference to the increase
in population.

Mr. CLARK. My figures come from
the Federal Reserve Board and from the
monthly pamphlet “Economic Indica-
tors,” with which the Senator from
Wisconsin is familiar. Unfortunately,
it is necessary to pick out the figures
from tables in the back of Economic
Indicators and the back of the report
of the Federal Reserve Board. The
Board itself never uses those figures
when it speaks of increases in gross na-
tional product.

Mr. PROXMIRE, So the increase is
three-fourths of 1 percent for the past
5% years?

Mr. CLARK. Three-quarters of 1 per-
cent per annum, adjusted per capita and
in constant dollars. In gross terms, the
share of each American man, woman,
and child has increased from $2,516 to
$2,616 as of the first quarter of 1959;
whereas if we stop with the figures for
1958—the last period for which we have
any definitive and final figures—we find
that the per capita share of the real
gross national product had decreased by
approximately $55 a person.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I think it extremely
important to stress the per -capita
measurement, although it is not the one
which is usually used in the testimony
given by economists for the administra-
tion and other witnesses who have ap-
peared before our committees. They
usually have ignored the per capita
aspect. The Senator from Pennsylvania
has, however, very properly pointed out
that the per capita increase should be
considered.

Do not the figures also show a larger
working force? Has not the working
force expanded very substantially over
the past 6 years?

Mr. CLARK. It has; and of course
that is most important.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Is not the increase
in the working force extremely perti-
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nent? Obviously, if there is an increas=
ing work force, and if it is increasing
very rapidly, it is possible to show an
increase in the gross national prod-
uct, even with constant dollars and even
if there is diminishing productivity.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator from Wis-
consin is correct.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I do not wish to
interfere unduly with the Senator’'s
presentation of his remarks. However,
I should like to refer to a point which,
it seems to me, bears on his difference
with the Senator from New York about
the kind of prosperity we are enjoying.

Did the Senator notice on the back
page of the Wall Street Journal of today
the very surprising information—at least,
it was surprising to me—that housing
starts actually declined in May? We
now find that they declined—and did so
contra-seasonally. It seems to me that
that drop in housing starts is most sig-
nificant, in view of the expectation that
housing starts would increase in May.
The drop, instead, in housing starts re-
flects very directly the increase in in-
terest rates, and points out how foolish
Congress would be to go along with the
administration’s request for an increase
in the statutory interest rate.

Mr. CLARK. That is true. Although
the amount of housing being constructed
is still substantial, the tight-money sit-
uation is responsible for the decrease in
housing starts.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes.

So let me say that when we find that
the construction of the needed homes is
decreasing—not inecreasing, as we ex-
pected—that would not seem to be the
sensible time to put a brake on the
economy and prevent progress in this
very vital area of the economy, to wit,
the construction of the homes which
Americans need so badly.

Mr. CLARK. That iscorrect.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, at this
point will the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania yield to me?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
CARTHY in the chair). Does the Senator
from Pennsylvania yield to the Senator
from New York?

Mr. CLARK. I am very happy to
yield.

Mr. KEATING. Of course, the game
of statistics is one which everyone can
play; and statistics can seemingly be
made to indicate something which they
do not in fact indicate.

The gross national product per capita
includes all defense spending or Govern-
ment spending, as the Senator from
Pennsylvania knows.

Does he have any figures which show
the increase in consumption expendi-
tures per capita during these years,
eliminating Government spending?

Mr. CLARK. No, I do not; other
than the fact—with which I know my
friend is familiar—that there seems to
be no substantial letup in the increase
in consumer credit.

Mr. EEATING. Of course, a case
could be made to the effect that it would
be in the overall interest—if world con-
ditions were such that it were possible—
to eliminate, tomorrow, all of our de-
fense spending.
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Mr. CLARK, There can be no doubt
about that.

Mr. KEATING. The arrival of the
millennium of world peace, and the con-
sequent elimination of all defense spend-
ing, is a wonderful idealistic objective,
but of course it would result in a terrific
drop in the gross national product per
capita.

Mr. CLARK. Of course. And, of
course, at the end of the war in 1945
the fear of all of us was that there would
be a depression, accompanied by vast
unemployment. That was predicted by
many economists of considerable ability
and reputation. But that did not occur.

Mr. KEATING. The Senator from
Pennsylvania has referred to an increase
of three-fourths of 1 percent a year in
the gross national product per capita.

I do not have at hand the figures in
regard to the increase in consumption
per capita—meaning the increase in the
consumption of goods and services, other
than Government spending, for the
years 1953 to 1958. But I shall supply
those figures for the REcorp, probably
tomorrow. They indicate a very sub-
stantial increase over those years. How-
ever, I cannot state, tonight, the exact
figures.

