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SENATE

MonpAYy, MarcH 19, 1962

(Legislative day of Wednesday,
March 14, 1962)

The Senate met at 11 o’clock am., on
the expiration of the recess, and was
called to order by the Vice President.

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

Almighty God, in whose keeping are
the destinies of men and nations, endue
with Thy wisdom our fallible minds, as
the spokesmen of the people here face
decisions with the background of fearful
forces of nature which, if not harnessed
by mutual good will, may destroy us
utterly.

We pray for greatness of soul, that
the keys of new power may be used to
open doors, not of peril, but of plenty
for the whole earth.

So distill upon us the dews of quietness
and confidence that in simple trust and
deeper reverence we may be found stead-
fast and abounding in the work of the
Lord, knowing that in Him and for Him
and with Him our labor is not in vain.

So send us forth with serenity and
calm, to meet an agitated world with
an unrufied tranquillity which is
strength and an inner candor which is
the courage of the soul. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. MaNsFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Friday,
March 16, 1962, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were communi-
cated to the Senate by Mr. Ratchford,
one of his secretaries, and he announced
that on March 16, 1962, the President
had approved and signed the following
acts:

5.201. An act to donate to the Zuni Tribe
approximately 610 acres of federally owned
land;

S.1299. An act to amend the act of June 4,
1953 (67 Stat. 41), entitled “An act to au-
thorize the Secretary of the Interior, or his
authorized representative, to convey certaln
school properties to local school districts or
public agencies”; and

8.2774. An act to amend section 8 of the
Organic Act of Guam and section 15 of the
Revised Organic Act of the Virgin Islands,
to provide for appointment of acting secre-
tarles for such territorles under certain con-
ditions.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

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

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

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO
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MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—EN-
ROLLED BILL SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
enrolled bill (HR. 5143) to amend sec-
tion 801 of the act entitled “An act to
establish a code of law for the District
of Columbia,” approved March 3, 1901,
and it was signed by the Vice President.

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 10:30
AM. TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today, it
stand in recess until 10:30 o'clock to-
morrow morning.

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

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. STENNIS, Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr.
DIRKSEN, and other Senators addressed
the Chair.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, a point
of order.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Mississippi will state it.

Mr. STENNIS. In order to keep the
record straight, Mr. President, will the
majority leader make a statement in re-
gard to the order of business? Is it not
true that on Friday, when the recess was
taken, the Senator from Mississippi had
the floor?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, that
is true. However, the Senator from Mis-
sissippi may recall that Senators on both
sides of the aisle had concurred in state-
ments made here on the floor in regard
to the great amount of storm damage
which had occurred on the east coast.

After having cleared this matter with
all those concerned, I should like to ask
unanimous consent, if I may, to have
taken up at this time and passed a meas-
ure introduced dealing with that matter.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object—although I do
not expect to object—I merely wish to
keep the record straight, by stating that
the Senator from Mississippi does have
the floor, under unanimous consent
given last Friday. But with the under-
standing that the Senator from  Missis-
sippi will not lose the floor by yielding
for the purpose requested, and with the
further understanding that in yielding
for such interruptions, he will not be
charged with making a speech on the
pending motion, the Senator from Mis-
sissippi will be glad to yield to the Sena-
tor from Montana and to the Senator
from Illinois, for the purposes they have
in mind.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Mississippi has correctly stated the
case, according to the information of
the Chair.

Without objection, the Senator from
Mississippi may yield at this time to the
Senator from Montana and the Senator
from Illinois, in accordance with the
stipulations the Senator from Mississippi
has stated.
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Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the Sena-
tor from Mississippi for his usual and
unfailing courtesy.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator
from Montana.

FREE ENTRY OF SPECTROMETER
FOR USE OF TULANE UNIVERSITY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent for the present
consideration of Calendar No. 1189,
House bill 641, to provide for the free
entry of an intermediate lens beta-ray
spectrometer for the use of Tulane Uni-
versity.

The VICE PRESIDENT.
jection? :

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill (H.R, 641)
to provide for the free entry of an inter-
mediate lens beta-ray spectrometer for
the use of Tulane University, New Or-
leans, La.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I send to the desk an amend-
ment which I ask to have stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be stated.

The amendment submitted by Mr.
Wirriams of Delaware, for himself, Mr.
Byrp of Virginia, Mr. Boges, Mr. BEALL,
Mr. RoBErRTSON, Mr. KEaTING, Mr. HoL-
LAND, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. CARLSON, Mr,
CurrTis, Mr. Case of New Jersey, Mr. WiL-
r1ams of New Jersey, Mr. JorpAw, Mr.
ErviNn, Mr. BuseH, Mr. BUTLER, Mr.
Cooprer, and Mr, MORTON, was read, as
follows:

At the end of the bill add the following
new section:

“Sec. 2. (a) Section 165 of the Internal
Revenue Code of 19564 (relating to losses)
is amended—

“(1) by redesignating subsection (h) as
subsection (1), and

“(2) by inserting after subsection (g) a
new subsection (h) as follows:

“*(h) DisasTErR LossEs.—Notwithstanding
the provisions of subsection (a), any loss—

“1(1) attributable to a disaster which
occurs during the period following the close
of the taxable year and on or before the
time prescribed by law for filing the income
tax return for the taxable year (determined
without regard to any extenslion of time),
and

“'(2) occurring In an area subsequently
declared by the President of the United
States by Executive order to be a disaster
area,
at the election of the taxpayer, may be de-
ducted for the taxable year immediately pre-
ceding the taxable year in which the disaster
occurred. Such deduction shall not be in
excess of so much of the loss as would have
been deductible in the taxable year in which
the casualty occurred. If an election is made
under this subsection, the casualty resulting
in the loss will be deemed to have occurred
in the taxable year for which the deduction
is claimed.’

“(b) The amendments made by this sec-
tion shall be effective with respect to any
disaster occurring after December 31, 1961.”

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, this amendment carries out
the purpose of the joint resolution intro-
duced by myself and several others last
week. This proposal is cosponsored by
the senior Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Byrp] and others, and it will allow those
in any disaster area so declared by the

Is there ob-
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President of the United States to charge
off their casualty losses on the preceding
year’s tax return when the disaster hap-
pens after January 1 and before the time
prescribed by law for the filing of their
income-tax returns.

This proposal has been approved by
the Treasury Department.

I ask unanimous consent that my fur-
ther remarks on this amendment be
printed at this point in the REcorb.

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR WILLIAMS OF
DELAWARE

Under this amendment when a major dis-
aster strikes-an area between the date of
January 1 and the final date prescribed by
law for the filing of income-tax returns and
when such area is subsequently declared by
the President of the United States by Execu-
tive order to be a disaster area, the taxpay-
ers suffering the losses of property as the
result thereof can elect to deduct such losses
for the taxable year immediately preceding
such disaster.

Under the existing law these casualty losses
are deductible under a formula as provided
by the Internal Revenue Code; however, un-
der existing law such casualty losses are only
deductible in the calendar year in which
they occur. In this instance it means that
the taxpayers would not be able to claim
this loss and thereby get their refunds until
their returns are filed in 1963.

The purpose of this amendment is to al-
low these citizens who suffer such casualty
losses as the result of a disaster which oc-
curs in the described period to compute their
losses as though the loss had occurred in
the preceding year.

This will be beneficial in two categories.
First and most important, it will give to the
taxpayers suffering these losses the refunds
and the use of their money 1 year earlier,
or at a time when they need it most; and
second and perhaps of equal importance, it
will prevent many good citizens who have
always pald their taxes on time but who
now, through no fault of their own, are in
distressed circumstances, from being classed
as tax delinquents on the Treasury Depart-
ment's records.

In instances where the taxpayers have
already filed their returns they can if this
bill is enacted file amended returns and
claim their refunds and thereby have the
use of their money this year.

The language of this bill was worked out
in cooperation with the Treasury Depart-
ment, and they have advised us that they
have no objections to its enactment.

I appreciate very much the cooperation
of the majority leader in getting this pro-
posal before the Senate at this early date
in order that the citizens in these areas
who have suffered property losses may ob-
tain their much needed tax relief imme-
diately.

The following is a typical letter from one
of the property owners in this disaster
area:

“DEAR SENATOR: I just want to thank you
and say may the good Lord bless you in
all things,

“For most of us struck a body blow and
faced with the demand to do something
about it immediately—and without the
financial resources and the connections to
move at once—your proposal would be the
lift of a lifetime. In my own case I had
saved $325 to pay on Income tax over and
above the sum already withheld. Now that
saving has been eaten into just cleaning up
the tide damage and before making any
start on reconstruction. What a rellef it
would be and a chance to tear into the
heavy job ahead to know that I could ful-
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fill my obligation on the 1861 tax without
having to try to borrow momney for it on
top of borrowing $1,600 to restore our home.
“I just want you to know how much I
appreciate your effort, that’s all. No answer
is expected.
“Sincerely,

u "

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
submitted by the Senator from Dela-
ware, on behalf of himself and certain
other Senators.

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendment was ordered to be
engrossed and the bill to be read a third
time,

The bill (H.R. 641) was read the third
time and passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“An act to provide for the free entry of
an intermediate lens beta-ray sectrom-
eter for the use of Tulane University,
New Orleans, La., and to amend section
165 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954
with respect to treatment of casualty
losses in areas designated by the Presi-
dent as disaster areas.”

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
move that the vote by which the bill was
passed be reconsidered.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I move to lay on the table the
motion to reconsider,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the motion of the
Senator from Delaware.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. COOPER subsequently said: Mr.
President, today the Senator from Dela-
ware [Mr. WiLrLiams] very kindly asked
me and my colleague [Mr. MorToN] to
join in sponsorship of Senate Joint Reso-
lution 173, and of his amendment to H.R.
641 which incorporated the substance of
Senate Joint Resolution 173 and was
adopted by the Senate. I hope the
amendments will be accepted without
delay by the House of Representatives,
for it will be of great help to individuals
struck by floods in the 28 Kentucky
counties declared by the President as
disaster areas, in others that may be de-
clared disaster areas, and to hundreds of
people in other flood-stricken States.

VOLUNTARY OVERSEAS AID WEEK

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Mississippi yield fur-
ther, under the understanding which has
been reached?

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, last
week the Senate adopted Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 61. My attention has
been called by the Parliamentarian to
the fact that an amendment to the last
paragraph of the resolution should not
have been included.

Therefore, Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the vote by which
Senate Concurrent Resolution 61 was
adopted be reconsidered.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection——

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Certainly.
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Mr. HOLLAND. What is the subject
matter of the concurrent resolution?

Mr. MANSFIELD. It is Senate Con-
current Resolution 61, and it authorizes
and requests the President to issue a
proclamation designating the week of
March 25, 1962, as Voluntary Overseas
Aid Week.

Mr. HOLLAND. I have no objection
to the request of the Senator from Mon-
tana.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the Senator
from Montana that the vote by which
Senate Concurrent Resolution 61 was
agreed to be reconsidered?

Without objection, the vote by which
the concurrent resolution was agreed to
will be reconsidered; and the concurrent
resolution is now before the Senate.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
now ask unanimous consent that the
vote, by which the committee amend-
ment on page 2, in line 6, was agreed
to, be reconsidered. That amendment
inserted the words “authorized and’;
and, in view of the fact that the amend-
ment is legislative in character, the
amendment should be rejected.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the Senator
from Montana that the vote by which
the amendment was adopted be recon-
sidered? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The question now is on agreeing to the
committee amendment on page 2, in
line 6, to insert the words “authorized
and"” before the word “requested.”

The amendment was rejected.

The concurrent resolution (8. Con.
Res. 61) was agreed to, as follows:

Resolved by the Senate (the House of
Representatives concurring), That it is the
sense of the Congress that people-to-people
programs administered by nonprofit volun-
tary agencles registered with the Commit-
tee on Voluntary Foreign Aid evidence our
friendship for peoples in other lands.

The President of the United States is re-
quested to issue a proclamation designating
the week of March 25, 1962, as Voluntary
Overseas Ald Week.

PRINTING OF REPORT ON LATIN
AMERICA

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if
the Senator from Mississippi will yield
once more, I should like to call up at this
time, if T may, two printing resolutions
reported from the Committee on Rules
and Administration. One was submitted
by the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Mc-
CLELLAN]; the other was submitted by
the Senator from New York [Mr. KEaT-
ING].

Mr. STENNIS. Very well.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Then, Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
Senate now proceed to the consideration
of Calendar No. 1248, Senate Resolution
301, to print with illustrations a report
on Latin America submitted by the Sen-
ator from Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLANI.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection?

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion (S. Res. 301) was considered and
agreed, as follows:

Resolved, That there be printed with illus-
trations, as a Senate document, a report
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entitled “Special Report on Latin America”,
submitted by Senator JoHN L. McOLELLAN
to the Senate Committee on Appropriations
on February 16, 1962; and that five thousand
additional coples be printed for use of that
committee.

PRINTING OF SURVEY OF TRADE
RELATIONS BETWEEN THE
UNITED STATES AND THE EURO-
PEAN COMMON MARKET

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, un-
der the same conditions, I ask unani-
mous consent for the present consid-
eration of Calendar No. 1250, Senate
Resolution 308, to print a survey of trade
relations between the United States and
the Common Market.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection?

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion (S. Res. 308) was considered and
agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That there be printed as a Sen-
ate document a survey of trade relations
between the United States and the Common
Market compiled by Senator KENNETH B,
KEATING.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
again I thank the Senator from Missis-
sippi.

Mr. STENNIS. I have been glad to
accommodate the Senator from Mon-
tana.

TAX DEDUCTION FOR CONTRIBU-
TIONS TO ORGANIZATIONS CON-
SIDERING REORGANIZATION OF
THE JUDICIAL BRANCH

Mr, DIRKSEN. Mr. President, under
the conditions stated, will the Senator
from Mississippi yield at this time fo me?

Mr. STENNIS. Yes; under the con-
ditions stated, I am glad to yield to the
Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, from
time to time the American Bar Associa-
tion and similar groups find it necessary
to have studies made in connection with
proposals to reorganize the judicial sys-
tem in any given State. Such studies re-
quire contributions by individuals, in
order to carry on a campaign of that
kind. However, contributions of that
sort are not now deductible for tax pur-
poses.

On January 18, I introduced Senate
bill 2716, to amend section 170 of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 with re-
spect to certain organizations for judi-
cial reform. That bill in principle has
the endorsement of the American Bar
Association, by its resolution adopted on
February 20.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the bill and the resolution adopted by
the American Bar Association be printed
at this point in the REcorb.

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

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section

170(e) (1) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 (relating to charitable contributions)
is amended to read as follows:

“(1) A State, a territory, a possession of
the United States, or any political subdivi-
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sion of any of the foregoing, or the United
States or the District of Columbia, or any
nonprofit organization created and operated
exclusively to consider proposals for the re-
organization of the judicial branch of the
government of any of the foregoing to pro-
vide information, to make recommendations,
and to seek public support or opposition as
to such proposals, but only if the contribu-
tion or gift is made for exclusively public
purposes.”

Sec. 2. The amendment made by the first
sectlon of this Act shall apply to taxable
years ending after the date of the enactment
of this Act.

RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE HOUSE OF DELE-
GATES OF THE AMERICAN BaAR ASSOCIATION,
FEBRUARY 20, 1962

Whereas it has long been a primary pur-
pose of the American Bar Assoclation to im-
prove the administration of justice, and

Whereas there is a widespread interest and
activity on the part of civic organizations
as well as bar assoclations throughout the
United States in reorganizing and moderniz-
ing State court systems and making them
responsive to present-day needs by adopt-
ing legislation and constitutional amend-
ments to that end, and

Whereas to accomplish such purpose it is
necessary to conduct extensive research,
publicity, and educational programs requir-
ing substantial funds, and

Whereas experience in some States indi-
cates that adequate funds for such activities
cannot be obtained unless contributions
therefor are deductible for Federal income
purposes, and

Whereas there has been introduced in the
87th Congress of the United States legislation
amending the Internal Revenue Code which
would accomplish such result: therefore be
it

Resolved, That the American Bar Associa-
tion approves in principle 8. 2716 (87th
Cong., 2d sess.) introduced by Senator
Dmrsen, of Illinols, and H.R. 10080 (8Tth
Cong., 2d sess.) introduced by Congressman
Yates, of Illinois, amending section 170(c) of
the Internal Revenue Code by allowing
deductibility of contributions to any non-
profit organization created and operated
exclusively to consider proposals for the
reorganization of the judicial branch of gov-
ernments, to provide information, to make
recommendations, or to seek public support
of opposition as to such proposals, but only
if the contribution is made for exclusively
public purposes, and the association favors
the adoption of this legislation.

JoserH D. CALHOUN, Secretary.

IMPORTATIONS OF SOVIET OIL

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, last
yvear I gave considerable attention to
the threat of Soviet oil importations.
That matter was discussed at length on
the floor of the Senate; and I have car-
ried on some correspondence regarding
it with the distinguished Secretary of the
Interior, largely because a monograph
on that subject was written by one of the
personnel of the Department of the In-
terior. I sought to get the matter clari-
fied, and also to obtain clarifications in
regard to other matters in that field.

Accordingly, on March 9, I wrote to
the Secretary of Defense, Hon. Robert S.
McNamara, My letter was written also
because of a statement which had ap-
peared in a news service, and the state-
ment was represented to set forth Gov-
ernment policy.
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Under date of March 14, I received
from the Deputy Secretary of Defense a
letter in which the Department’s policy
and position are set forth; and the De-
partment is just as anxious as is anyone
else to have a clear statement made in
regard to the policy and purposes.

Therefore I ask unanimous consent
that my letter of March 9, and the let-
ter, dated March 14, from the Deputy
Secretary of Defense, be printed at this
point in the REecorp, in connection with
my remarks.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

MarcH 9, 1062,
The Honorable RoBERT S. MCNAMARA,
The Secretary of Defense,
Washington, D.C.

DeEar ME. SECRETARY: It may or may not
have come to your attention that early last
year I rather diligently pursued the content
of a report which had been issued by the
Department of Interior, which bore certain
observations with respect to SBoviet oll. This
matter was subsequently pursued in corre-
spondence between the Secretary of Interior
and myself, and I recite this fact to indicate
my interest in this field of activity and the
impact of Soviet oil upon the economy and
well being of the United States and our
enterprise in this field.

It has now come to my attention that a
recent report on the Soviet oil offensive,
which was prepared by the Rand Corp. of
Santa Monica, Calif., for the U.S, Air Force,
has been summarized and fully publicized in
the March 5, 1962, issue of the Platt's Oill-
gram News Service.

This summary contains a number of asser-
tions, observations, and recommendations
which, in my judgment, appear somewhat
contrary to the best interests of the United
States and the free world.

May I be advised as to whether or not the
Rand Corp. report does reflect and rep-
resent the policy of the U.S. Government?
I would be grateful indeed if I could have
a responsive reply at a reasonably early date.

Sincerely,
EvERETT MCEINLEY DIRKSEN.

THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE,
Washington, D.C., March 14, 1962,
Hon. Evererr M. DIRKSEN,
U.S. Senate.

DeAr SENaTOR DIRESEN: This is in reply to
your letter of March 9, 1062, concerning the
Rand Corp. report on the Soviet oil offen-
sive.

Your interest in the Soviet oil offensive is
well known and greatly appreciated. I
hasten to advise you that the report and
publicity to which you referred does not
represent or reflect the policy of the Depart-
ment of Defense or, to the best of my knowl-
edge, the U.8. Government. As stated on
the frontispiece of the report, views or con-
clusions contained in it should not be in-
terpreted as representing the official opinion
or policy of the U.S. Air Force. I trust,
therefore, that the views and conclusions of
this report will be generally understood as
being solely those of its author, Harold
Lubell, of the Rand Corp.

1 appreclate your bringing this matter to
my attention, and I hope that you will call
upon me if any further information is de-
sired in connection with this matter.

Sincerely,
ROSWELL GILPATRIC.

Several Senators addressed the Chair.
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, several
Senators wish to put matters into the

REecorp, some in the nature of morning
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business, and one Senator has a speech.
Under the circumstances, I ask unani-
mous consent that I may yield to the
following Senators in the order in which
they have requested me to yield: The
Senator from Kansas [Mr, CarrLson], the
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the
Senator from Alaska [Mr. BarTLETT], the
Senator from New York [Mr. KEATING],
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Mc-
CarTHY], and the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Scorr] for remarks they
wish to make, with the understanding
that I will not lose the floor and that my
subsequent remarks will not be charged
to me as an additional speech on the
pending motion.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS

By unanimous consent, the following
routine business was transacted:

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

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

INCREASE OF BASIC ALLOWANCE FOR QUARTERS
OF MEMBERS OF THE UNIFORMED SERVICES
A letter from the Deputy Secretary of

Defense, transmitting a draft of proposed

legislation to amend section 302 of the Ca-

reer Compensation Act of 1949, as amended

(37 U.S.C. 262), to increase the basic allow-

ance for quarters of members of the uni-

formed services (with an accompanying pa-
per); to the Committee on Armed Services,

SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF CERTAIN
ALIENS

Three letters from the Commissioner, Im-
migration and Naturalization Service, De-
partment of Justice, transmitting, pursuant
to law, copies of orders suspending deporta-
tion of certain aliens, together with a state-
ment of the facts and pertinent provisions
of law pertaining to each alien, and the
reasons for ordering such suspension (with
accompanying papers); to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

TEMPORARY ADMISSION INTO THE UNITED

STATES OF CERTAIN ALIENS

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service, Department
of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law,
copies of orders entered granting temporary
admission into the United States of certain
allens (with accompanying papers); to the
Committee on the Judicliary.

DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE PAPERS

A letter from the Administrator, General
Services Administration, Washington, D.C.,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of
the Archivist of the United States on a list
of papers and documents on the files of sev-
eral departments and agencies of the Gov-
ernment which are not needed in the con-
duct of business and have no permanent
value or historical interest, and requesting
action looking to their disposition (with
accompanying papers); to a Joint Select
Committee on the Disposition of Papers in
the Executive Departments.

The VICE PRESIDENT appointed Mr.
JounsTON and Mr. CARLSON members of
the committee on the part of the Sen-
ate.
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PETITIONS AND MEMORTALS

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

By the VICE PRESIDENT:
A Joint resolution of the Legislature of the
Btate of Alaska; to the Committee on
Commerce:

“SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 44

“Resolution relating to the fishing industry,
requesting a special joint congressional
committee and emergency Federal support
“Whereas the fishing industry of Alaska

is in imminent danger of being crushed and

eventually destroyed as its fisheries are
rapidly being depleted and used beyond their
capacity by the increasing number of Rus-
sian and Japanese fishing vessels and of
neighboring American out-of-State fishing
vessels into waters adjacent to Alaska; and
“Whereas Alaska recognizes its fisherles

are supporting an important element of U.S.

forelgn policy which seeks to ald the

economic development of Japan, thus
strengthening our ties of friendship with
that nation; and

“Whereas Alaskan fisheries were sadly mis-
managed before statehood and are already
weakened to the point of exhaustion by out-
of-State exploltation, and are now forced to
yield their harvest to Russian and Japanese
fishing interests; and

“Whereas the decline of Alaska fisheries
cannot serve to bolster U.B. foreign policy
with Japan nor continue to contribute to the
well-being of the people of this State; and

“Whereas the destruction of the fishing in-
dustry will result in an enormous rate of
unemployment, in the loss of a livelihood to
thousands of citizens of this State who have

no other trade, plunging the State into a

great economic crisis; and
“Whereas the burden of U.S. foreign pol-

icy and neighboring out-of-State residents
fishing in Alaska falls heavily upon the
shoulders of the taxpayers of this State who
watch State moneys belng drained and si-
phoned off in a desperate attempt to protect,
manage, conserve, and improve the fisheries;
one of the God-given natural resources that
should instead be expanding and con-
tributing to help build this fledgling State
into one of the greatest in the Union; and
“Whereas it is strongly felt by the people
of Alaska that a true, realistic and on-the-
spot investigation of the fishing industry
will convince the Federal Government that
the mounting fear of Alaskans for thelr
fishing industry is well founded and that
greater control of Japanese fishing and
neighboring out-of-State fishing Iin waters
adjacent to Alaska is essential, together
with increased financial support to foster
the growth of the fisheries: Be it
“Resolved by the Legislature of the State
of Alaska in second legislature, second ses-
sion assembled, That the Congress of the

United States is urged to appoint a special

joint congressional committee to investi-

gate the Alaskan fishing industry and the
necessity for Federal financial support; and
be it further

“Resolved, That the Federal Government is
urged to allocate emergency funds immedi-
ately, to support intense scientific research
programs in Alaska to aid the conservation
and improvement of these vital fisheries; and
be it further

“Resolved, That copies of this resolution
be sent to the Honorable John F. Kennedy,

President of the United States; the Honor-

able Stewart L. Udall, Secretary of the In-

terior; the Honorable Dean Rusk, SBecretary
of State; the Honorable Lyndon B. Johnson,

Vice President of the United States and

President of the Senate; the Honorable John

W. McCormack, of the House of

Representatives; the Honorable Clinton P.
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Anderson, chairman, Senate Interior and In-
sular Affairs Committee; the Honorable Her-
bert C. Bonner, chairman, House Merchant
Marine and Fisheries Committee; the Hon-
orable Harry F. Byrd, chairman, Senate Fi-
nance Committee; the Honorable Wilbur D.
Mills, chairman, House Ways and Means
Committee; the Honorable Willlam A. Egan,
Governor of Alaska; and the members of the
Alaska delegation in Congress.
“Passed by the senate February 21, 1962.
“FRANE PERATOVICH,
“President of the Senate.
“Attest:
“EvELYN K., STEVENSON,
“Secretary of the Senate.
“Passed by the House March 6, 1962.
“WARREN A. TAYLOR,
“Speaker of the House.
“Attest:
EsTHER REED,
“Chief Clerk of the House.
“Approved by the Governor March 13,
1962.

“WiLriam A. Ecan,
“Governor of Alaska.”

A resolution of the Senate of the State of
Alaska; to the Committee on Commerce:

“SENATE RESOLUTION 47

“Recolution commending the work of the
International North Pacific Fisheries Com-
mission

“Whereas the recent meeting of the Amer-
ican section of the International North Pa-
cific Fisherles Commission in Juneau has
reemphasized to the Senate the magnitude
and importance of the work of the Commis-
slon; and

“Whereas the work of the Commission is
particularly vital to Alaska which depends
50 much on its fishery; and

“Whereas the Commission acting on the
behalf of the Government of Canada, Japan
and the United States has made commend-
able progress in the field of offshore and
inshore fisheries research; and

“Whereas this vital service to the Nation
and the State of Alaska has been accom-
pliched while operating under great diffi-
culties and with overly modest financial
means: Be it

“Resolved by the Senate in second Legis-
lature, second session assembled, That it most
highly commends the intergovernmental co-
operation and accomplishment of the Inter-
national North Pacific Fisherles Commission
in its efforts to conserve and beneficially util-
ize the North Pacific fishery through fishery
and oceanographic research, pledges its full
support to the Commission and the Federal
Government for the furtherance of its work,
and urges that the financial support for its
activities be expanded through the efforts
of the President and the Congress of the
United States; and be it further

“Resolved, That copies of this resolution be
sent to the Honorable John F. Kennedy, Pres-
ident of the United States; the Honorable
Lyndon B. Johnecon, Vice President of the
United States and President of the Senate;
the Honorable John W. McCormack, Speaker
of the House of Representatives; the Honor-
able Dean Rusk, Secretary of State; the
Honorable Stewart L. Udall, Secretary of the
Interior; the Honorable Edward Allen, Chair-
man of the International North Pacific Fish-
erles Commission; the Honorable Milton E.
Brooding, Chairman, American section, In-
ternational North Pacific Fisheries Commis-
sion; and the members of the Alaska delega-
tion in Congress.

“Passed by the senate March 13, 1962.

“FRANK PERATOVICH,
“President of the Senate,

“Attest:

“EvELYN K. STEVENSON,
“Secretary of the Senate.”




1962

A concurrent resolution of the legislature
of the State of New York; to the Committee
on Finance:

“RESOLUTION 176

“Concurrent resolution memorializing the
Congress to amend the Social Security Act
by reasserting its authority over public
assistance programs and by limiting the
powers delegated to, or assumed by, an
administrative agency to promulgate pol-
icy and procedure binding upon the States
“Whereas in the State of New York large

segments of the public have manifested over

the years increasing concern with the admin-
istration, effect and cost of public assistance
programs; and

“Whereas the State Board of Social Wel-
fare, as the nonpartisan governing body
charged with making policy and supervising
the administration of public welfare in this

State, on February 20, 1862, recommended

definitive action in recognition of specific

defects in public welfare policy and proce-
dure as follows:

“ 'STATEMENT BY THE BOARD OF SOCIAL
WELFARE

“ “This board has been concerned over the
years with the many problems that have
stemmed from Federal-State relationships in
the public welfare field, especially with the
steadily Increasing domination by Federal
authorities and the consequent loss of State
and local autonomy.

“ ‘Back in 1851, the Governor of New York
State appointed the (Eelly) Commission to
Study Federally Alded Welfare Programs and
examine the problems of Federal-State re-
lationships and the more immediate threat
of withholding Federal funds because of cer-
tain variances in assistance standards and
practices in local public welfare depart-
ments. More recently, the New York State
Temporary State Commission on Coordina-
tion of State Activities identified the danger
of the current situation in this growing com-
plex of Federal-State-local welfare machin-
ery.
“‘“These and other studies by New York
State indicated that there was no disagree-
ment on the fundamental objectives of all
modern public welfare—to help people who
have no other resources but public aid, and
to provide that assistance as promptly, as
effectively, and as economically as possible,
in accordance with the best self-help prac-
tices. What is involved is the bureaucratie
network of Federal regulations, reporting,
auditing, bulletins, State letters, interpreta-
tions, conformity reviews, and a snowstorm
of other administrative paper requirements.

“‘Once again this board finds it necessary
to express concern, its very real alarm, over
another threat to extend Federal dominance
in public welfare—the latest welfare propos-
al of the Federal Department of Health, Ed-
ucation, and Welfare. Here again, this board
and the staff of the State Department of So-
clal Welfare do not gquarrel with objectives—
providing for needy people who must be
helped, rehabilitating individuals who can
profit thereby, and using every known mod-
ern technique for breaking the chain of de-
pendency in sorely deprived familles. Our
anxiety arises from the specific ways and
means proposed to reach these objectives.

““These new proposals, if adopted by the
Congress, would give the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare in Washington full
power to dictate in detail to all the States,
and therefore to all the thousands of local
communities in the Nation that administers
public welfare, just how it is to be man-
aged—almost down to the last piece of paper.

“‘The descretion vested in the Secretary
is without limitations,

“‘The philosophy implied and inherent
is in flat contradictlon to the historiec con-
cern of New York State and its localities for
home rule, and ignores the basic right and
responsibility of the State and its localities
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to declde how they will conduct their public
business,

“‘We believe that a stand must be made
now, by this State and, hopefully, every
ot.her State, to stop and to reverse the trend

Federal domination of a grow-
lng complexity that is getting completely out
of hand, and of the constant threats to with-
hold Federal funds because of alleged non-
conformity with Federal regulations.

“‘“To accomplish this wurgently-needed
change, this board proposes that:

“ ‘1. Because many of these problems stem
from federally required State plans, the So-
cial Security Act should be revised to require
that, not a State’s plan, but its State laws,
should be used as the basis for determining
whether a State 1s in conformity with Fed-
eral law.

“‘Such a revision would also shift the re-
sponsibility for accepting or refusing Federal
welfare funds from administrators to legis-
lators. The amount of funds that are
now available to a State such as New York,
over $200 million annually, is so great that
the decision to accept or refuse such funds
should be made by those who have the duty
to decide the major fiscal policies of the
State. After all, the effect of such fiscal de-
cislons goes far beyond the interest or juris-
diction of any single State agency.

12, The Federal administrator's powers to
review a State’s program for conformity
should be limited to reviewing a State’s wel-
fare laws. This would restrain Federal ad-
ministrative personnel from -continuously
stretching Federal requirements and threat-
ening a State agency with withdrawal of
Federal funds unless its voluminous State
plan is amended again and again to conform
to the latest Federal interpretation of its
own regulations.