Mr. CLARK. I do not wish to quar-
rel with the Senator from New York as
to how relevant they will be. We shall
see that when he submits them.

But again I should like to buttress my
point that large parts of the gross na-
tional product, as it is presently com-
puted statistically, to my way of think-
ing are either useless or are outright
harmful in terms of our needs. In my
own view, none of those expenditures is
in the public sector of our economy; all
of them are in the private sector of the
economy.

Of course it might be said that,
from an idealistic point of view, de-
fense expenditures are harmful—al-
though hardly anyone would say they
are useless. Certainly in the present
state of the world we have to continue
to make defense expenditures, until
there is disarmament.

But I think that in considering the
gross national product, in addition to the
fact that, as a rule, we consider it in a
vacuum, without reference to its per
capita implications, we also tend to
group Cadillac and Coca-Cola produc-
tion in the same category of usefulness
as the construction of schools for use
by our children. That seems to be a
fallacy in connection with all our think-
ing about the gross national product.

I should like to see prepared some
figures which would show us—and I
think they could be prepared by the Gov=
ernment statisticians, although I have
not seen such figures prepared—which
would show what part of the gross na-
tional product is really contributing to
the physical, mental, and spiritual de-
velopment of the American people.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, at
this point will the Senator from Penn-
sylvania yield again to me?

Mr. CLARK. I yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I think that would
be an extremely useful study, and a good
guide to Government policy, particularly
monetary policy, because an increase
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in interest rates falls most heavily on
products which are paid for over long
periods of time, and which thus must be
paid for with borrowed funds. Of course,
I am referring to schools, homes, hos-
pitals—all the things people buy to make
a better life in the best sense.

The monetary—the interest rate—
policies presently being followed by this
administration, are defended on the
grounds that they permit a steady
growth over a period of time. But they
discourage growth in exactly the sector
of the economy where growth is most
urgently and desperately needed.

Mr. CLARK. 1 agree; and that is
especially true in the field of housing—
as indicated by our experience on the
Banking and Currency Committee.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Pennsylvania yield
again to me?

Mr. CLARK. I yield.

Mr. KEATING. I agree entirely that
that would be a very fine study to make;
and I should like to see such a study
made.

But in general there is no particular
merit to increasing our gross national
product by means of Government spend-
ing. Certainly it adds less to the over=-
all good than does private spending.
I am sure the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania will concede that.

Mr. CLARK. No, I do not; I disagree
very drastically with that conclusion.

Mr. KEATING. Well, at least some
of us who are trying to cut down on
excessive Government spending.

Mr. CLARK. The argument I am
making is against that point of view.

Mr. KEATING. The Senator from
Pennsylvania is making the point that
there has not been enough increase per
annum per capita in the gross national
product. Of course, one way to increase
that figure would be by bringing about a
tremendously large increase in Govern-
ment spending, which would have the
effect of inereasing the per capita spend-
ing. But I believe that what has hap-
pened to consumption spending per cap-
ita, other than Government spending, is
a truer measure of what is best for hu-
man welfare.

It is true that it would be necessary to
select certain elements from Government
spending and certain elements from
private spending, in order to obtain an
entirely perfect record—although no
doubt we would never have a perfect
record which all of us would agree was
the proper gage of human welfare.
But, by and large, the proper measure
would seem to me to be the increase
in the consumption expenditures—the
increase in expenditures for goods and
services per capita over these years. I
am certain that those figures show a
very substantial increase.

Mr. CLARK. I shall be happy to look
at those figures when my friend produces
them. For the moment I shall register
my dissent with their materiality.

Although I find myself in accord with
much of the latest statement by the Sen-
ator from New York, I wish to suggest
that what we really have to do is ex-
amine the entire spectrum of the private
and public sectors of the economy, and
decide which parts of the private sector

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

and which parts of the public sector are
most in the national interest and need
to be encouraged, and then determine
the ways and means to encourage them.

That brings me to my sixth question,
namely, is it not very clear, indeed, that
we need a stronger national defense? I
am sure my friend from New York would
not be in favor of cutting down the ap-
propriations for national defense.

Is it not clear that we need more
schools, and more and better paid teach-
ers? I am sure my friend from New
York would agree we need them, al-
though he and I might differ as to the
level of government which should pay
for them.

Is it not clear that we need a decent
home for every American family? That
is the policy declaration of the Wagner-
Ellender-Taft Act of 1949. I am sure
my friend in that respect would follow
former Senator Taft, as I am happy to
do.

Is it not clear we need protection and
preservation of our water supply? My
friend and I are busily engaged at the
moment in trying to accomplish that
with regard to the Delaware River, in
which both our States have a keen in-
terest.