“ 3. Determinations stemming from this
review procedure should be appealable to an
appropriate Federal court, which would ren-
der a decision after a hearing in which the
facts indicated whether a State did meet the
requirements of the Federal law or whether
its claims for Federal funds were made in
good faith or that it withheld the Federal
share of recovery funds from the Federal
Government:’ Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved (if the senate concur), That the
Congress of the United States be and it
hereby is memorialized to amend the Social
Security Act as follows:

“1, That titles I, IV, X, and XIV be amend-
ed to require that a State's laws, instead of a
State's plan, conform to the requirements of
those titles to qualify the State for Federal
funds thereunder; and

“2. That titles I, IV, X, XIV and related
provisions of the Soclal Security Act be
amended to make clear that the powers and
duties of the Department of Health Educa-
tion and Welfare be limited to—

“{1) Determining whether a State's laws
conform to the requirements of the Federal
legislation;

“(2) Determining whether in the admin-
istration of the State’s laws there be sub-
stantlal compliance with the Federal
legislation;

“(3) Determining whether a State’s claims
for Federal funds are properly computed and
are based on actual expenditures made in
good faith, and whether a State has cor-
rectly computed and reported the Federal
share of amounts recovered from recipients,
their estates and relatives;

“(4) Stimulating and assisting States to
provide skilled soclal services for the preven-
tion of dependency and for rehabilitation;

“(6) Stimulating and subsidizing re-
search into the causes of dependency and
into methods of effective rehabilitation; and

“(6) On request, to give advice and guid-
ance to States for the better administration
of the federally alded programs; and

“8. That titles I, IV, X, and XIV and other
related provisions of the Social Security
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Act be amended to provide that the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare shall
not deny or withhold Federal funds made
avallable to the States under any of the
Federally alded assistance programs except
with the appraisal of an impartial adminis-
trative board (comprised, for instance, of
three or five persons appointed by the Presi-
dent with the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate, and assured of facllitles and services
adequate to the discharge of its functions),
issued after appropriate notice and oppor-
tunity to be heard shall have been afforded
the State affected; and to provide further
that the State affected shall have the right
to appeal the determination of such board
to an appropriate Federal court; and

“4, That the bill (H.R. 10032 by Mr. M1LLs)
pending in the 87th Congress, 2d session, be
amended to provide:

“{a) For the elimination therefrom of the
authority proposed to be delegated to the
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare
and that all programs and procedures therein
proposed together with detailed standards
for the administration thereof be specified
in said bill or by other act of Congress; and

“(b) That wherever said bill requires con-
formity or other action by the States or any
agency thereof as a condition precedent to
payments to the States of Federal funds,
such State action shall be pursuant to State
statute and not by administrative act taken
otherwise than specifically pursuant to such
statute; and

“5. That temporary aid to dependent
children, an extension of the aid to depend-
ent children category adopted at the first
session of the 87th Congress, be discontin-
ued for the reason that aid to dependent
children is designed for special services for
women with children whose fathers are ab-
sent from the home to meet a family prob-
lem and should not embrace relief to supple~
ment unemployment insurance; also for the
reason that families, the fathers of which
are living in the home, heretofore have been,
and hereafter can be adequately provided
for by home relief, or general assistance, a
program subject solely to the control of the
State and the counties and municipalities
thereof; and for the further reason that if
the temporary aid to dependent children
program becomes permanent it will have the
ultimate effect of transferring control of
public assistance in all its forms from the
States to the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, an administrative agency;
and be it further

“Resolved (if the senate concur), That
coples of this resolution be sent to the Secre-
tary of the Senate of the United States, the
Clerk of the House of Representatives of
the United States, the chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means of the House
of Representatives, the chairman of the U.S.
Benate Committee on Finance, and to each
Member of the Congress of the United States
duly elected from the State of New York, and
that such members are urged to apply them-
selves to achleving the purposes of this
resolution.

“By order of the assembly.

“ANsLEY B, BORKOWSKI,
“Clerk.

“Concurred in, without amendment in the
senate March 7, 1962.

“JoHN J. SULLIVAN,
“Secretary.”

A resolution of the General Assembly of
the State of Rhode Island; to the Commit-
tee on Labor and Public Welfare:

‘““HouseE REsoruTION 1176
“Resolution memorializing the Congress of
the United States to enact legislation to
extend the benefits of library service to
urban areas
“Whereas, the educational needs of citi-
zens of all ages is constantly increasing; and
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“Whereas the need for a well-informed
citizenry at the local, State and national
levels is a necessity in these days when the
social, economic and political structures of
the society in which we live are becoming
increasingly complex; and

“Whereas an educated population is the
best guarantee of a free and progressive
Nation; and

“Whereas the success of the Library Serv-
ices Act of 1056 and its 5-year extension has
increased the facilities of library service in
the rural areas, not only in increased book
stock, more hours of service and more staff
and equipment, but also in increased local
appropriations for these activities, to meet
the educational, informational and recrea-
tional needs of students and citizenry; and

“Whereas many libraries in urban areas of
over 10,000 population are presently inade-
quately financed, have insufficient or out-
dated book stock, and are inadegquately
housed and staffed; and

“Whereas a constantly increasingly de-
mand for service is being made on libraries
which provide more adequate facilities, by
patrons living outside their legitimate
boundaries, causing a severe strain on the
facilities and staff of many urban libraries:
Therefore be it

“Resolved, That the Congress of the United
States enact legislation extending the bene-
fits of library service to urban areas, in an
endeavor to improve the facilities and staff
for libraries in these urban areas, and to
stimulate increased local financial support
for urban libraries; and be it further

“Resolved, That duly certified coples of this
resolution be transmitted forthwith by the
Becretary of State to the Vice President of
the United States, to the Speaker of the
House of Representatives of the United
Btates, and to each of the Senators and Rep-
resentatives from the State of Rhode Island
in the Congress of the United States,
earnestly requesting that each use his best
efforts to enact legislation which would
carry out the purposes of this resolution.”

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of Alaska; to the Committee on Public
Works:

“HoUsSE JOINT RESOLUTION 57

“Resolution relating to the construction of
the BPBradley Lake hydroelectric power
project in south central Alaska and the
Crater-Long Lakes division of the Snetti-
sham hydroelectric power project iIn
southeastern Alaska

“Whereas President Xennedy said In
speeches at Palmer and Anchorage, Alaska,
on September 3, 1960, "We have substituted
in this State a program of no new starts.
‘We have failed to recognize the fact which
the Soviet Union has recognized, and that
is the necessity of (hydroelectrical) power
as the key to their national development. I
think this is the kind of project which
Alaska needs. For the Alaska that I see is
not the Alaska of no new starts. It will not
come about when * * * water runs useless
to the sea’; and

“Whereas the economy of southcentral
and southeastern Alaska is in great need of
new Iindustries capable of utilizing the
abundant natural resources of this area and
providing stable, nonseasonal employment;
and

“Whereas present and potential develop-
ments in the exploitation of natural re-
sources, establishment of industries, and ex-
pansion of the population indicate the need
for the immediate construction of additional
sources of electrical energy; and

“Whereas private power companies have
indicated that they cannot or will not under-
take the construction necessary to guarantee
the comfort or well-being of an enlarged
population or the demands of industrial ex-
pansion; and
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“Whereas the Federal Power Commission
has estimated that the electrical power needs
of the ecity of Juneau alone will more than
double by 1970 and more than triple by 1980;
and

“Whereas the present cost of power is much
higher in Alaska than in most areas of the
United States, due to the lack of modern
power facilities; and

“Whereas feasibility studies have shown
that these hydroelectric power projects can
be economically constructed and are a neces-
sity to the continued progress of south-
central and southeastern Alaska: Be it

“Resgolved by the Legislature of the State of
Alaska in second legislature, second session
assembled, That the Congress of the United
States is urgently requested to expedite in
every possible way the construction of the
Bradley Lake hydroelectric power project
and the Crater-Long Lakes division of the
Bnettisham hydroelectric power project; and
be it further

“Resolved, That copies of this resolution
be sent to the Honorable John F. Kennedy,
President of the United States; the Honorable
Stewart L. Udall, Secretary of the Interior;
the Honorable Eenneth Holum, Assistant
Becretary (water and power), Department of
the Interior; the Honorable Floyd E. Dominy,
Commissioner, Bureau of Reclamation, De-
partment of the Interior; the Honorable Elvis
J. Btahr, Secretary of the Army; Lt. Gen.
W. E. Wilson, Jr., Chief of Engineers, U.S.
Army; the Honorable Joseph C. Swidler,
Chairman, Federal Power Commission; the
Honorable Harry J. Tralnor, Executive Di-
rector, Federal Power Commission; the Hon-
orable Lyndon B. Johnson, Vice President of
the United States and President of the Sen-
ate; the Honorable John W. McCormack,
Speaker of the House of Representatives;
the Honorable Harry F. Byrd, chalrman,
Senate Finance Committee; the Honorable
Clinton P. Anderson, chairman, Senate In-
terior and Insular Affairs Committee; the
Honorable Dennis Chavez, chairman, Senate
Public Works Committee; the Honorable
‘Wayne N. Aspinall, chairman, House Interior
and Insular Affairs Committee; the Honor-
able Charles A. Buckley, chairman, House
Public Works Committee; the Honorable
Wilbur D. Mills, chairman, House Ways and
Means Committee; and to the Members of
the Alaska delegation in Congress. Passed
by the House February 26, 1962,

““WARREN A, TAYLOR,
“Speaker of the House.
“Attest:
“ESTHER REED,
“Chief Clerk of the House.
“Passed by the Senate March 3, 1962,
“FRANK PERATOVICH,
“President of the Senate.
“Attest:
“EvELYN K. BTEVENSON,
“Secretary of the Senate.
“Approved by the Governor, March 13, 1962.
“Wirriam O. Egan,
“Governor of Alaska.”

A resolution adopted by the Board of Su-
pervisors, of Orange County, Calif., protest-
ing against the imposition of a Federal tax
on income from State and local bonds; to
the Committee on Finance.

A resolution adopted by the City Council
of the City of S8anta Barbara, Calif., oppos=
ing any Federal tax on interest from public
bonds; to the Committee on Finance.

COMMENDATION OF COAST GUARD
IN ALASKA — RESOLUTION OF
ALASKAN SENATE

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be printed
in the REecorp, and appropriately re-
ferred, Senate Resolution 41 adopted in
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the Senate of the Alaska State Legis-
lature now assembled in Juneau. The
resolution is one which will be of par-
ticular interest to those Members of the
Senate who represent coastal States as
it expresses a sentiment which I am cer-
tain is shared among all persons who
rely upon the dedicated services of the
U.S. Coast Guard.

The people of Alaska are especially
fortunate in having the protection and
services of the officers and men of the
17th Coast Guard District, Adm. Chris-
topher C. Knapp, commanding. It was
in recognition of the execellence of the
17th Coast Guard District that the Alas-
ka Senate unanimously adopted Resolu-
tion 41 and it is in further recognition
of this excellence that I call to the at-
tention of my colleagues the contents
of this resolution.

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

BENATE RESOLUTION 41

Be it resolved by the senate in second
legislature, second session assembled:

Whereas the economy of Alaska depends
heavily upon the commercial fisheries along
its coast, the sport fishing which brings
tourists to the State, and the water trans-
portation routes which afford the most im-
portant connection with the continental
United States; and

Whereas whether by choice or necessity,
boats and boating are an integral part of the
life of mearly every inhabitant of coastal
Alaska; and

Whereas the extreme tides, variable winds,
and rugged and uninhabited terrain of much
of the coast present hazards to life and
property seldom encountered elsewhere; and

Whereas the U.8. Coast Guard is charged
with the vital duties of providing aids to
navigation, of breaking ice to keep water
transportation lanes open, of enforcing com-
pliance with vessel safety laws and regula-
tions, and of providing rescue and assistance
to persons and vessels endangered on or near
the water; and

Whereas the present administration of the
17th Coast Guard District has been so vigor-
ous and cooperative, and has shown so much
understanding of the problems peculiar to
Alaska, that the Coast Guard enjoys every-
where in Alaska the unbounded confidence
and esteem of the people; be it

Resolved by the senate in second legisla-
ture, second session assembled, That the
commander, the staff, and all the personnel
of the 17th Coast Guard District be highly
commended upon their unstinted devotion
to duty and unexcelled performance of their
mission in Alaska; and be it further

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution
be sent to the Honorable Douglas Dillon,
Becretary of the Treasury; Adm. Alfred C.
Richmond, Commandant, U.8. Coast Guard;
Rear Adm. Christopher C. Knapp, com-
mander, 17th Coast Guard District; Capt.
Gilbert I. Lynch, chief of staff, 17th Coast
Guard District; and Capt. Alfred E. Harned,
chief, Operations Division, 17th Coast Guard
District.

BILLS INTRODUCED

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

By Mr. CHURCH (by request) :

S. 3018. A bill to provide for the convey-
ance of the 39 acres of Minnesota Chippewa
tribal land on the Fond du Lac Indian Reser-
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vation to the 5S. Mary and Joseph Church,
Bawyer, Minn.; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. BEALL:

S. 3019. A bill to provide for the convey-
ance of certain real property of the United
States to the State of Maryland; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs,

By Mr. SPAREMAN (for himself and
Mr. YARBOROUGH) @

S. 3020. A bill to extend the maximum
maturity of VA-direct nonfarm home loans
from 30 to 36 years; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

By Mr. HART.

S. 3021. A bill to amend the Agricultural
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as amend-
ed; and

5. 3022. A bill to amend the Agricultural
Adjustment Act, as reenacted and amended
by the Agricultural Marketing Agreement
Act of 1937, as amended, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry.

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

By Mr. GORE (for Mr. KEFAUVER) !
$5.38023. A bill for the relief of Mr. Deme-
trious Mallios; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
By Mr., YARBOROUGH (for himself
and Mr. SPARKMAN) :

S.3024. A bill to extend the maximum
maturity of VA-guaranteed or insured home
loans from 30 to 35 years; to the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare.

By Mr. YARBOROUGH (by request):

S.3025. A bill to supplement certain pro-
visions of Federal law incorporating the
Texas & Pacific Raillway Co. in order to glve
certain additional authority to such com-
pany; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HARTEE:

5.3026. A bill for the rellef of Jeno Nagy;

to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. CARLSON:

B.3027. A bill for the relief of Gail Hohl-
weg Atabay and her daughter; to the Com-~-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PELL:

y Mr. -
5.3028. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.
(See the remarks of Mr. PeELL when he in-
troduced the above bill, which appear under
a separate heading.)

PROPOSED LEGISLATION TO
AMEND THE AGRICULTURAL
MARKETING AGREEMENT ACT
OF 1937

Mr. HART. Mr. President, the mar-
keting of farm products has changed
greatly over the past 25 years. It is
felt that certain language in the Agri-
cultural Marketing Agreement Act of
1937 is unnecessarily restrictive in terms
of present-day conditions.

The two bills I am introducing today
deal with changes which have been sug-
gested by a number of organizations
specifically interested in expanding the
uses to which funds, collected pursuant
to a marketing order, may be put to use.

In general, the first bill would amend
section 8c(6) of the Agricultural Mar-
keting Agreement Act of 1937 to permit
funds collected to be used to, first, es-
tablish research projects and, second, to
finance domestic and foreign marketing
programs. Farmers producing any spe-
cific commodity need all the tools of
market promotion possible to expand
the consumption of their produect. Paid
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advertising is one of the important tools
of promotion needed today. The pro-
ducers of dairy products and the pro-
ducers of red cherries, peaches, and pears
for processing, and the producers of
apples, for both fresh and processing use,
are especially interested in the availabil-
ity of this tool to strengthen their pri-
vate marketing programs.

The second bill which I am introduc-
ing seeks to accomplish the same pur-
pose but its applicability is limited to
cherries, authorizing the use of funds
raised under any cherry marketing order
to be used for market promotion, in-
cluding paid advertising.

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

The bills, introduced by Mr. HarT, were
received, read twice by their titles, and
referred to the Committee on Agricul-
ture and Forestry, as follows:

S.3021. A bill to amend the Agricultural
Marketing Agreement Act of 1937, as
amended; and

S.8022, A bill to amend the Agricultural
Adjustment Act, as reenacted and amended
by the Agricultural Marketing Agreement
Act of 1937, as amended, and for other pur-
poses.

AMENDMENT OF IMMIGRATION AND
NATIONALITY ACT

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I rise to
introduce a bill which would amend the
Immigration and Nationality Act. I
have long had a deep and abiding in-
terest in immigration policy based on
my experience as a vice consul ad-
ministering the current basic immigra-
tion law, my work as an officer of the
American Immigration and Citizenship
Conference, and my work with refugees
in Austria after the Hungarian revolu-
tion as a vice president of the Interna-
tional Rescue  Committee. Mr. Presi-
dent, my experience and study have
convinced me that there is a vital need
for new immigration legislation to meet
the responsibilities we face as a leader
of the free world in the decade of the
sixties.

This bill, I introduce today, permits
the admission of 250,000 immigrants
annually. Eighty thousand of the visas
provided for in this bill would be allotted
on the basis of the proportion which
each country’s population holds to the
world population but no one counfry
could be allotted more than 1,500 visas
under this provision. An additional
120,000 visas would be allocated accord-
ing to the proportion each country’s
annual immigration during the past 15
years to the United States, holds to an
average of the total immigration to the
United States during the same period.

This formula strikes at the un-Ameri-
can concept that one race is superior to
another or that northern and western
Europeans make better Americans than
do southern and eastern Europeans.
For instance, under the present law,
Italy, with a population of 49,052,000,
has a quota of 5,666, while Germany,
with a population of only 3 million larger
than that of Italy, presently has a quota
of 25,814. Under the formula offered in
my bill, Italy’'s quota would be 15,648 and
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for instance, countries like Portugal and
Greece, who have been discriminated
against, would receive more equitable
quotas. In the case of Portugal, her
quota would be raised from the current
438 to 1,892 and Greece’s quota would be
raised from 308 to 3,458.

Under this bill, up to 100 percent of
each country’s quota would be allocated
for the reuniting of a family with a
family member who has already been
admitted to the United States for perma-
nent residence. Moreover, husbands
and wives, parents, brothers and sisters
of American citizens would be admitted
without regard to the quota. Also, be-
cause of the pooling of quotas provision,
the reuniting of husbands and wives,
children and parents with legally ad-
mitted aliens, would be considerably
speeded up. The medical requirements,
in any case, for reuniting families, would
be eased. I do not believe that the jus-
tice and humanity of such provisions
need any explanation.

This bill would also provide that an
immigration officer could not question
the quota status of an immigrant’s visa,
although, of course, the Attorney Gen-
eral would retain the power to deport a
person admitted for permanent residence
if it were proved at a later date that he
or she had made fraudulent application
to the consul who issued a visa for per-
manent residence.

That portion of a country's annual
quota not needed for reuniting of fam-
ilies would be allocated for ‘“pioneer”
immigrants. When considering immi-
gration legislation, we must not lose
sight of the need for “pioneer” immi-
grants who, like their forebears in the
past, brought fresh vitality to our na-
tional cultural, economie, and political
life. We need this new blood today just
as much or more than we did in the past.

Because I believe strongly that spirited
pioneer immigrants have a great contri-
bution to make, this bill proposes medical
standards designed to insure that our
pioneer immigrants will be vigorous peo-
ple in excellent health. This bill also
contains provisions for arranging for
pioneer immigrants to spend their first 2
years in the United States in an area
where they can be best integrated into
the economic and cultural life of our
country.

Without regard to the total national
quota allotment of 200,000 visas, an-
other 10,000 visas would be earmarked
for people with skills which we desper-
ately require. I do not need to dwell
on the need of our country for certain
skills.

A further 40,000 visas would be ear-
marked for refugees from tyranny. Al-
though America has provided generous
financial assistance to these refugees,
we have not taken within our borders our
fair share of those who have often sacri-
ficed all to live in freedom. Actually,
the last set of statistics which I have
seen showed that our country ranked 13
in the world when it comes to taking in
refugees as measured on the basis of rel-
ative population and still further down
the scale when measured on the basis
of relative wealth.
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There has been a great deal of talk
about taking the initiative in the cold
war. By resettling our fair share of
refugees, we would give new hope to
those who bear this tragic title and strike
a new blow for freedom. No amount of
Communist doubletalk can cover up the
devastating fact that the people of the
so-called peoples’ democracies, are con-
tinuously fleeing and voting with their
feet against their rulers. The proof of
this is demonstrated by the detestable
wall in Berlin and the cruel Iron Curtain
which stretches across Europe. In turn,
the least we can do is to insure that we
erect no paper wall preventing us from
fulfilling our responsibilities to those
escapees who deserve our admiration and
assistance.

Mr. President, I believe that our coun-
try can no longer delay serious consider-
ation of new concepts of immigration.
We all know that both parties in their
platforms recognized the need for new
immigration legislation. It is my ear-
nest hope that this bill will serve to stim-
ulate interest and discussion in the chal-
lenging field of immigration.

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

The bill (S. 3028) to amend the Im-
migration and Nationality Act, intro-
duced by Mr. PELL, was received, read
twice by its title, and referred to the
Commitiee on the Judiciary.

CHANGE OF NAME OF BIG BEND
RESERVOIR IN SOUTH DAKOTA
TO LAKE SHARPE—ADDITIONAL
COSPONSOR OF BILL

Mr, MUNDT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the name of my
colleague, the junior Senator from
South Dakota [Mr, Casel, may be added
as a cosponsor of Senate bill 2988, at
its mext printing, which I introduced
last week, to change the name of the
reservoir behind Big Bend Dam in South
Dakota to Lake Sharpe, in memory of a
beloved former Governor of our State.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

TREATMENT UNDER INTERNAL
REVENUE CODE OF 1954 OF CASU-
ALTY LOSSES IN AREAS DESIG-
NATED BY THE PRESIDENT AS
DISASTER AREAS—ADDITIONAL
COSPONSORS OF JOINT RESOLU-
TION

Under authority of the order of the
Senate of March 16, 1962, the names of
Mr. Coorer, Mr. MorToN, Mr. JAVITS,
and Mr. LonG of Missouri were added as
additional cosponsors of the joint reso-
lution (S.J. Res. 173) relating to the
treatment under the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 of casualty losses in areas
designated by the President as disaster
areas, introduced by Mr. WiLLiams of
Delaware (for himself and other Sena-
tors) on March 16, 1962.

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON INDIAN
HEIRSHIP LAND PROBLEM

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I an-
nounce for the information of the Sen-
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ate that the Subcommittee on Indian
Affairs, of which I am chairman, will
hold hearings on S. 2899, a bill relating
to the Indian heirship land problem, on
Monday and Tuesday, April 2 and 3, be-
ginning at 10 a.m. in room 3110 New
Senate Office Building.

I hope that all interested parties who
may wish to give testimony or submit
statements in connection with the pro-
posed legislation will notify the staff of
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs in order that an appropriate wit-
ness list may be prepared.

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

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

By Mr. HAYDEN:

Address delivered by Senator Moss at the
semicentennial celebration of the State of
Arizona, at Phoenix, Ariz., on February 14,
1962,

By Mr. WILEY :

Weekend radio broadcast by himself over
Wisconsin radio stations, dealing with the
challenges confronting our Nation.

THE NEED FOR A LONG-RANGE
SUGAR ACT

Mr, CARLSON. Mr. President, there
can be no justification for cutting do-
mestic sugarbeet production by at least
10 to 12 percent, as proposed in the ad-
ministration’s program.

I am amazed that the administration
would present such a proposal at the
present time. If it should be adopted,
it would give no consideration to either
our beet and cane producers or our
sugar refining industry.

‘When the 357,000 tons of fully refined
sugar annually imported from Cuba
were eliminated, our beet producers had
a right to expect additional permanent
quotas for sugar production.

After several annual extensions of the
Sugar Beet Act, we have been unable to
secure any definite quotas for our
growers. This is a situation that should
not prevail. If the administration pro-
posal is adopted, it will not only continue
to prevail, but our domestic sugar indus-
try will be further curtailed.

In this session of Congress we should
not continue to enact annual or short-
term extensions of our Sugar Act, but
we should work out a realistic long-
range Sugar Act.

Those of us who serve on the Senate
Finance Committee are familiar with the
procedure that has been followed in the
past years regarding the extension of
this act, which expires on June 30 of this
year.

Generally, 2 or 3 days before the date
of expiration, we in the Senate are con-
fronted with a House-passed bill that we
are told must be passed before the ex-
piration date. It is a case of either take
it or leave it.

In view of the administration’s cur-
rent proposal, which is contained in a
tentative nine-point program: and was
presented to sugar industry representa-
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tives recently, it is imperative that we in
Congress begin immediate consideration
of the new Sugar Act for 1963.

The administration’s proposal would
require at least a 10 percent reduction
in sugarbeet acreage next year, or an
estimated 200,000 tons less.

In the State of Kansas we have thou-
sands of acres of soil and large irrigated
areas where sugarbeets are, and zan be,
profitably grown. If our Kansas farmers
were assured of permanent sugarbeet
quotas, we would be in a position to con-
struct sugar refineries in areas where
our sugar could be profitably refined.

Someone will no doubt say that at the
present time there are no sugar quotas
and the production has not been greatly
increased in Kansas. The reason, of
course, is that sugarbeets can be grown
only where sufficient refining capacity
is available, and our growers are produc-
ing every ton that can be refined in the
refineries that are available.

It seems even more ridiculous to cur-
tail sugarbeet acreage when we have no
surplus of sugar, at a time when our
Federal Government is insisting on
further reductions of farm crop acreage.

We pay farmers to leave land idle,
we restrict the acreage that can be used
for current crops, and, under the Sugar
Act, we prevent them from contributing
to the revenues and general welfare of
our economy.

Congress has established the program
for sugar in the past, and it has worked
well,

There are many phases and details in
the administration’s proposed draft on
sugar legislation, and I shall not dwell
on them at this time. It is imperative,
however, that Congress immediately be-
gin to look at the proposal submitted by
the administration that would further
reduce the production of beet and eane
sugar in this Nation. The early exten-
sion of the Sugar Act is in the interest
of the President, the Congress, the grow-
ers, and the refineries.

MAJOR ACCELERATION NEEDED
FOR THE CENTRAL UTAH AND
THE DIXIE RECLAMATION PROJ-
ECTS IN UTAH

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I
have just sent letters to the President
and to Secretary of Interior Stewart L.
Udall urging an immediate speedup in
the planning and construction of the
central Utah and Dixie reclamation
projects in Utah. In light of the serious,
prolonged drought which plagued Utah
during the past 3 years, such an ac-
celeration is urgently and vitally needed
to assure an adequate water supply for
the people of the State.

SUMMARY OF THE PROPOSALS

In my letters I asked the President
and the Secretary of Interior to repro-
gram $6,303,000 already in the Presi-
dent’s fiscal year 1963 budget request
which is now earmarked to build trans-
mission lines in the State of Utah in
connection with the Colorado River
storage project.

Of this amount, $5,303,000 should be
used as follows:

First. Immediately speed up the de-
tailed advance planning studies and the
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final definite plan reports for the Jensen,
Upalco, and Bonneville units of the cen-
tral Utah project.

Second. In connection with the Bon-
neville unit:

(a) Complete all preconstruction
studies and initiate construction of a
dike across Provo Bay on Utah Lake.

(b) Complete all preconstruction
studies and initiate construction of a test
dike at Goshen Bay on Utah Lake.

(¢) Speed up and complete studies of
further water storage and other develop-
ment on the Provo River, including all
the necessary studies to assure an ade-
quate water supply in Heber Valley.

Third. Immediately initiate studies to
extend the Bonneville unit south adding
the Sevier River Basin to the project for
the benefit of Millard, Juab, Sanpete, and
Sevier Counties.

Fourth. Commence studies this year
leading to early development of an irri-
gation project near Ouray to the south
in Uintah County.

Fifth. Initiate studies leading to inclu-
sion of additional Uintah Basin Indian
lands in the first stage of the central
Utah project.

Sixth. Accelerate studies which will
assure early completion of irrigation
projects to make certain an adequate
water supply will be available to white
water users in Duchesne and Uintah
Counties.

Seventh. Immediately initiate and
complete plans to assure much earlier
delivery of water than now planned from
the Green River into the Uintah Basin,
thus completely assuring a sufficient
water supply to meet all needs in the
basin.

The other $1 million should be allo-
cated to the Dixie project, conditional
upon congressional authorization this
year. Such action will save at least a
year's time in getting construction un-
derway in this important reclamation
effort.

WILL NOT ADD TO THE KENNEDY BUDGET

These recommendations which I have
proposed will not add to the appropria-
tion requests already made by the Ken-
nedy administration for the Upper Colo-
rado River storage project. On February
20, 1962, the Department of Interior
announced its decision on who should
build the transmission lines for the
Colorado storage project. Under this
decision, the Department will use many
existing private utility lines, particularly
in the State of Utah. This was a wise
step, which I supported. I strongly
maintained throughout the entire dis-
pute over who should build the lines that
many millions could be saved to the
taxpayers in initial investment cost and
many more millions made available to
build the irrigation features of the Colo-
rado storage project if the private utili-
ties' systems were used. This was fully
borne out by the Department’s decision
of February 20.

Secretary Udall said that there would
be a $27 million reduction in Federal in-
vestment for the transmission grid and
that $77 million would be added to the
project's basin fund to build irrigation
projects above that which would have
been available had there been all-Fed-
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eral construction. Twenty-two million
dollars of the $27 million will be saved
in Utah, and over $62 million of the
$77 million will be added to the basin
fund from Utah. It seems only logical
and fair, therefore, that a significant
portion of these savings be used to ac-
celerate projects in the State of Utah.
President Kennedy submitted his
budget request for fiscal year 1963 in the
beginning of January of this year, a
month and a half before Secretary Udall
made his transmission line decision. As
a result, there is now included in the
President’s budget $6,303,000 for trans-
mission lines in Utah that will not be
needed. Of this amount, $3,733,000 is
allocated to the Glen Canyon to Center-
field, Fillmore, and St. George lines, and
$2,570,000 for the Vernal to Hyrum line.
I have asked the President and the Sec-
retary of the Interior to transfer this
$6,303,000 to the studies and projects as
I have already outlined. In addition, I
shall appear before the Senate Appro-
priations Committee to make this same
request. Neither the House nor the
Senate has yet held hearings on the
public works appropriation bill which
deals, in part, with reclamation projects.
GREAT NEED FOR SPEEDUP

The recommended speedup in the cen-
tral Utah project is greatly needed. The
3-year drought which we have just ex-
perienced shows that we are only now
studying projects which should have been
built a decade ago. Moreover, the census
experts flatly predict that the population
of Utah will reach about 1,400,000 by
1975, just over 13 years from now. Since
the 1960 population was 880,000, this in-
dicates that there will be an increase in
population of about 345,000 just in this
decade. Such explosive population
growth is well beyond that of any ex-
perienced thus far in the State’s history.
For example, during the 1950-60 decade,
Utah’s population increased by 190,000,
the largest growth to date. But this is
just the beginning. The population ex-
perts predict that Utah's population
could reach 2 million by the year 2000.
That is just 38 years from now.

If the expected 2 million population
level is achieved by the year 2000, it
means that water resources must be de-
veloped to support an average of 280,-
000 more people for each decade be-
tween now and then. We must move
swiftly to meet these tremendous new
demands on our limited water supply.

CENTRAL UTAH PROJECT—UTAH'S LAST GREAT
‘WATER HOLE

The only way we in Utah can get ad-
ditional water is to petter use and con-
serve that which is already available.
Under the upper Colorado River com-
pact of 1948, Utah is entitled to 23 per-
cent of the upper Colorado River water
to use in the State. Our only hope to
fully utilize this 23 percent share is the
key central Utah project authorized by
Congress in 1956, in a bill which I had
the privilege to sponsor. If we are to
have this precious water when it is
needed, it is imperative that prelimi-
nary studies be made as soon as possible,
so that construction can be completed
at the earliest possible date on all units
of the central Utah project.
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It is estimated that the accelerated ur-
banizing trend in Salt Lake and Utah
Counties alone will bring about a need
for an additional 114,000 acre-feet of
muniecipal and industrial water in the
two counties between 1975 and the year
2000. Between 1950 and 1960, the popu-
lation in Salt Lake and Utah Counties
increased by 39 percent and 30 percent,
respectively. It is expected that this
trend not only will continue but also will
accelerate.

In addition, water needs are also acute
in the Uintah basin, the Sevier basin,
and in the agricultural portions of Utah
County. All of these areas suffered
greatly during the drought.

Under the central Utah project, water
will be imported by tunnel from the
Colorado River basin into the Bonne-
ville basin, which, together with devel-
opment of local supplies and reuse of
return flows, will provide an average of
about 220,000 acre-feet annually for ir-
rigation use; 8,000 acre-feet initially
will be available for municipal and in-
dustrial use, enough for an average
western city of 372,000 inhabitants.
Other unit works will permit future di-
versions from the Provo River to in-
crease the total amount for municipal
and industrial uses in Utah and Salt
Lake Counties to 100,000 acre-feet an-
nually, enough for a city with 641,000
population. Later on, in the ultimate
phase of the Bonneville basin, an addi-
tional 400,000 acre-feet annually will be
imported from the Colorado basin.

Corresponding benefits will be con-
ferred upon the people of the Uintah
Basin through better use of existing
water supplies and imported water from
the Green River. But it is imperative
that work be undertaken much earlier
than now planned in TUintah and
Duchesne Counties to assure a full water
supply for these counties. In particular,
studies should be initiated at once lead-
ing to construction of the necessary
works to bring water from the Green
River, probably from the Flaming Gorge
Reservoir. Likewise, the Sevier River
Basin will be greatly benefited if my rec-
ommendations are carried out, for water
would flow south much sooner than now
scheduled.

BEPEEDUFP OF JENSEN, UPALCO, AND BONNEVILLE
UNITS

Under present Bureau of Reclamation
plans, definite plan reports, which are
required before construction can be
initiated, will be completed as follows:

First. Jensen unit, June 1964.

Second. Upalco unit, June 1964.

Third. Bonneville unit, first stage,
June 1963.

Fourth. Bonneville unit, second stage,
June 1966.