Is it not clear that we need economic
aid for our own depressed areas? This,
perhaps, I feel more strongly about than
my friend from New York, but I am sure
he would agree we have to do some-
thing about the people who are chroni-
cally and persistently unemployed for
so long a time,

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield on that point briefly?

Mr. CLARK, Iyield.

Mr. KEATING. That was brought out
in my remarks. We do have a spotty
problem of unemployment, and we
should approach it as a spotty proposi-
tion and not with a shotgun, overall ap-
proach.

Mr. CLARK. Selectively.

Mr. KEATING. Selectively.

Mr. CLARK. I agree with my friend.
His comments in that regard were to me
very interesting.

I return now to the listing of the things
we need.

We need the elimination of slums in
our cities. Whether it be Buffalo, New
York City, Rochester, Altoona, or Pitts-
burgh; surely the Senator and I agree
that slum elimination is a necessity and
can best be brought about with the aid
of Government, although he and I might
quarrel with regard fo the rate at which
we should attack the problem.

We need to complete and to maintain
adequate transportation facilities by
road, rail, water, and air, In all of these
fields, although it seems unfortunate, the
Government has to move in to give some
assistance.

We need better hospital facilities and
medical care for everyone, but especially
for the aged. Again, we have massive
Government programs which are in-
tended to achieve those ends.

We need community facilities of all
sorts. They are particularly badly
needed in my own Commonwealth, where
s0 many local units of government, be=
cause of bad economic conditions, can-
not raise the taxes which are necessary
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even for the installation of a sewage sys-
tem, or a decent system for providing
pure water, or a respectable courthouse
in which to administer justice. Many
times the local governments cannot pro-
vide a city hall which does not leak and
which has an adequate and substantial
floor,

There is need for a host of other com-
munity facilities, which appear to be be-
yond the financial capabilities of many
local governments to provide.

All of these things will vastly increase
our security, our well-being, and the
value of our civilization in mental, moral,
and spiritual terms.

My seventh question is, Who is going
to supply these things we need, about
which I have been talking? My answer
is that in large part government at all
levels—local, State, and National—has
to supply them.

Why, one might ask, cannot private
enterprise supply these goods and serv-
ices? The answer is very clear. It is
because these things cannot be supplied
at a profit. It is exactly as simple as
that. What I have been talking about
are the areas in the public sector of the
economy, where the needs are great, but
where we cannot expect the private en-
terprise system to provide these needs
because private enterprise is built upon
the profit system. Unless a profit can
be made out of a project, one cannot ex-
pect the private enterprise system to pro-
vide it. If I were the director of or an
executive officer of a private corporation
which operated for profit, and if I were
asked to do these things on a pro bono
publico basis, I would certainly decline.
They must be done by Government, for
only Government can do them.

Where will the Government get the
money to supply these things which are
s0 greatly needed? That is also clear,
though perhaps it is somewhat unpopu-
lar. The Government will get the
money from the taxes which are paid by
Americans and by the corporations
Americans have organized.

My next question is: Can the Federal
Government provide its share of these
things we need in order to establish
and maintain a first-class America over
the next decade on a $77 billion budget?
My answer to that question is clearly
“No,” and that it is folly to think so.
The sooner we in Government acknowl-
edge this fact, both to ourselves and to
our constituents, the sooner we will be
prepared to meet the real challenge of
our time. The fact is that the public
sector of our economy is starved, and
the unneeded and luxury elements of
the private sector of the economy are
glutted.

The next question which arises is: Is
it not necessary, then, to increase Fed-
eral taxes? My answer to that ques-
tion is, “Not necessarily.”

By closing tax loopholes and by a
more rigorous enforcement of the exist-
ing tax laws, I am confident we can
balance the Federal budget for the fiscal
year 1960 and still provide adequate
appropriations in the short run for the
programs I have outlined. I believe the
1960 fiscal year budget can be balanced
at around $81 billion or $82 billion, if
these steps are taken, and that we will
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still have enough revenues for a sub-
stantial payment on the national debt.

If we will take off the fiscal and mone-
tary brakes which have been imposed
on the growth of our economy by the
Treasury and by the Federal Reserve
Board, tax receipts in subsequent years
may—and I underscore the word
“may”—enable us not only to continue
to remedy the obsolescence in the pub-
lic sector of our economy, but also to
give tax relief to those who most need
it.

The brakes which, in my judgment,
are unnecessarily holding back our
growth are the high interest rates, the
unreasoning fear of inflation, and the
obsession that the budget must be bal-
anced but only at the sacred figure of
$77 billion for fiscal year 1960, instead
of at the higher figure which I suggest.

So I should like to say to my good
friend from New York, it is true, as he
says, that the 85th Congress failed to
pass a community facilities bill, an area
redevelopment bill, a housing bill, or an
adequate education bill. But in my
judgment our failure to act is no cause
for satisfaction. It is instead a cause for
shame—shame that the President and
a majority of both Houses of Congress
did not see the need for these measures
and insist that they become law.

I express the fervent hope that this
Congress, the 86th Congress, will be
wiser than its predecessor, even though
the President clearly is nof.

‘When my friend from New York asks,
“What will it take to restore confidence?”
I would say to him, somewhat in lighter
vein but nevertheless using his own
pungent phrases, “A little less talk of
gloom and doom and panic-driven
measures from your colleagues and your
constituents about the threat of infla-
tion. A little less hollering from the
Wall Street all-is-lost group about a per-
fectly normal withdrawal of gold hold-
ings by our friends and allies abroad; a
little less support from the Senator from
New York and his colleagues for the
extraordinarily ill-timed request of the
Treasury for an increase in the statutory
ceiling on interest rates on long-term
Government bonds; and a little more
support for the proposals of those of us
who want Government to help our coun-
try’s sound economic growth instead of
holding it back.”

I would say to my good friend from
Utah [Mr. BExnNETT], “I respect you for
your carefully thought out and clearly
expressed views about our economy and
for the temperate way in which you
state the conservative case. We seek
the same goals, but we travel by dif-
ferent paths.”

Accordingly, I must most respectfully
state for the REcorp my profound dis-
agreement with the basic conclusions of
the Senator from Utah about the role
Government should play in promoting
full employment, maximum growth,
and reasonable price stability.

First, I believe we must and can con-
trol our economy. We cannot sit idly
by and permit our economy to control us,
for left to itself our economy is amoral
and without a sense of social direction.

Second, I concur wholeheartedly with
my colleague from Minnesota in his
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advocacy of more and better economic
and social planning at the National
Government level. Such planning does
not and should not ignore the realities
of life and of human nature. It does
and should represent the soundest of
economic thinking. It calls for the out-
pouring of the best of man’s nature.
This planning is a recognition that man
does not live by bread alone, It advances
Christian compassion, instead of greed,
as the basic force in American life. It
calls us onward toward our manifest
destiny—peace on earth, good will to all
men everywhere, in an atmosphere of
freedom and in an economic and social
climate in which man can fulfill the best
which is in him and rise above the jungle
law of the unregulated marketplace.

The 86th Congress, Mr. President, has
a rendezvous with destiny in following
this course. I hope that rendezvous will
be kept.

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

Mr. CLARK. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I should like to
warmly commend the Senator for what
I think has been an excellent speech.
It is very timely. I am delighted it has
been delivered.

I think it is certainly desirable that
the fine, conservative Republican
speeches which were made by my good
friend the junior Senator from New
York and by the senior Senator from
Utah should be answered.

I think one of the most dramatic
points which has been made by the
Senator from Pennsylvania—and I think
this is the first time I have heard it
made in the emphatic and documented
way the Senator has made it on the
floor of the Senate—is the point regard-
ing the sharp discrepancy between the
growth of our economy, which is three-
quarters of 1 percent——

Mr. CLARK. Per capita.

Mr. PROXMIRE. And the growth of
the U.S.S.R. economy, which the Senator
says is about 42 percent per capita.
The growth of the Russian economy is
six, seven, or eight times as large as ours.

Mr. CLARK. Those are the figures
used by the Senator from Utah [Mr.
BENNETT].

Mr, PROXMIRE. I think the Senator
from Pennsylvania gave us another re-
finement which was very useful, since
it is rarely heard in discussions among
economists, to say nothing of discussions
among Senators. I refer to the dis-
crimination between kinds of growth.

I am sure every Member of the Sen-
ate will agree that we would not give
up any of the political or economic free-
doms of the American system. We in-
sist on preserving our system. We rec-
ognize the system of tyranny of Russia,
and we want none of it.

At the same time, if we are to preserve
our lead—and we have a substantial eco-
nomic lead, and perhaps military lead—
it seems essential that our political lead-
ers challenge the American people and
tell them the truth—tell them that a
system of tyranny is concentrating a
tremendous amount of resources in edu-
cation, in capital equipment and capital
investment, and that as a result of such
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concentration it is forging ahead at an
alarmingly rapid rate.

Mr. CLARK. I agree with my friend
entirely. I thank him for his helpful
comments.

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

Mr. CLARK. Iyield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I think we should
also recognize that this is something
which can be done in a system of free-
dom. We have grown with great rapidity
in America, with a free economy and free
political institutions. Today in Western
Europe—France, Italy, Great Britain,
and West Germany—there are free po-
litical insfitutions, and virtually free
economies are growing very rapidly.
From what I have read and heard, their
growth compares very favorably with
that of Russia and greatly surpasses the
United States. Isthat correct?