This pace is not adequate to meet the
needs of the people in the areas involved.
In saying this, I do not intend to be
critical of the Bureau of Reclamation,
because I am confident, after carefully
studying the situation, that the Bureau
is making good progress in light of the
present limited funds and personnel
available. In my opinion, the Bureau
can move ahead much faster if it is
given the additional funds I have re-
quested. .
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In requesting an acceleration of the
present pace, I am aware that such a task
requires experienced specialists, includ-
ing engineers, hydrologists, land classi-
fiers, and economists. If the Bureau
does not have sufficient trained special-
ists presently on its staff, top-flight, ex-
perienced men can be obtained on a
short-term or consultant basis. For ex-
ample, such men as E. O. Larson, former
Bureau of Reclamation region 4 di-
rector, who did so much to develop the
project, would probably be available.
Other specialists could also be readily
obtained.

It was my privilege last year to appear
before the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee, which in its wisdom approved my
request for $100,00 to speed up planning
on the Jensen unit. As a result, the
definite plan report will be finished in
June of 1964 instead of June 1965. A
full year will be saved. Equally and
even more dramatic results could be ob-
tained if my present recommendations
are adopted by the administration and
by Congress.

It is my hope that the report on the
first stage of the Bonneville unit will be
finished in time to start construction late
next spring. Likewise, I think it is pos-
sible for the definite plan reports on the
Jensen and Upalco units to be completed
in mid-1963. Admittedly this is a most
complex undertaking and involves diffi-
cult problems, but the need is of sufficient
magnitude to fully justify the additional
effort.

TUTAH LAKE DIKES AT PROVO AND GOSHEN BAYS

Two key features of the Bonneville
unit which should be stepped up are the
proposed dikes on Utah Lake at Provo
and Goshen Bays. These two dikes are
not scheduled for study until the sec-
ond stage of the Bonneville unit, which
means the definite plan reports will not
be completed at the present schedule
until 1966. However, in view of the
great potential benefits which will flow
from these dikes, it is my strong convic-
tion that the requisite studies should be
undertaken beginning this summer.

On February 15, 1961, I directed a let-
ter to Secretary of the Interior Stewart
Udall asking that he immediately in-
itiate studies of the two dikes, leading
to early construction. Unfortunately,
my request was refused. When the in-
itial central Utah project study was
completed in 1951, the Bureau of Recla-
mation estimated that a great new sup-
ply of water would be available as the
result of a dramatic reduction in evapo-
ration from the surface of Utah Lake—
60,000 acre-feet at Goshen and 30,000
acre-feet at Provo were thus to be saved.
The lake is extremely shallow, but fully
covers 95,000 acres of land and is only
13 feet deep at its deepest spot. As a
result, evaporation consumes half of the
lake inflow in normal years,

It is tragic to waste 90,000 acre-feet of
water yearly, especially in times of
drought. That is 29.4 billion gallons of
water which is lost in our water-short
area every year. According to public
health experts, that is enough water to
fully supply an average western city of
577,000 people. That includes not only
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water for culinary purposes but also for
industrial and all other uses combined.

These initial Bureau evaporation esti-
mates have been revised, but even the
latest hydrologic studies show that dur-
ing wet eycles the yield of Utah Lake
would be increased up to 65,000 acre-
feet annually by diking the two bays and
largely drying up the land behind them
with drains and sump pumps.

It is my understanding that in the
case of Goshen Bay, which is the larger
of the two and has a more questionable
foundation, it would probably be advis-
able to construct a test section of the
dike before completing the final speci-
fications needed for awarding a con-
struction contract, as was done on Wil-
lard Bay.

I hope that the necessary engineering
construction can be completed and that
this test section, recommended by As-
sistant Secretary of the Interior Kenneth
Holum, can be started during the coming
fiscal year, using a portion of the in-
creased funds which I am proposing,
which can be transferred from their rec-
ommended use in building construction
lines to these new purposes.

In addition to saving water from evap-
oration, 8,400 acres of new land would
be irrigated in the Provo Bay area, and
supplemental water would be provided
for about 2,400 acres of fringe lands.
The consumptive use of water with this
new irrigation development still would
be slightly less than the evaporation and
transpiration losses from the bay area
under present conditions. Thus the irri-
gation development of the Provo Bay
would not deplete the Utah Lake water
supply.

It is expected that equally and prob-
ably more beneficial results would come
from the Goshen Bay dike. But the Bu-
reau studies are not sufficiently advanced
to predict the precise effect at this time.
FURTHER DEVELOPMENT ON THE PROVO RIVER—

INCLUDING THE HEBER AREA

Our recommendations call for a major
speedup of investigations and engineer-
ing to bring further development to the
Provo River area. Unfortunately, this
Bureau report, too, will be completed
with the second stage of the Bonneville
unit in 1966. This is doubly regrettable,
both because of the delay and because
this effort is designed to more fully de-
velop existing water resources on the
Provo River, so it need not wait for im-
ported water.

With the provision of added storage
on the Provo River, 100,000 acre-feet of
water or more could be made available
as an increased supply for municipal
and industrial diversions from the
Provo River. This would arise largely
through continued changes from irriga-
tion to other uses in Utah and Salt Lake
Valleys.

One of the storage features which the
Bureau has under consideration is an
enlarged Deer Creek Reservoir. Other
alternatives are being considered.
Whatever decision is made, it is abso-
lutely mandatory that added storage be
available to supply supplemental water
to the Heber area. If the Bates Reser-
voir will best do the job, it should be
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built. Heber Valley must not be left out
of the central Utah project, which is
why I have included funds in my pres-
ent request to rapidly complete an engi-
neering study of storage features to
accomplish this important objective.
WATER SUPPLY FOR THE SEVIER RIVER BASIN—
JUAB, MILLARD, SANPETE, AND SEVIER COUN-
TIES

Under present plans, the Bureau of
Reclamation will not complete its study
of the necessary project works to carry
water south to the Sevier River Basin
until 1966. This will delay an impor-
tant water supply in the Sevier River
Basin for Juab, Millard, Sanpete and
Sevier Counties. The recent drought
has clearly shown that a much more
rapid program must be undertaken.

The initial phase of the central Utah
project should include early delivery of
water to the Sevier, Millard, Juab and
Sanpete County areas. There appears
to be authority in the bill to do so. The
future of these counties is dependent
upon the project water. The earlier the
water can be delivered, the more sure
that future development of the counties
can be assured. A new water supply
would open up new economic vistas in
the Sevier Basin. Few areas of the
State suffered more than these four
counties during the 3-year drought,
which we hope is now ended.

WATER TO THE OURAY AREA IN UINTAH

COUNTY

The Jensen unit of the central Utah
project is presently being studied by the
Bureau of Reclamation. That study
will be completed, under present plans
as I have indicated, in June of 1964. If
is my hope that this can be readied
much earlier. This project lies near
Jensen, Utah. Water could be deliv-
ered to about 4,000 acres of supple-
mental lands and 500 acres of new lands.
This land is located to the east of the
Fernal unit which will be completed this
year, the first participating project to
be constructed.

There is another important unit, near
Ouray, which should be built under the
central Utah project. It is my under-
standing that the Bureau of Reclama-
tion has authority to study this area so
that it, too, may receive an adequate
water supply. Therefore, I strongly
urge that a portion of the reprogramed
funds be used for this purpose.

Another unit under study is the Upal-
co. It would supply water for a part
of the 75,000 acres in the existing Moon
Lake project area. Reservoir sites are
being considered for storage of the lim-
ited, undeveloped water supplies there.
Under the present Bureau plans, a defi-
nite plan report will be completed in
1964, but I believe it can be finished
much sooner,

TINTA BASIN INDIAN LANDS

Water right negotiations are presently
being conducted which involve the In-
dians in the Uinta Basin. Judging from
information given to me, it is apparent
that the Indians are taking a statesman-
like, long-range view of the situation.
Of course, it is certainly understandable
that they should wish to fully protect
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their interests. Itis my hope that these
negotiations will be satisfactorily com-
pleted in the immediate future. The
Indians would no doubt be even more
willing to enter into acceptable agree-
ments if project studies were initiated
immediately to assure the inclusion of
additional Uinta Basin Indian lands in
the first stage of the Bonneville unit of
the central Utah project.

An assured water supply with appro-
priate project features would be a great
boon to the Uinta Basin Indians and
would give them an opportunity to sub-
stantially improve their standard of liv-
ing and enhance their economic situa-
tion.

Once these water right adjudication
studies are completed, it would be pos-
sible to start work to develop the lands
on the Duchesne River, both above and
below the mouth of the Strawberry. A
total of about 48,000 acres can be served.
This feature includes such works as the
Starvation Reservoir on the lower Straw-
berry River with a 70,000-acre-foot ca-
pacity. But we must get it off the draw-
ing board and into reality.

PROVIDE AN ASSURED AFTER SUPPLY FOR WHITE
WATER TUSERS IN THE UINTA BASIN

The white water users in the Uinta
Basin also are understandably concerned
about the present water right adjudica-
tion studies. They are apprehensive be-
cause the Indians have first priority
while they have second. In addition
they are troubled by the proposed trans-
mountain diversion by tunnel from the
Uinta Basin to the Bonneville Basin,
fearing possible water shortages although
this diversion has only third priority.
It is particularly important that proj-
ect features in the Uinta Basin be ini-
tiated at the earliest possible time to
make certain that a full water supply
is available to the white water users.
Such an accelerated program would al-
lay their fears.

BETEPUP PLAN TO BRING GREEN RIVER WATER
INTO THE UINTA BASIN

The fears of the white water users
would be completely allayed, I am sure,
if they could be certain that water would
be diverted from the Green River into
the Uinta Basin at a much earlier date
than now planned. This would prob-
ably involve bringing water from the
Flaming Gorge Reservoir south into the
basin. Originally it was thought that
water would be pumped from the Echo
Park Reservoir, but Flaming Gorge was
substituted because certain interests
blocked construction of the Echo Park
Dam.

In my opinion, water diversion from
the Green River must have high priority,
higher than that which the Bureau of
Reclamation has hitherto been able to
give it. The funds which I have recom-
mended should enable the Bureau to give
the necessary study and attention which
is required by this proposal.

In making these recommendations, I
am not in any way critical of the Bureau.
My purpose is to give the Bureau the
additional tools and resources which will
enable it to expand its efforts to in-
crease Utah’s water supply and enable
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our people to drink at our last great
waterhole, the Colorado and Green
Rivers,

THE DIXIE PROJECT

At the present time, I have a bill pend-
ing before the Senate Interior Com-
mittee, S. 14, which would authorize
construction of the Dixie project in
Washington County, Utah. In addition
to providing a critically needed water
supply in Utah's Dixie, Washington
County, it would also furnish 8,000 acre-
feet of water to Cedar City in Iron
County.

The Bureau of Reclamation has now
completed its studies and the proposed
report of the Secretary was sent last
week to the affected States and Federal
agencies for review and comment. The
Flood Control Act gives these States and
agencies 90 days for the review, but I
am hopeful that this can be done much
faster. It is my further hope that S. 14
will be authorized by Congress this year.
However, there is no money included in
the President’'s budget to start con-
struction. Thus, we shall lose at least
a full year's time even if my bill passes
unless money is added.

I, therefore, urge that $1 million be
included in the public works appropria-
tion bill for the Dixie project, conditional
upon congressional authorization. This
same procedure was adopted by Presi-
dent Eisenhower in connection with the
upper Colorado River storage project in
his budgets submitted in both January
of 1955 and 1956, even though the proj-
ect was not authorized until April of
1956. Because of his foresight, construc-
tion was started immediately and delay
was avoided.

On October 3, 1961, I asked the Secre-
tary of Interior to include $1 million for
the Dixie project in the President’s
budget, but he refused to do so. This
was a great disappointment to the local
people, particularly since he also refused
my recommendation that Interior build
a saline water treatment plant at LaVer-
kin Springs, which would have reduced
the cost of the Dixie project by $2
million.

Both the Washington County and the
Cedar City areas know what a drought
means. Likewise, they know that a ceil-
ing is placed upon their future and their
economic growth unless they get the
long hoped for water from the Dixie proj-
ect. It would permit irrigation of 20,100
acres of farmland and provide a 5,000~
acre-foot municipal water supply to the
city of St. George. I have already men-
tioned the vital 8,000 acre-feet that would
go to Cedar City.

If the Bureau of Reclamation experts
feel, after carefully studying my pro-
posals, that all of them can be accom-
plished with less money than the full
$6,303,000, I shall be happy to support
the decrease. It should be noted that the
crops which will be grown on the farm
lands involved are not in surplus. Like-
wise it must be emphasized that the
money for which I have asked will be
repaid. It is a loan and in the case of
the municipal and industrial water fea-
tures will be repaid with interest.
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These recommendations are so impor-
tant that I felt compelled to call them to
the attention of the Congress and to the
President. In making my recommenda-
tions, I have not attempted to list them
in order of priority. They are all criti-
cally needed projects. I sincerely hope
that Congress will approve all of my rec-
ommendations. The future of Utah
hangs in the balance.

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

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it is
my understanding that the Senator from
Mississippi has yielded to the Senator
from Iowa on the same basis on which
he had yielded to other Senators:. I
therefore ask that the order for the
guorum call be rescinded.

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

ESKIMO SCOUTS

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, mil-
itary preparedness requires that Amer-
ican forces be trained to fight under
every conceivable hancicap of climate
and terrain. In the past I have, from
time to time, addressed the Senate on
the strategic importance of Alaska in
the preparation of American forces for
combat in the coldest reaches of the
arctic and subarctic north. I know that
my colleagues in the Senate will want
to read an account of recent military
maneuvers in Alaska which demon-
strated the potential effectiveness of
arctic trained units in the eventuality of
a ground action under extreme climatic
conditions.

The account describes the “Great
Bear” exercise recently concluded in
Alaska under the direction of Maj. Gen.
J. H. Michaelis, commanding general of
the U.S. Army, Alaska. From the very
beginning of the action it vas apparent
that the opposing armies, composed of
American and Canadian forces, were
without effective defense against small
guerrilla trained units described by the
Pioneer, a service newspaper at Fort
Richardson, as “the invisible force.”
These small units were composed of
members of the 2d Scout Battalion, 297th
Infantry, Alaska National Guard. With
them were troops of the Tth Special
Forces, who had for some weeks trained
with the Eskimo units of Alaska to learn
the secrets of arctic survival.

The “Great Bear” exercise was declared
a draw after the two opposing battle
groups had fought over 160 miles of
Alaska terrain. I suggest, however, that
the result would have been different had
the Alaska National Guard not been
divided equally between the opposing
forces and had instead been made avail-
able to one side only.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article which appeared in
the Pioneer, to which I have made ref-
erence and entitled “Eskimo Scouts,
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Special Forces, Team Up To Be Maneu-
ver's Silent Enemy,” be printed in the
Recorp following these remarks.

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

EsxiMo Scours, SPeciaL Forces, Team Up To
BE MANEUVER'S SILENT ENEMY

Opposing forces in this combat exercise
in central Alaska face many enemles: each
other in the practice war they were conduct-
ing, the 160 miles of wilderness that sepa-
rated them when the maneuver began, and a
climate In which temperatures drop below
minus 60° and winds snarl through at more
than 50 miles an hour.

But possibly the hardest enemy of all for
them to deal with was a small group of in-
visible men.

The men are real enough. They are hard
and tough and skilled in the arts of subarctic
soldiering. They are invisible because
neither friendly forces nor aggressors have
any idea where they are. They may strike
from any angle, at any time.

Lone men or small units, already appre-
hensive because of their insignificance in
this wild, cold land, are their favorite target.

The invisible force is made up of Eskimos.
Roaming the maneuver area are two small
detachments from the 2d Scout Battalion,
297th Infantry, Alaska National Guard.
With them are troopers of the U.S. Tth Spe-
cial Forces, who have been training with
the scouts in their home villages silnce Jan-
uary.

In the maneuver area these groups are
working as guerrilla bands. One band is
supporting the friendly forces, another the
aggressor. Both groups are deep in the
maneuver area, working close to their
enemy's forward lines.

They began to show their effectiveness al-
most at once. The maneuver was less than
2 days old when one of the guerrilla lead-
ers reported he was overlooking his enemy's
main supply route and had chopped off four
big tracked cargo carriers loaded with food
and ammunition for advancing Infantry.

It was the first combat action of the
maneuver.

For the Eskimo scouts the maneuver began
in late January when Special Forces teams
flew into Bethel, Alaska. Here some of the
Bpeclal Forces men went to work with the
headquarters elements of the 2d Scout Bat-
talion. Others of the Fort Bragg troops
flew In short-field Army airplanes to villages
on the western coast of Alaska, and one
team traveled down the ice of the Kuskok-
wim River to the village where they would
train with the National Guardsmen.

Most western and northern Alaska villages
have scout detachments, and most of the
men of military age belong.

The Speclal Forces teams are made up of
parachute-tralned volunteers, each man ex-
pert in one of the flelds of weapons, explo-
sives, communications, or field medicine. All
are skilled in the arts of unconventional
warfare.