Mr, CLARK. I believe the Senator is
correct, although I have not the figures
at my fingertips.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I conclude by com-
mending the Senator. I hope we shall
have more speeches of this kind. It is
extremely important not only that the
political leadership of the country, rep-
resented in the Congress and the admin-
istration, be challenged, but that the
people be challenged, too, so that they
will realize what is at stake.

Mr.CLARK. I thank my friend for his
comments. .

I wish to thank also my good friend
from New York [ Mr. KEaTING] for partic-
ipating in this discussion and remaining
to hear me. I suspect that to some ex- -
tent he is a eaptive audience, because he
is the acting minority leader. At any
event, it is helpful to have his interjec-
tions.

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

Mr. CLARK. I yield.

Mr. KEATING. Let me say to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Pennsylvania
that I enjoyed his discourse. I share em-
phatically with him the sentiments ex-
pressed in the statements toward the end
of his address, in which he said he hoped
that the 86th Congress would do more
than the 85th Congress.

I invite attention to the fact that he
and the distinguished Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. ProxMIRE] both have a very
much greater responsibility in that con-
nection, and very much greater influence
with the majority leader, in shaping the
policies of their party, than has a very
junior Senator on the minority side.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is unduly
flattering. I only wish that he were
correct.

Mr. KEATING. I assure the Senator
that I shall be glad to join in advocat-
ing such legislation as I consider con-
structive. There is much in what the
Senator from Pennsylvania and the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin desire in this area
with which I would agree.

I am happy that the Senator from
Pennsylvania did not take issue with the
fundamental thesis of my remarks the
other day, to the effect that we now have
brighter economic skies. I know that he,
as well as I, the Senator from Wisconsin,
and all other Senators, have a desire to
continue the upward trend.
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Mr. President, in the Washington Star
of Thursday, June 11, there was published
a very illuminating editorial on this sub-
ject, entitled “Brighter Economic Sky.”

I ask unanimous consent to have the
editorial printed in the Recorp at this
point as a part of my remarks.

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

BRIGHTER ECONOMIC SKY

The impressive statistics on mid-May
employment released by the Commerce and
Labor Departments lead to two gratifying
conclusions. One is that the upward busi-
ness trend which began slightly more than
a year ago has passed the stage of recovery
from recession and reflects now a fully con-
firmed prosperity cycle of considerable vigor.
The second is that the administration and
the congressional leadership of both partles
were on sound ground last year in refusing
to be panicked into programs of massive
emergency pump-priming expenditures of
Federal funds.

In brief, the statistics show this: In the
latest 30-day period covered, civilian employ-
ment increased by 1 million to a record
May level of 66 milllon gainfully at work.
This total was 2 million higher than the
corresponding 1958 level and virtually every
major industry group showed better than a
normal seasonal increase. Favorable sig-
nificance also was attributed to the fact
that the average workweek in manufactur-
ing had advanced to 40.5 hours, longest for
that month since 1955, with average factory
wages reaching an all-time high above $90
weekly. In the same period, unemploy-
ment dropped by another 240,000 to a total
of 3.4 million. At the depth of the 1957-58
recession, the jobless numbered 5.8 million.

There are no infallible rules, of course,
by which the duration of a prosperity cycle
may be measured in advance. Experience
suggests, however, that one which has been
developing steadily for as much as a year
has the momentum to continue for at least
another 6 months and perhaps conslderably
longer, Until recently, neither capital
spending for plant expansion nor automo-
biles, two major segments of the economy,
had contributed much to the upswing.
Both are showing current signs of consider-
able improvement. A third component,
an export trade which has lagged badly be-
cause of several factors, likewise has some-
what brighter prospects for the remainder
of the year. All in all, the economic out-
look, for the medimum-term future, at least,
is good.

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, June 15, 1959, he pre-
sented to the President of the United
States the enrolled bill (S. 1901) to
amend section 101(¢) of the Agricultural
Act of 1949 and the act of July 28, 1945,
to stabilize and protect the level of sup-
port for tobacco.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. CLARK. Mr, President, as in leg-
islative session, pursuant to the order
heretofore entered, I move that the Sen-
ate stand in adjournment until 12 o’clock
noon tomorrow. .

The motion was agreed to; and (at
5 o'clock and 29 minutes p.m.) under the
order previously entered, the Senate ad-
journed, as in legislative session, until
tomorrow, Tuesday, June 16, 1959, at
12 o'clock meridian.
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CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by

the Senate June 15, 1959:
PusLic HEALTH SERVICE

Eugenie Mary Davie, of New York, to be a
member of the Board of Regents of the
National Library of Medicine, Public Health
Service, for a term expiring August 3, 1962.

The following candidates for personnel
action in the Regular Corps of the Public
Health Service, subject to qualifications
therefor as provided by law and regulations:

1. FOR APPOINTMENT
O. David Garvin to be senior surgeon.

Norman J. Petersen to be assistant sanl-

tary engineer.
II. FOR PERMANENT PFROMOTION

Thomas E. McClellan to be senior assistant
dental surgeon.

Philbrook H. Knight to be pharmacist,

The following candidates for personnel
action in the Regular Corps of the Public
Health Service, subject to qualifications
therefor as provided by law and regulations:

FOR APPOINTMENT
Clarence A. Imboden, Jr., to be surgeon.

Joe R. Held to be senior assistant veteri-
nary officer.

To be nurse officers
Rena E. Boyle

Kathryn M. Fritz
Dorine J. Loso

To be health services officer
Marion Andrews
The following candidates for personnel ac-
tion in the Regular Corps of the Public
Health Service, subject to qualifications
therefor as provided by law and regulations:

I. FOR APPOINTMENT
To be senior assistant surgeons

James C. Allen Arthur Karmen
Burton Allyn James H. Kauth
David L. Aronson Kurt W. Eohn
Joseph A. Bauer Irwin J. Eopin
Thomas C. Bithell Leavie E. Lee, Jr.
Eurt J. Bloch Leonard 1. Linde
Jacob A. Brody Philip R. B. McMaster
Howard M. Cann Arthur D. Merritt
Theodore R, Carski Edward L. Michals
Thomas M. Cassidy Richard S. Moraites
George E. Cobb Charles F. Nadler
Robert B. Couch Robert J, Olson
Robert L. Dernlan Robert J. B. Osnos
H. Bruce Dull Malcolm I. Page
Frederick L. Dunn Bertram W. Pepper
Leland L. Fairbanks Douglas K. Powers
George H. Franck John C. Pruitt
Herschel C. Gore Carroll B. Quinlan
Charles L. Greenblatt Robert R. Schenck
John H. Hammann Donald P. Schilder
Avery R. Harrington Sam Silbergeld
Hugh R. Hayward George P. Sperry
Alan F. Hofmann William H. Strange
Alfonso H. Holguin Gerald G. Van Aren-
John P. Hughes donk

To be assistant surgeons
Paul G. Belau James L. Johnson
Norris D. Buchmeyer Donald E. McMillan
Joseph O. Dean, Jr. Charles A. Peterson
John W. Dickson James 8. Sullivan
S. Paul Ehrlich, Jr. Paul N. Vann
To be senior assistant dental surgeon
Richard L. Smith
To be assistant dental surgeon
Oscar H. Tatum, Jr.
To be assistant sanitary engineers
Robert G. Bostrom Gerald G. Vurek

Gerald M. Hansler Carl M. Walter
Parker C, Reist

To be junior assistant sanitary engineer
Paul H. King
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To be senior assistant pharmacists

Frank W. Hollister
M. Thomas Wagner, Jr,
To be assistant pharmacists
James R. Grigdesby  Walter J. Ludwig
George R. Hall Bernard Shlelen
John H, Herath Lawrence D. Smith
To be senior assistant scientists

Herber F. Hasenclever Roslyn @. Robinson
Leonard A. Herzenberg Kenneth K, Takemoto

To be assistant scientist
Alan Burkhalter
To be senior assistant veterinary officer
Richard L. Parker
To be assistant veterinary officers
John E. Holman, Jr.

Charles W. McPherson

Gerald L. Van Hoosler, Jr.

To be senior assistant nurse officer

Ellen I. McDonald

The following candidates for personnel
action in the Regular Corps of the Public

Health Service subject to qualifications
therefor as provided by law and regulations:

FOR APPOINTMENT
To be surgeon

George Moore

To be senior assistant surgeon
Donald C. Reifel

To be senior sanitary engineer
Harry P. Kramer

To be senior assistant therapist

Norma J. Ewan

The following candidates for personnel
action in the Regular Corps of the Public
Health Service, subject to qualifications
therefor as provided by law and regulations:

FOR PERMANENT PROMOTIONS
To be medical directors

George Massengill Luther Terry
Robert F. Martin Joseph H. Bragdon
Paul A. Lindquist Donald 8. Martin
R. Lincoln Smith John M. Whitney
George E. Parkhurst Will H. Aufranc
Randolph P. Grimm  Burnet M. Davis
Elmer L. Hill Leon A. Heppel
James F. Maddux Fred W. Thyng
Eugene J. Gillespie Mary Walton
Edward T. Blomquist Elton S. Osborne, Jr.
James L. Elliott Robert W. Rasor
Andrew P. Sackett William W. Richards
Frederick C. Bartter Lewis C. Robbins
Herbert Tabor Carl R. Eunstling
Robert J. Huebner