The scouts and the troopers tralned to-
gether until just before Exercise Great Bear
kicked off on February 12. Then they were
flown to Fort Greely, rapidly transferred to
waiting helicopters, and skimmed the tree-
tops Into areas deep in the maneuver zone.
From then on they were on their own.

On the surface, their job in the maneuver
is simple. They seek out and report mili-
tary intelligence. They interdict supply
routes, and make raids against enemy instal-
lations. In short, they carry out guerrilla
warfare, taking all the advantage they can
of their enemy.

But in the wild and frigid maneuver zone
of Exerclse Great Bear their job is perllous,
even though this is only practice combat.
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The scouts and their Special Forces com-
rades must keep out of sight of foot troops,
protect themselves against aerlal observa-
tion, prepare their own food, and stay warm.,

The Eskimo scouts have never been used
in such numbers in an Alaskan maneuver
before, and this Is the first time they have
been used in an unconventional role.

Maj. Gen. J. H. Michaelis, USARAL CG,
and maneuver director, sald of them, “there
are no men in the world more capable of
fulfilling the mission we have given them.
These men know the country, and can live
and move in it with full confidence. They
have proven time and again that they are
excellent soldiers and proud, loyal citizens.”

FRENCH-ALGERIAN CEASE-FIRE

Mr. EEATING. Mr. President, I
think the Senate and the people of the
United States should today extend to
President de Gaulle and to the French
nation our heartiest congratulations
upon the cease-fire and our prayers and
hopes that from this point forward the
peoples of France and of Algeria can
move forward together in their search
for internal peace and economic prog-
ress.

It appears that after such a long and
bitter period of time, peace in Algeria
may be in sight. This is the first time
since 1939, 23 years ago, that the French
Army has not been engaged in fighting
a war. For the majority of the French
people, whatever their views on Algeria
may be, the cease-fire is a blessing, a
period of respite, on which a firm basis
of peace must be built, for the security
of the entire free world.

There is one development which gives
me deep concern. Premier Khru-
shchev’s premature recognition of the
provisional Algerian government is cal-
culated to make the task of organizing
peace more difficult. It is calculated to
incite rightist French still further and
encourage leftist Algerians to look to
Moscow. It is frankly an effort to bring
about a continuing civil war that would
benefit only the Communists. The
Secret Army terrorist organization can
be expected to seize the pretext of Khru-
shchev’s action for further massacres,
but loyal Frenchmen and responsible
Algerians must unite to stop this mur-
der and mayhem, and establish an or-
dered peace.

In reaching this momentous accord,
President de Gaulle has, one can rightly
say, it seems to me, looked neither to
the right nor to the left. He has never
lost sight of the forest for the trees—
and some of the trees which stand both
to the right and to the left of Algerian
independence are formidable indeed.

So I feel it is entirely appropriate that
a word be said in the Senate in recog-
nition of this great achievement.

MISSING: PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE
ON TRANSPORTATION

Mr. EEATING. Mr, President, in the
first 6 months of his administration,
President Kennedy sent twice as many
messages to the Congress as did Presi-
dent Eisenhower during the same period
in 1953. The pace has been generally
steady since then,
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I should like to invite attention today
to a vital area in which we have been
expecting a Presidential message for a
long time. I refer to transportation.
There has been a great deal of talk about
the administration’s broad new trans-
portation program, but the message on
transportation is among the missing,

The transportation industry in the
United States vitally needs a shot in the
arm. For one thing, the condition of
railroads in the northeast is alarming. I
have joined with a number of northeast-
ern Senators and with my colleague
from New York urging Presidential ac-
tion in particular on the New York, New
Haven & Hartford Railroad. There are
problems affecting our maritime indus-
try which also need immediate atten-
tion. This is an area in which fresh
thinking and innovations are long over-
due. Our airlines are faced with many
new challenges. Furthermore, the co-
ordination of our several major modes
of transportation, so that they all fit to-
gether in an orderly way, is an area in
which the Federal Government must
show greater initiative. The commuter
transportation systems of our great ur-
ban areas must be considered in close
conjunction with this overall transpor-
tation picture.

Mr. President, commerce among the
States is clearly an area for affirmative
Federal action. We have been admon-
ished by this administration to take
action in many areas, some of which are
not as clearly the responsibility of the
Federal Government. This is an area
in which the Federal Government un-
questionably has full authority.

There are a number of practical steps
whieh I believe must be taken promptly
to relieve our Nation’s major transporta-
tion problems. For one thing, I favor
the repeal of the 10 percent Federal ex-
cise tax on passenger fares, which I am
glad to see the administration has sup-
ported. I also believe that a Cabinet-
level department should be created to
coordinate our transportation policies.
These and other similar recommenda-
tions must be given a higher priority.
Above all, I strongly urge that the Pres-
ident take immediate action to spell out
his transportation program so that the
Congress can get down to work on it,

As we all know, while it is perfectly
true that the Congress can aect, it is not
likely the Congress will get down to busi-
ness until it knows more about the posi-
tion to be taken by the administration.

RESOLUTIONS OF LAND O’LAKES
CREAMERIES, INC.

Mr, McCARTHY. Mr. President, the
Land O'Lakes Creameries, Inc., a cooper-
ative organization in the Midwest, has
been holding meetings, out of which has
come a statement of objectives and fun-
damentals in the form of a number of
resolutions regarding many questions
which relate to the farm program in the
United States. I ask unanimous consent
that the resolutions and observations
which relate to national legislation may
be printed in the Recorp at this point.
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There being no objection, the resolu-
tions were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

RESOLUTIONS OF THE LAND O'LAKES
CREAMERIES, INC.

1, FUNDAMENTALS AND OBJECTIVES

Gross Income to farmers in the United
States approximates $38 billion per year.
Net income only about $11 billion. Out of
every #3 of gross income, more than $2 are
paid out to nonfarm persons in the same
year, Farm income expands the tax base
from which money for payment of price sup-
ports is derived.

Falling prices at the farm level have
checked inflation. Goods and services pur-
chased by farmers are usually at inflated
prices. Production incentives at nonfarm
segments of the national economy have not
been applied in such a manner as to produce
increasing supplies at lower prices. In
addition:

1. Exports of farm surpluses have (a) im-
proved the standard of living of persons in
other nations, (b) provided a market for
surplus farm products, (¢) contributed more
than $5 billion toward balancing interna-
tional payments in 1861, and (d) helped
check inflation.

2. Farmers have reduced the labor require-
ment to produce food thus releasing labor
for production of other goods and services
which contribute to national growth and a
higher national standard of living. In na-
tions lacking this supply of food, living
standards and national progress have been
retarded.

3. The prime necessity for national welfare
and growth is food. Farming requires large
commitments of capital per man. The ef-
ficient farmer, therefore, should reasonably
expect, at the least, economic rewards com-
parable with other efficient users of labor and
capital.

4. Restricted production does not con-
tribute to low-cost food either for domestic
supply or for export.

5. Excessively high price supports restrict
markets and attract nonfarm ecapital in
competition with farm families. Excessively
low prices make nonfarm suppliers of es-
sential goods and services the principal bene-
ficlaries of farm operations.

We belleve:

(a) The farm family in which the farmer
contributes most of the planning, manage-
ment, capital, and labor is the most efficient
producer of food.

(b) Since food surpluses stabilize price
levels and assure wide distribution, a price
support program with exportable surpluses
is justified.

(e) Price supports should be managed to
support the efficlent farmer. Prices should
not encourage invasion of the industry by
outside capital for productive purposes, or
be so low as to make the efficient farmer
powerless to control his own business.

(d) The food-for-peace program, carried
to a successful conclusion, must inevitably
develop foreign markets for both agricul-
tural and industrial products, and therefore
should be supported.

(e) The addition to the national tax base
contributed by the farm price support pro-
gram through the gross national product is
suficient to offset the budget outlays for
the price-support program.

2. TAXATION OF COOPERATIVES

For many years Congress has struggled
with the question of how to tax net earnings
of cooperatives. Representatives of coopera-
tives have consistently urged the enactment
of legislation which would carry out the in-
tent of Congress embodied in the 1951
amendment of the Internal Revenue Code to
tax as income to patrons the net earnings
of cooperatives distributed as patronage re-
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funds and not to tax these earnings to the
cooperatives.

We believe that net earnings of farmer
cooperatives should be taxed once by the
United States and then only to patrons at
the full face amount of the patronage dis-
tribution at the time it is received by the
patrons regardless of the form thereof: Pro-
vided, however, That net earnings on pur-
chases of personal living or family items
should not be taxed either to the coopera-
tive or to the patron; and

We believe that subjecting the net earn-
ings of farmer cooperatives to full cor-
porate tax rates unless they are distributed
to patrons in cash or its equivalent would
seriously impair the ability of farmer co-
operatives to render to their patrons the
services which are so necessary to their wel-
fare; and

We believe that legislation such as that
which has been proposed in the Committee
on Ways and Means of the House of Repre-
sentatives would be unfair and clearly puni-
tive taxation of cooperatives: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved, That this assoclation vigorously
opposes the enactment of such legislation
or substantially similar legislation and urges
members of the Committee on Ways and
Means, and Minnesota, Wisconsin, North Da-
kota. and South Dakota Representatives in
Congress and our own directors and mem-
bers to use every proper effort to defeat such
legislation and to support legislation which
will in a fair and equitable manner give
effect to the 1951 intent of Congress by taxing
to patrons of cooperatives all patronage dis-
tributions regardless of the form in which
made.

3. MARKETING AGREEMENTS, FEDERAL ORDERS, AND

SANITARY STANDARDS FOR GRADE A MILK

We favor Federal orders for the control of
conditions under which milk is produced and
marketed for fluid consumption. These or-
ders have brought a degree of stability to
marketing within the industry. But regula-
tions should not be localized to the extent
which would exclude any efficient producer
of milk who has satisfactorily met the qual-
ity requirements and is willing, with other
producers, to accept responsibility for pro-
viding adequate market supplies. Unfair
limitation of free movement of milk is not
in the best interest of producers or con-
sumers.

The sanitary code of the U.S. Public Health
Service provides for pure and wholesome
milk. More rigld standards are penalties
both to producers and consumers. Producers
who supply milk complying with the U.S.
Public Health Service sanitary code for grade
A milk should not be excluded from par-
ticipation in any fluid market within the
United States or prevented from shipping
such milk in interstate commerce.

We recommend the principles above to the
Secretary of Agriculture in administering
Federal orders.

4. IMPORTS OF FARM PRODUCTS

We have previously and continuously
pointed out that one source of farm sur-
plus and excessive price support program cost
lies in the administration of section 22 of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act under which
import quotas are established. Decisions un-
der this section have often been inconsist-
ent, Import quotas have been relaxed with
the result that the quantity of surplus as
well as the cost of price support was in-
creased.

The decision that an imported product
impairs, or is likely to impalr, any farm
price support program should be the deci-
slon of the Secretary of Agriculture alone.
Based on that decision, import quotas should
be mandatory and should be applied to the
extent necessary to relleve the impairment.
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A farm program based on production quo-
tas, compliance deposits, deficlency pay=-
ments, and with surpluses increased by im-
ports is inconsistent, It is inconsistent to
permit importation of food products and
expect farmers to compete if the prices ad-
ministered under farm programs encourage
importation.

Import quotas will be necessary, and these
import quotas may not be administered in
the manner used in the administration of
import quotas in the past which have en-
couraged and permitted subterfuge in manu-
facturing and importing competitive farm
products.

We particularly call the attentlon of the
Secretary of Agriculture and the President
to imports of Colby cheese in 1961 and 1962.

5, QUALITY STANDARDS FOR IMPORTED DAIRY
PRODUCTS

Standards of composition and purity for
imported dairy products are often lacking.
Imported food products, therefore, may be
produced in foreign countries under condi-
tions which would not be tolerated within
the United States. This is neither equitable
nor justifiable. Inferior quality of imported
products may prevent the development of
competitive products within the United
Btates under the more costly sanitary stand-
ards imposed on domestic producers. The
appropriate U.S. Government agencies should
insist that competition should be equitable
on the basis of standards of purity and
composition of products.

We recommend that the Secretary of Agri-
culture promulgate standards of sanitation,
composition and purity for all products of
milk, and that such standards be applied
to imported products on the same basls as
for domestic products both by the Customs
Bureau in the Treasury Department and by
the Pure Food and Drug Administration of
the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare.

. - - - -
7. IMITATION DAIRY PRODUCTS

Food products made from vegetable fats
may be valuable and useful. When such
products are marketed in such a manner
that the color, plasticity, and package are
designed for the single purpose of taking
advantage of the demand for other well-
established food products, we consider such
products to be deceptive and such activities
are unfair and objectionable marketing
practices. We are opposed to the marketing
of oleomargarine when manufactured and
packaged for the sole purpose of making use
of the yellow color and other characteristics
customarily associated with butter. This
practice is even more objectionable when the
natural plasticity or consisteney of the prod-
uct is changed to simulate butter. No ad-
vantage is derived from these practices ex-
cept by manufacturers and merchandisers
of yellow margarine. There is no advantage
at all to the producers of soybeans and cot-
tonseed, which products are in surplus and
priced only on the basis of price programs
for the oilseeds, not on the use of the oil.
We request the management of Land O'Lakes
Creameries to make copies of this resolution
available to the members of the legislature
of the States of Minnesota, Wisconsin, North
Dakota, and South Dakota and to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture and the Members of
the House and Senate of the Congress of the
United States.

8. INTERNATIONAL RELATIONSHIPS

Our foreign policy should provide for ex-
pansion of foreign markets for goods includ-
ing the products of agriculture. But large
populations lack the means to pay for goods
purchased in international trade. To rec-
tify this, Public Laws 480 and 665 made it
possible to assist by accepting foreign cur-
rencies and by other means. This type of
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program has helped to develop some self-
sustaining economies.

Our foreign market for farm products is
now estimated as equivalent to the output
of about 60 million acres of harvested crop-
land, about one-third of which were exported
under programs conducted through the au-
thority of Public Laws 480 and 665. Exports
of farm products in 1961 exceeded $5 billion.
Agriculture has thereby contributed heavily
to the creation of trade balances abroad
which reduce the drain on our national gold
supply.

National economic development in many
countries requires provision of schools,
buildings, roads, and machinery to increase
output of goods. This can be accomplished
only with great difficult except in the pres-
ence of an adequate food supply. We recom-
mend, therefore, that Public Laws 480 and
665 be vigorously pressed to secure interna-
tional peace and international equality and
international prosperity, with enlarged for-
elgn markets for goods and services.

* - L] - »
11. AGRICULTURAL EXEMPTIONS IN INTERSTATE
COMMERCE

Under the Motor Carrier Act of 1985 are
three exemptions important to farmers in
the procurement of supplies and marketing
of their farm products. Farm vehicles
owned and controlled by farmers in the
transportation of agricultural commodities
are exempt from regulation. Motor vehicles
used in carrying property consisting of live-
stock, fish, or agricultural commodities are
also partially exempt if such motor vehicles
are not used for any other property or pas-
sengers for compensation. In addition, mo-
tor vehicles controlled and operated by a
cooperative organization are partially ex-
empt.

These exemptions make it possible for
farmers to manage their own business with-
out filing rates and routes with the Inter-
state Commerce Commission. It makes
them considerably more efficient in the man-
agement of their own business and in the
marketing of their products.

These exemptions have become established
through many court hearings and other liti-
gation with reference to the meaning of the
act. At the present, however, there is a
movement to redefine these exemptions In
such a way that the benefits will be lost.
We are opposed to such actlons whether on
the part of the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission or the Congress.

Private carriers, not now participating in
these exemptions, should be permitted to ob-
tain return-trip hauls of exempt products.
It is uneconomic and wasteful to impose re-
strictlons on private carriers, preventing
them from competing in this business, and
such restrictions are not in the public in-
terest.

We favor the regulatory exemptions at
present contained in section 203(b) (4a) (5)
and (6) of the Interstate Commerce Act for
farmers' cooperatives and farm product
haulers.

‘We oppose Federal registration of licensing
of exempt or private carriers. This serves no
essential purpose and constitutes an opening
wedge for more complete regulation. We
oppose rate filing by exempt haulers as im-
practical, costly, and impossible to enforce.

L] -

L L] -
14. STANDARDIZING EGG WEIGHTS IN THE UNITED
STATES

The egg weights for the various grades are
different in different States. Eggs, however,
are produced in almost every State and must
move across State boundarles and be mar-
keted in other States, often with egg weights
different from the State in which the eggs
were produced. This causes confusion and
difficulty in the marketing of eggs.

It is desirable that the several States
should adopt standard welghts for egg grades
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which are uniform. We recommend that the
commissioner of agriculture of the State of
Minnesota undertake reciprocal relations
with similar officers in other States, to re-
vise and standardize the welghts of eggs sold
under the various grades. If uniformity is
reached, marketing will be simplified as be-
tween producers in one State and consumers
in other States to the great benefit of both
producers and consumers,

We recommend also that the commissloner
of agriculture for the State of Minnesota
consult with the appropriate authorities of
the U.S. Department of Agriculture in the
attempt to get uniform egg grades acceptable
for both State and national egg marketing
programs.

15. DAIRY PRICE SUPPORTS, 1962-63

At this date, March 9, 1962, announcement
of the dalry price support program for the
year ahead has not been made. Purchasers
of the products of milk anticipate lower
prices and markets are weakening. Pro-
ducers are- in urgent need of information
upon which to base their plans for the year
ahead. Experience in 1950 and 1960 shows
that 77 percent of parity for milk leads to
unstable production, confusion in primary
markets, and higher prices to consumers.,

We urge the Secretary of Agriculture to
reach a decision quickly with reference to
the dairy program for the remainder of 1962,
Prices should be announced promptly which
will reduce uncertainty in the industry, re-
lieve the effects of demoralizing rumors, and
assure farmers that prices will justify plans
to convert surplus feed grains into mllk
in 1962,

U.Ss. PROBLEMS IN COMPETITION
WITH WESTERN EUROPE

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, a recent
editorial in the Saturday Evening Post
presents some interesting points of view
on the U.S. problem in competition with
the increasing productive strength of
Western Europe,

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:

Our FRIENDS ARE OUrR COMPETITORS ToO

Recently one of our correspondents went
skling in Switzerland. He had a pair of
American ski boots which, although unworn,
were 8 years old. Since they no longer fitted,
he bought a new pair. Unwilling to carry
the old ones home, he tried to give them
away. There were no takers anywhere, not
even among the school kids. "They're not
the latest model,” explained a Swiss villager.
“Everybody who skis these days has the very
latest kind.”

As he toured the rest of Europe, the Amer-
fcan found that “the very latest kind” ap-
peared to be an apt slogan for the life Euro-
peans are presently enjoying. Our Western
allies, fantastically prosperous and up to
date, often make us look backward by com-
parison.

It seems hard to find an old factory—and
this is not altogether due to American gen-
erosity after World War II. The architecture
is ultramodern, the equipment up to the
minute. Apartments, shops, schools, sports
stadiums, office buildings, and supermarkets
are of the latest design. Passenger and com-
muter trains are new and attractive, run
frequently—and on time. Late-model autos
and buses, many of them consuming gas
that costs 86 cents a gallon, are clogging new
highways, which are beautifully landscaped.
In short, the American found Europe riding
a boom that has continued merrily for more
than a decade. During that same period the
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United States has suffered three setbacks.
And in spite of our standard of living, which
is still far and away the world's highest, we
have never been able to solve our chronic
unemployment problem. Some areas in the
United States have been in a state of de-
pression since World War II.

Except for parts of southern Italy, Greece,
and poesibly the Iberian Peninsula, Western
Europe has reported virtually no unemploy-
ment. Switzerland, her industries humming
profitably, has had to import 400,000 Italians
and 50,000 Spaniards, & number equivalent
to almost 10 percent of her population.
Lately Italy has clamped down on this ex-
port of workers. She needs them herself.

As our man packed his new Swiss ski
boots and headed for home, he realized he'd
heard no talk about 5-hour workdays, com-
pulsory retirement at 65 or other measures
that reduce total production. With lttle
or no unemployment in Europe, no reces-
sions, few depressed areas, little obsolete
equipment and a booming economy, he
wondered what was wrong with America,
If our allies could do it, why couldn't we?
Are they smarter than we are? Are they
working harder?

The answer is simple. They do have newer
factories, they are working harder and they
are competing harder. While we make our-
selves less and less competitive through high
wages and prices, they are knocking the
spots off us in friendly rivalry for the mar-
kets of Asia, Africa, and Latin America.
European natlons, prostrate from war not
long ago, now export between 15 and 52 per-
cent of their total output. We export 5.

Because of our essential economic and
military aid programs and our troops sta-
tloned overseas, we spend $3 billion or $4
billion more abroad than we take in. The
drain on our gold continues. Consequently,
we must export more goods to correct this
imbalance and maintain our position as a
first-class nation. That means we must also
import more under lowered tariffs, as we
pointed out on this page in the February
10 issue. But many people abroad pre-
fer European products to those made in
America.

Why? There are varlous reasons:

1. Forelgners says U.S. goods are often
inferior. They insist they don't stand wup.
Hard-headed Europeans don't want to waste
money replacing products which they feel
shouldn't wear out, although they will buy
an article if it offers something really new
and improved. In short, theyTre still in-
sisting on high standards and value.

2. To an extent Europeans have been able
to turn out top-quality goods more cheaply
by putting a greater share of their gross na-
tional product back into new plants and
equipment. This makes production more effi-
clent and therefore more competitive. West
Germany 1s now investing 23 percent of its
output per year in modernizing its plants,
the Netherlands 24 percent, France 18. We
are putting up only 14 percent. The United
Kingdom, which lags behind the Continent,
is down to 16 percent.

3. European governments have been more
favorable to business expansion than ours.
They offer faster tax writeoffs for new in-
vestment, low-interest government loans, no
capital-gains taxes, and even preferential
rates for utilities.

4. In the matter of personal taxes, Euro-
peans have greater business incentive. No
country has income taxes as high as ours.
West Germany’s top is 53 percent, France's
73, Italy’s 58, and Belglum's 65. Ours soars
to 91 percent.

5. Perhaps our greatest handicap has been
the heavy wage-price spiral of the last dee-
ade. In general, European wages are still
far below ours—an enormous help when
you're competing for hted
labor leaders, unable to see beyond the next
paycheck, have pushed wages higher and




1962

higher. With each boost, prices for products
must rise accordingly. This chokes off de-
mand for our goods and helps our foreign
competitors even more in the race for
markets.

Far from being afraid of high productivity,
Europe welcomes 1t. During the last few
years the output per person in the six nations
of the Common Market, for example, has
gained 4 percent a year. Ours has run less
than 1 percent. And while we grant workers
shorter and shorter weeks, decreasing the
ratlo of our production compared to
Europe's, ralsing the cost of our products and
pricing ourselves further out of the world
market, our alert competitors abroad prepare
to widen the Common Market and make
their production greater and more efficlent.

At the moment, with only six nations
jolned in the Market, Western Europe has
racked up an annual export trade of $50 bil-
lion., Ours is only $20 billlon. And as more
and more nations join the tarifi-free Market,
let us remember that their competitive posi-
tion becomes even more favorable.

In the race to beat Russia and commu-
nism, we Americans tend to forget that we
are also competing with the 270 million ag-
gressive, well-organized and supremely skill-
ful people who are our own Western allies.
Our $20 billion export trade is nothing to be
ashamed of. Nevertheless, we've got to do
a lot better if we want to malntain our
preeminent position In the free world. Un-
less we get cracking—Congress, labor leaders,
management, factory workers and the rest
of us—the Yankee trader is golng to cut a
steadily diminishing figure in the world
marketplace. And Americans will have to
go on using their outmoded ski boots, as well
as a lot of other outworn things, for some
time to come. .

REPORT TO SHAREHOLDERS OF
SCOTT PAPER CO.

Mr, SCOTT. Mr. President, the mes-
sage of Mr. Thomas McCabe, Sr., in the
1961 annual report of the Scott Paper
Co. contains an excellent analysis of the
new situation confronting the United
States by the growth of the European
Common Market.

Mr. McCabe draws upon his experience
as a distinguished public servant during
his service as Chairman of the Federal
Reserve Board, in other governmental
service, and as one of America’s most
thoughtful and enlightened industrial-
ists.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
report printed in the REecorp at this
point as a part of my remarks.

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

REPORT TO SHAREHOLDERS—FPRESIDENT THOMAS
B. McCABE URGES AMERICAN TRADING UNION
WIitE EUROPEAN COMMON MARKET—ASKS
FOR BIPARTISAN SUPPORT OF U.S, TRADE Ex-
PANSION AcT—HoOLDS THAT MORE LIBERAL
Tax PoriciEs WourLDp SPUR INVESTMENT IN
PLANT AND EQUIPMENT AND HELP MAKE
AMERICAN BUSINESS COMPETITIVE ABROAD
Intensive activity characterized 1061 in

Bcott Paper Co., In the Nation, and in the

world,

Scott achleved another record year, with
earnings and sales mching new higha.
That performance, especially gratifying in
the light of general economic conditions
early in the year, stemmed from the special
efforts of all Scott employees, who worked
together with spirit and efficlency. Accom-
plishments in manufacturing were particu-
larly noteworthy.
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Scott’s operations in 1961 are covered In
the following review of the year. However, 1t
might be well to point out that the results
refiect some of the measures that were taken
last spring, when it became clear that if
the company were to meet its objectives, re-
budgeting for the last 7 months of the
year would be essential. Careful scrutiny
was applied throughout the business, and
economies were effected by revising programs
and directing constant vigilance toward ac-
complishing goals at lower costs.

The company further increased its invest-
ments abroad. Since it now has substantial
interests In foreign enterprises, some com-
ments on world conditions seem pertinent.
Also, world trade and international finance
are subjects of particular interest to me
because of my years of service in lend-lease
during World War II, as Foreign Liquidation
Commissioner following that conflict and,
finally, as Chairman of the Board of Gover-
nors of the Federal Reserve System.,

For America and the world, 1961 was a
troubled period even though the recession
ended in the United States and despite the
continuation of brisk business in other
countries. In north and central Africa and
in southeast Asia, open warfare persisted,
In our own hemisphere, the abortive at-
tempt to oust Castro from power in Cuba
marred the record. Elsewhere, sparring be-
tween the Communists and the free world
continued with weapons and words. Eut
against that grim backdrop constructive
forces were at work.

ATLANTIC COMMUNITY ORGANIZED

In the free world, strong systems of eco-
nomic cooperation, which stemmed from
Marshall plan days, were extended in 1961.

Late in the fall of 1961 the Atlantic Eco-
nomic Community, known formally as the
Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development, was formed on the initiative
of the United States. It comprises 20 na-
tions west of the Iron Curtain, including the
United States and Canada. Japan, a member
of the OECD’s Development Assistance Com-
mittee, shows an interest in joining the par-
ent organization.

OECD's objectives center around economic
cooperation, trade expansion, monetary
stability, and joint help to the underde-
veloped world. And, in addition to OECD’s
practical contributions, it constitutes an
important political symbol, a clear indi-
cation of the increasing economie interde-
pendence of North Atlantic nations. Former
Secretary of State Christian A. Herter re-
cently sald, “In a world deeply split by
ideological differences a closely knit At-
lantic Community seems our only hope for
eventually establishing world order.”

OUTLOOK FOR THE COMMON MARKET

One important development is the strong
probability that the European Economic
Community, called the Common Market or
Inner Six will be enlarged from its present
membership of Belgium, France, West Ger-
many, Italy, Luxembourg and the Nether-
lands. Already, the nations in the Euro-
pean Free Trade Assoclation (Outer Seven)
are trying to work out various kinds of
relationships with the Common Market.
Britain, the leading EFTA country, is ac-
tively seeking full membership; the out-
come of those negotiations will Influence
similar applications of Denmark, Norway,
and Portugal, as well as Ireland, not a mem-
ber of EFTA. Austria, Sweden, and Switzer-
land will try to become associated with the
Common Market, but in a way short of full
membership. Hence this free trade area
could grow from 170 million people to about
270 million.

It is quite understandable that the Com-
mon Market should attract new members;
the short 4-year life of that galvanic insti-
tution has demonstrated how highly profit-
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able business opportunities in its customs
union can be. Since the inception of the
Common Market, trade among members has
increased about 66 percent with gross na-
tional product up nearly 19 percent; the rate
of growth in gross national product has been
2% times that of the United States. Mutual
tariff reductions, which have now reached
40 percent, and elimination of quantitative
restrictions on industrial goods, were im-
portant catalysts in establishing that record.

The signing of a common agricultural pol-
icy in January 1962 made it possible for the
Common Market to move into its second
4-year stage, which will lead almost in-
exorably to the abolition of all duties be-
tween members by 1969 at the latest. Thus
a hard core of economic strength iz being
built in Europe, and a market of unprece-
dented breadth and opportunity is develop-
ing. But whether the tariff wall between
the Common Market and other nations will
permit Americans to export to that pros-
perous market will depend importantly on
America’s foreign trade policy. The United
States should unguestionably develop a
trading partnership with the Common Mar-
ket, otherwise tariffs may bar the entry of
American products.

President Kennedy has recommended to
the Congress a trade expansion act that
would make it possible for the United States
to trade freely with the Common Market.
Extensive hearings will be held, and the pro-
posal will undoubtedly be amended, but in
the main the measure deserves strong bi-
partisan support.

BALANCE-OF-PAYMENTS PROBLEM

American foreign trade policy must be
made sufficiently flexible to deal with the
rapidly developing pattern of international
commerce. Otherwise, exports from the
United States will inevitably decrease at a
time when an increase is essential. Ameri-
ca's presently unfavorable balance-of-pay-
ments position is quite serlous and unless
corrected will result in further reductions of
gold reserves and a consequent weakening of
the dollar. Improvement of the situation
requires that the inflow of funds from
abroad at least equal payments from the
United States to other nations for things
such as goods and services, foreign aid and
oversea investments. To that end, other
countries, especially those we have been as-
sisting so liberally with financial ald, should
reduce thelr trade barriers at least to the
extent of America’s tariff cuts since World
War II. An important advance in that direc-
tion was made recently when the Common
Market and the United States agreed to re-
duce tariffs on a substantlal number of prod-
ucts. However, much remains to be done.

In the progress toward unfettered trade
some American businesses will be hurt—no
one can deny that. As a result, certaln
workers will be displaced and will have to be
retrained, but labor will benefit in the long
run because many more American jobs hinge
on expansion of this Natlon's exports than
would be imperiled by free trade. However,
in order to avold undue hardship, the ulti-
mate goal must be accomplished by evolu-
tlon rather than revolution. Tariffs should
be reduced gradually with provision for flexi-
bility to meet unforeseen contingencies. It
will also be highly desirable for the Federal
Government to provide financial help dur-
ing the period of readjustment to ease the
impact upon the workers and investors in
certain industries.

Regardless of tariff reductions, American
companies will unquestionably continue to
build plants abroad. Experience indicates
that over a period of years ventures of that
sort result in an inflow of funds greater than
the amounts invested in forelgn countries.
Such operations can establish strong inter-
national ties and promote greater unifica-
tion of the free world.
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PRICE, WAGE STABILITY URGED

At the year end, prospects for 1962 in the
Nation and in the company appear to be
favorable. However, if the general prosper-
ity is to be maintained, it is essentlal that
all steps be taken to prevent inflation and
a consequent loss of faith in the dollar here
and abroad. Business management and
labor must demonstrate a high degree of
economic statesmanship in recognizing the
vital importance of stability in prices and
wages.

The Federal Government must exercise
fiscal restraint. Since increases in defense
spending would seem to be inevitable, pro-
posed Government expenditures in other
areas should be given more critical and thor-
ough appraisals. Unremitting war should be
waged on the waste and inefficiency which
seem to accompany big government; other-
wise sound fiscal operations are impossible.

Congress should take a realistic attitude
toward taxes. If depreciation allowances
were liberalized and corporate taxes objec-
tively reappraised and modified to stimulate
investment, the American economy would
be revitalized. Business could quickly mod-
ernize and expand its plants and facilities
for improved efficiency and competitive
strength. With increased commercial activ-
ity and higher corporate earnings, the total
taxes paid to the Government would be
greater than they are mow.

Stability of wages and prices and construc-
tive Federal fiscal and tax policies will as-
sure the soundness of the dollar. The com-
petitive position of American business in
world markets will be improved and the stat-
ure of this country tremendously enhanced
in the eyes of the free countries of the world.

Sincerely,
THOMAS B. MCCABE,
President.
FEBRUARY 7, 1962.

ALL-AMERICAN SIOUX CITY

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, last
Wednesday my hometown, Sioux City,
Jowa, was named 1 of 11 “All-America”
cities by the National Municipal League
and Look magazine. The selection of
this midwestern city of some 90,000 peo-
ple is based on a record of substantial
community betterment resulting from
widespread community action on the
part of the citizens of Sioux City, both
as individuals and as members of action
groups operating under intelligent and
dedicated civic leaders.

Ten other cities of wvarying sizes
throughout the United States share in
the honors. They are: Anacortes,
Wash.; Falls Church, Va.; Galveston,
Tex.; Hartford, Conn.; Independence,
Mo.; Lynwood, Calif.; Milton-Freewater,
Oreg.; Rockville, Md.; Salisbury, N.C.;
and Wichita, Kans,

It should be pointed out that Sioux
City's achievement came on its second
try for an All-America City Award, hav-
ing been 1 of the 22 finalists and a run-
ner-up in the 1959 contest.