To be senior surgeons

Charles S. McCammeon James H. Baxter
Richard A. Malmgren Milton Zises
Roger K. McDonald G, Donald Whedon
Andrew G. Morrow Robert C. Lam
Robert O. Scow
To be surgeons

Louils A, Gaul Cameron L, Self
Donald S. Fredrickson Bernard G. Keizer
Howard W. Eopping James L. Goddard
William B. KEannel Cralg S. Lichtenwalner
Eugene W. Veverka  Gilbert R. Christenson
Wallace P. Rowe T. Phillip Waalkes
Charles M. Bowyer Donald R. Chadwick
Aubrey F. Haynes Frederick Stohlman,
Fred J. Payne Jr.
Joseph A. Falzone, Jr. Leonard J. Duhl
Melvin R. Davis David Horwitz
Robert J. Trautman Edward V. Evarts
David C. Miller John L. Stephénson
Margaret 8. Wheeler

To be senior assistant surgeons
Conrad E. Herr 8. Ross Fox, Jr.
Ellsworth Y. Ching Stanley R. Mohler
George H. Christ Richard I. Myers
Joseph M. Torruella Jack P. Clark
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Vernon O. Larson
Donald C. Loos
Norbert L. Dugan, Jr.
Paul P. Carbone
Dean F. Tirador
Richard L. Pentecost - Ray A. Harron
Ray L. Zeigler George W. Sciple
To be dental directors

Mark E. Bowers John C. Heckel

Fred D. Lewls, Jr. Earl C. Hewitt

Dennis E. Singleton,Maurice S. Rodgers
Jr.

James D. Bremner
Robert A, Fouty
David N. Smiley
Richard G. Griffin
Alexander V. Monto

To be senior dental surgeon
Charles P, White
To be dental surgeons
Richard L. Hayes James L. Field
Viron L. Diefenbach  Harold M. Fullmer

Norman W. Littleton Marvin 8. Burstone
Stanley Lotzkar
To be senior assistant dental surgeons
John F. Dyar James W. Smith, Jr.
Willlam R. Wallace Richard A. Coulson
James E. Hardwick IIIRichard C. Doub
Kenneth C. Lynn John L, Ames
Ralph S. Johnson John T. Bauer
Herald D. Green, Jr. Richard H. Fender
Samuel Eakehashi Alfred Hamel
Raymond Berlin
To be sanitary engineer directors
Jamesg H. Le Van Ernest C. Anderson
Ralph Porges Donald L, Snow
John S, Wiley George L. Carley, Jr.
Eaarlo W. Nasi Roscoe H. Goeke
Richard L. Woodward Graham Walton
Gerald W. Ferguson Ralph C, Graber
Conrad P. Straub
To be senior sanitary engineers
Andrew D. Hosey Earl H. Arnold
Henry J. L. Rechen  Keith 5. Krause
Frederick 8. Eent Lloyd W. Gebharc
Charles BE. Bowman
To be sanitary engineers
William E. Bell Lester M. Klashman
To be senior assistant sanitary engineers
Paul A, Kenline George W. Walsh
Walter M. Sanders IIT
To be assistant sanitary engineers
Paul W. Eolp Robert A, Herrick
Lloyd A. Reed Anton J. Muhich
Marvin D. High
To be senior pharmacists
Henry L. Verhulst Reede M. Ames
To be senior assistant pharmacist
Mark H. Barnett
To be scientist directors
Roy F. Fritz Elmer G. Berry
Ralph C. Barnes John H. Hughes
Harold B. Robinson Leon Jacobs

Milton Silverman
Louis J. Olivier

To be senior scientists
William B. Cherry R. Edward Bellamy
Harvey I. Scudder Robert J. Fitzgerald
‘Walter L, Newton Paul P. Weinstein
Geofflrey M, Jeflery George E. Jay, Jr.
To be scientists
Martha K. Ward
Sidney 8. Chernick
To be sanitarian directors
Glenn M. Eohls
Maurice E. Odoroft
To be senior sanitarians
Louis J. Ogden
Eent S. Littig
To be sanitarians

Morgan 8. Seal
Joseph A. Staton
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To be veterinary officers
Robert W. Menges
Donald D. Stamm
To be senior assistant veterinary officers
Daniel Cohen Wellington Moore, Jr.
Roy F. Kinard, Jr. Robert L. Watson
To be nurse directors

Ellwynne M. VreelandEthel A, Todd
Esther A. Garrison Martha B. Naylor
Vera P. Hansel Frances E. Taylor

To be senior nurse officers

Esther Kaufman Jane Wilcox
Apollonia O. Adams Josephine K. Fitz-
G. Alice Boore patrick

Ann F. Mathews
Jeannette E. Potter
To be nurse officers
Mildred Jones Katherine B, Holland

Anne J. Lello Irma F. Monlux

Mary B. Krause Doris D, Day
Mary L. Casey Ava 8. Dilworth
To be senior dietitian
Clara B. Tavis

To be senior assistant therapists
Michael J. Oliva
John L. Echternach
Donald E. Shipley

Maria B, Rementeria

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Moxpay, Jung 15, 1959

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Rev. William Wood Glass, D.D., min-
ister, First Presbyterian Church, South
Boston, Va., offered the following
prayer:

Eternal Spirit whom our fathers have
called God, in whom we live and move
and have our beings, from whom we
derive life and breath and all things,
we thank Thee for Thy most holy, wise,
and powerful preserving and governing
all Thy creatures and all their actions.

We are prone to come before Thee
with sundry petitions all of which ex-
press the hope that we may be blessed,
that we may enjoy that which we
vaguely identify as good fortune.

Help us to see that Thou art with us
in shadow as in sunshine, in suffering as
in health, in sorrow as in joy, to see
that the blessing we covet may well
come to us in darkness rather than in
light—as it did of old time to Jacob
who wrestled with the angel.

To see that for us the blessing may
be no material thing but rather that
we may learn to trust Thee more con-
fidently, more truly, more surely.

Bless us then, great God, that we may
with confidence place our trust in Thee,
and become ourselves a blessing to
others.

For we ask all this in Jesus’ name.’

Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of Fri-
day, June 12, 1959, was read and ap-
proved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by
Mr. McGown, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed

June 15

without amendment bills and a joint res-
og;t.ion of the House of the following
titles:

H.R.318. An act to authorize a revision of
the boundaries of the Edison Na~-
tional Monument, N.J., and for other pur-
poses;

H.R.1306. An act to provide for the sale of
Columbia Basin project lands to the State of
Washington, and for other purposes;

H.R- 1471. An act for the relief of Jim B.
Hill;

H.R.1711. An act for the relief of the Gal-
veston, Houston & Henderson Railroad Co.;

H.R. 1768. An act for the relief of Gerald M.
Cooley;

H.R. 2011. An act for the relief of Lenora
Holmes Mola;

H.R.2044. An act for the relief of the
estate of Richard Anthony Nunes, Jr.;

H.R. 2100. An act for the relief of John F,
Carmody;

H.R.21564. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to acquire certain addi-
tional property to be included within the
Independence National Historical Park;

H.R. 2286. An act for the relief of Joseph
E. Gallant;

H.R. 2289, An act for the relief of Mrs. Ger-
trude E. Shetler;

HR.2586. An act for the rellef of Miss
Mame E. Howell;

H.R.3292. An act to amend title 10, United
States Code, to authorize the Secretary of the
Navy to furnish supplies and services to for-
eign vessels and aircraft, and for other pur-

H.R. 3366. An act to authorize the exten-
sion of loans of naval vessels to the Govern-
ments of Italy, Turkey, and the Republic of
China.

HR.3454. An act to disclaim any interest
on the part of the United States in certain
lands in the State of Colorado, and for other
‘purposes;

HR.3495. An act to direct the Secretary
of the Interior to administer certain acquired
lands as revested Oregon and California rail-
road grant lands;

HR.3486. An act to revise the boundaries
of the Kings Mountain National Military
Park, 8.C., and to authorize the procurement
and exchange of lands, and for other pur-
poses;

. HR.3522, An act for the rellef of Aaron
Green, Jr.;

H.R. 3825. An act far the relief of Dr. Gor-
don D. Hoople, Dr. David W. Brewer, and the
estate of the late Dr. Irl H. Blaisdell;

H.R.3960. An act for the relief of Patrick
W. Gowan, David Dooling, Harlie L. Mize,
James H. Blaes, and William L. Perkins;

H.R.4345. An act to repeal clause (9) of
subdivision a of section 39 of the Bankruptcy
Act (11 U.S.C. 67a(9)), respecting the trans-
mission of papers by the referee to the clerk
of the court;

H.R. 4692, An act to amend sections 1, 18,
22, 331, and 631 of the Bankruptey Act (11
U.S8.C. 1, 41, 45, T31, 1031) to provide for au-
tomatic adjudication and reference in cer-
tain cases;

H.R.4748. An act to extend the leasing
provisions of the act of June 14, 1926, rs
amended by the act of June 4, 1954 (68 Stat.
173; 43 U.8.C. 869—869-3), to certain lands
in Oregon, and for other purposes;

H.R. 5212, An act to revise the minimum
charge on pieces of mail of odd sizes and
shapes;

H.R.5262. An act to revise the boundaries
of the Montezuma Castle National Monu-
ment, Ariz., and for other purposes;

H.R.5488. An act to revise the boundaries
of Wright Brothers National Memorlal,
N.C., and for other purposes;
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