Appropriate editorials on Sioux City’s
recognition appeared in the March 15
edition of the Sioux City Journal and the
March 16 edition of the Des Moines
Register. Two news stories appeared in
the Sioux City Journal on March 15—
one including the congratulatory mes-
sage received from the President of the
United States and the other covering
numerous other congratulatory messages
received from throughout the United
States; and another of March 16 relating
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the impressive ceremonial accompanying
the presentation of the all-America flag
to the city. I ask unanimous consent
that these editorials and news stories be
printed in the REcORD.

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

[From the Sioux City Journal, Mar. 15, 1062]
Avr-AmeRIcA Siovx CrTY

The selection of Sioux City as 1 of 11
all-America clties across the Nation is grati-
fying; the honor is a great one and all SBloux
Cityans may be very proud of their com-
munity.

Selection is based on a record of substan-
tial community betterment that results from
widespread community action in the face of
formidable difficulties. In general terms the
Bioux City story was written from 1953 to
1961—and the end has by no means come.

This story began, in terms of the presenta-
tion, in 1853 with a new form of city gov-
ernment that “ended corruption and in-
competency in the city hall and gave us a
vision of a better community.” It continued
in 1956 with a 10-week series of citywide
group meetings in which 617 citizens par-
ticipated, and where the problems of the city
were realistically identified and solutions pro-
posed. Seven such problems were pinpointed:
Flood control, adequate schools, expanded in-
dustry, better transportation, business dis-
trict improvement, better health and sani-
tary facilities and development of new civie
pride. The story continued with action; all
these goals have been realized or the way to
their completion is provided.

The strength of the Sloux City story, we
think, is to be found in its emphasis upon
the continuing interest of the people of
Sioux City, both as indlviduals and as mem-
bers of action groups. The city's presenta-
tion calls this “the persistence of city
groups,” which describes well the solid core
of determination behind the projects com-
pleted. There is nothing complacent about
the community, either; in addition to the
very considerable number of accomplish-
ments already in the book, at least 11 more
“things to be done” are listed, with work
already being done on them. Again, peo-
ple's action is the reason for continuing
““all-America’ performance.

The presentation was excellent; the rec-
ord made in Sioux City was good enough
to win one of the coveted awards. But be-
tween the facts of the record and the as-
sembling and presenting of those facts
were many hours of time and effort by many
dedicated people. To give credit to each in-
dividual is impossible; the community can
offer only its general thanks. Special com-
mendation is deserved, however, by the
chairman of the Sioux City committee, Mrs,
Robert B. Howe, and the committee mem-
bers who, in the final analysis, had the prin-
cipal responsibility, and whose fine work had
much to do with the award this city has re-
ceived.

[From the Des Moines (Iowa) Register,
Mar. 16, 1962]

SALUTE TO Sroux CIry

Iowa gets most of its nonathletic all-
America ratings in the fleld of agriculture.
The State is first In this type of farm pro-
duction or second in that. This is fine and
all Towans want to keep right on winning
that kind of honors.

When an Iowa city gets a top rating it is
a more unusual pleasure. This has hap-
pened with the selection of Sioux City as 1
of the 11 all-America cities in a civic
achievement contest sponsored by the Na-
tional Municipal League and Look magazine.

The “new community spirit of determina-
tion and optimism" for which the award was
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made began In Sioux City, as it has in many
cities, with the adoption of the council-
manager form of government in 1953,

This was followed in 1956 with the forma-
tion of 27 voluntary discussion groups con-
talning 617 Sioux Cityans to analyze and
study city problems.

The Floyd River, source of countless de-
structive floods, is being relocated at a cost
of $18 million, 42 percent locally financed.
Construction has begun on a $7,500,000 in-
terceptor sewer and sewage treatment plant.
A $4,200,000 urban renewal program is under
way.

New industries have been attracted, high-
way and river transportation facilities have
been improved, new schools, churches, and
cultural centers have been acquired. Welfare
centers have been provided for the ailing,
the young and the old. Cultural op-
portunities have been supplied in a modern-
ized art center and the formation of new
musical organizations,

Sloux City certainly should be congratu-
lated on this honor and so should the State
of Iowa. In recent years the responsibilities
of the cities of Iowa have been increasing,
Many of them have not been well prepared
to discharge these responsibilities, It is im-
portant to the State as a whole that the ex-
cellent example of Sloux City be observed
and emulated.

[From the Sioux City (Iowa) Journal,
Mar. 15, 1962]

Hoxor BRINGS CITY A FLOOD OF MESSAGES

Congratulations continued to pour in
Wednesday night on Sioux City’s selection as
an all-Amerieca city.

Mayor Merle A. Haynes sald Wednesday
night: “Representing citizens of South Sioux
City, I should like to extend congratulations
to our friendly neighbor, Sioux City, for re-
celving the award of all-America city. We
know united effort on the part of your lead-
ers and citizens made this award possible.
Our two cities have worked together on
many projects for the benefit of both and we
know our friendly relationship will
continue.”

Sioux City's Senator Jack Mmirer tele-
E;aphed his congratulations from Washing-

n,

A message from the Senator read: “The
good news of the recognition of my home-
town of Sloux City for its outstanding
achievement is most welcome, I extend my
most sincere congratulations to the com-
munity leaders and indeed to all residents of
Sloux City whose hard work and cooperation
made this possible.”

“The great honor of being designated as
one of the all-America cities of these United
States has come about through the combined
efforts of all of our fine Sioux Cltyans,”
Mayor George Young sald. “This energetic
and friendly city is indeed proud of this
great day of achievement.”

From Congressman CHARLES B. HOEVEN,
Eighth District of Towa, “The people of Sioux
City are indeed to be warmly congratulated
on receiving one of the all-American city
awards for 1962, jointly announced by the
National Municipal league in cooperation
with Look magazine.

“All Sioux City may be justly proud of
this achievement which is granted not merely
for good government or efficient municipal
administration but is based on energetic and
purposeful citizen effort.

“The award goes to those connected with
the program of clvic improvement which sets
a high example for others to follow. The
fact that Sloux City has been designated as
an all-America city by experts in commu-
nity and government affairs has a bright
forecast for its future.

“All eitizens of a community have common
goals but likewise have common problems.
Civic Improvements can come only with the
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ingpiration of local residents to participate
in civic affairs and city betterment.

“Sioux City's selection as an all-America
city demonstrates that you not only have the
ability to recognize and analyze community
problems but also have the energy to work
toward effective solutions.

“As Sloux City's Representative in Con-
gress, I am particularly proud that you have
reached this national recognition which is so
well earned and richly deserved. My sincere
and hearty congratulations to the all-Amer-
ica city.”

Archie Gubbrud, Governor of South Da-
kota said: “Hearty congratulations to our
neighboring city of Sioux City upon receiv-
ing the All-America City Award for 1962.
This honor is indicative of the progressive
forward program which Sioux City has been
projecting and neighboring South Dakotans
are pleased that your efforts have received
national recognition.”

Others send messages:

Senator Carn CurTtis, of Nebraska: "May I
take this opportunity to extend my congrat-
ulations to Sloux City on being chosen all-
Amerlca city for 1962. The citizens of Sloux
City can be justly proud of the outstanding
achievements that have been made in city
improvement and advancement, This is a
well-deserved honor.”

Gov. Frank B. Morrison, of Nebraska:
“Congratulations upon Sioux City receiving
recognition as an all-America city for 1962.
As Governor of the State of Nebraska we are
proud of this recognition given to our neigh-
bor. Please convey to your citizens our
congratulations and best wishes.”

Senator Francis Case, of South Dakota:
“Residents of SBioux City can be justly proud
of the accomplishment their city attained
in being selected as an all-America city for
1962. My hearty congratulations to you on
this fine achievement.”

Senator Roman L. HrRuska, of Nebraska:
“Warm congratulations to Sioux City on
being named all-America city for 1962. This
is richly deserved recognition of Sioux City's
progressive, modern leadership. We Nebras-
kans are proud to have such distinguished
neighbors across the river.”

essman BEN REIFEL, First District of
South Dakota: “Warmest congratulations on
our neighboring city’'s achievement in win-
ning the All-America City Award. We In
Bouth Dakota know that civil effort and de-
termination is necessary to qualify for this
honor since our own city of Yankton earned
similar distinction.”

Senator KarL E. MunpT, of South Dakota:
“I want to extend my heartiest congratula-
tion in honor of Sioux City winning the
coveted All-America City Award for 1962, a
remarkable achievement which is an ever-
lasting credit to the people and public offi-
clals and to both public and private com-
munity-minded groups and organizations.
From your sister State of South Dakota, I
know I reflect the feeling of pleasure of our
citizens in your being named as the award-
winning city. Best wishes for continued suc-
cess and my kindest regards.”

Rodney Smith, president of the South
Sioux City Chamber of Commerce: “Congrat-
ulations on being awarded all-America city.
We are proud to be your neighbor city.”

Congressman RALPH BEERMANN, of Ne-
braska, had this to say: “May I extend my
sincerest congratulations to Sioux City upon
the occasion of its being selected all-America
city for 1962. I know the award is made on
the basis of clvic improvements in addition
to other qualifications, and in this case I
want to say the award is certainly merited.

“I can recall some outstanding improve-
ments that Sioux City has added recently.
Among them are its wonderful riverfront and
Gordon Drive; the new system of Federal
highway interchanges that drop motorists
within two blocks of downtown businesses
and only a step from sufficient parking; and
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your current project, straightening the Floyd
River and the Perry Creek extension.

“Just as recently as this last Christmas
season I can remember the downtown mer-
chants exhibiting the most tasteful set of
street decorations that I have ever seen. All
of this has been possible, of course, because
of a rebirth of the public service idea among
business and professional groups in the
metropolitan area and by your well-inte-
grated civic and service organizations which
have given this motivation and direction.
All in all, I want to conclude by saying, "Well
done, Sioux City. Your new citation as
the all-America city for 1962 is certainly
merited.” "

William F. Nutt, president of the chamber
of commerce, expressed the pleasure of the
entire chamber. “This award indicates to
us that our city projects a desirable and
impressive community image when measured
against the rigid standards of the National
Municipal League and Look magazine,” he
sald. “The citizens of Sioux City should be
proud of this award inasmuch as one of the
major considerations of the all-America city
Jjury is citizen action and participation in
government and city improvement.”

“Sioux City is fortunate, indeed, to be
populated with people who recognize good
government and good community facilities,
people who are determined to have a first-
class community and people who are deter-
mined to put their shoulder to the wheel to
attain their all-America objectives. We will
merit this award only if we recognize this
as the beginning of a great future yet to be
earned by vigilance and continued effort,”
Mr. Nutt concluded.

The distinction was credited to “vigorous
clitizen action which has accomplished mir-
acles in Sioux City"” by Mrs. Robert B. Howe,
chairman of the all-America city committee
which prepared and presented the clty’s case
for the award. “In the last 8 years, many
critical problems have been faced and solved
through responsible citizenship.

“A new progressive attitude has inspired
thousands of persons and dozens of inde-
pendent groups to work devotedly and per-
sistently toward the betterment of our city
on all fronts,” Mrs. Howe sald. “It is the
wide scope of successful civic undertakings
of which Sioux Cityans can be justifiably
proud. We can see outstanding progress in
all areas of our community life. Here in
Bloux City, where such a wvital and resolute
spirit exists, there can be no doubt that fu-
ture success ls assured.”

City Manager Conny Bodine called the
award “a landmark of past accomplishments
by a large number of individuals and citizens
in our town. It Is also a good omen of
achievement to come. It is now natlonally
recognized that, among American cities,
Bloux City has shown outstanding zeal and
good sense in meeting the modern challenge
of these fast-changing times.”

“The good news of the recognition of my
hometown of Sloux Cilty, of its outstanding
achievement, is most welcome,” Senator
Mirer said in his telegram. *“I extend my
most slncere congratulations to the many
community leaders and, indeed, to all resi-
dents of Sioux City whose hard work and
cooperation made this possible.”

Woodbury County Sheriff Whitey Rosen-
berger: “It's a wonderful tribute to all the
hard work that has gone into city better-
ment.”

[From the Sioux City (Iowa) Journal, Mar,
16, 1062]

ALL-AMERICA PENNANT Fries AtTor CiITy
HALL—BLUE, WHITE EMBLEM PROCLAIMS
HONORS AT IMPRESSIVE RITES

(By Robert Gunsolley)

Sioux City Thursday began basking in the
glory of national recognition as one of 11
U.S. cities which have done the most to im-
prove community life and facilities.

4493

A festival atmosphere prevalled despite
the bone-chilling late winter cold as Sioux
City’s new all-America city flag—white let-
ters on a bright blue fleld—was holsted
proudly over city hall.

The flag raising was preceded by a 20-min-
ute program in which city council members,
past and present, hailed the All-America City
Award as a tribute to the citizen effort re-
sponsible for the accomplishments that
made it possible.

Mayor George Young received the flag from
Mrs. Robert B. (Marjorie) Howe, chairman
of the all-America city committee which
collected the facts of the city’s progress dur-
ing the last 9 years and gathered them into
a dramatic civic success story presented to
the all-America city jury in Miami Beach,
Fla., last December.

The flag was taken to the flagpole on the
roof of city hall and was raised beneath the
American flag to climax the ceremony as the
East High School band played the national
anthem.

PROUD DAY

“This is a proud day for us,” Mayor Young
declared as he received the flag. *“This flag,
the badge of our success, is the result of
work, planning, and cooperation of all the
citizens of our city.” The mayor then read
the telegram of congratulations received
Wednesday from President Kennedy.

Former city councilman Fred Davenport,
who served as master of ceremonies and in-
troduced Mrs. Howe, had speclal praise for
the all-America city committee for its good
eales job at Miami Beach.

In her response, Mrs. Howe said her com-
mittee was only one of many organizations
that had been responsible for the progress
for which Sioux City has been honored. She
introduced each member of her committee,
including some that were not present, Os-
car F. Broyer, Donald D. Sullivan, and Brom-
leigh Lamb. City Manager Conny Bodine
also was introduced as a committee member.

“Sjoux Cilty,” Mrs. Howe said, “has re-
celved national recognition for responsible
citizenship of the kind that names its goals
and then wo'ks hard to achieve them.”

The first day of Sioux City's year of glory
started when the all-American city commit-
tee, accompanied by wives and husbands,
went to the municipal airport to meet Braniff
flight 336 that brought the flag to Sioux
City. On the nose of the plane was a sign
proclaiming Sioux City as an all-American
city for 1962.

City, county, and State officials as well
as the all-American city committee were seat-
ed on the platform as Mr. Davenport intro-
duced a representative of each of the city
councils which has served during the 9-year
period of progress for which the city was
honored.

The past councils were represented by
Fred Stilwill, former Mayor W. W. Wilson,
and Fred T. Eelly, while Stanley Greigg
spoke on behalf of the present council.
Other past and present council members also
were on the platform.

In introducing the speakers, Mr. Daven-
port noted that Sioux City has come far from
*“the atmosphere of dismay and disillusion-
ment that once prevalled here.” He cited
the establishment of council-manager gov-
ernment in 1953 and the 1955 Sioux City
study to diagnose the city's ills as among
the major steps responsible for the progress
that has been achieved.

RECOGNIZES PROGRESS

The All-America City Award, Mr, Stilwill
sald, recognizes not only the economic and
business progress of the city, but also the
things that have been done to make the city
a good place in which to live. He gave credit
to Siloux City's “honest, sound, and efficient"
city government. “This is not the end of

the trail,” Mr. Stilwill sald, “but the begin-
ning of an even brighter day for Sioux City.”
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“Sioux City wants to go forward,” Mr.
Wilson sald, and gave as an example the
successful $2,900,000 school bond election
last month. He said he was proud of his
part in helping to get the city's two biggest
projects underway, the Floyd River flood
control project and the sewage treatment
system.

Mr. Eelly sald two relative newcomers to
the city played a big role in Sloux City's
achievements. One of these he identified
as a composite representing all of the munic-
ipal employees. The other one he paid
special tribute to was Mr. Bodine. “These
two implemented as practically no one else
could, the hopes and dreams of progressive
citizens.”

OUR RESPONSIBILITIES

“This outstanding award brings to light
our sober responsibilities,” Mr. Greigg said.
“To receive such an honor is a marked dis-
tinction, but we must be alert. Only will we
continue to be deserving of this honor if we
approach present and future problems in the
same spirit that brought about this award.
The vast reservoir of able and imaginative
people in our community has scarcely been
tapped and yet these people must come for-
ward and give of their time, energy, and
talent if we are to cope with these greater
and compelling problems."

[From the Sioux City (Iowa) Journal-Trib-
une, Mar. 15, 1962]

RATE Sroux CITY AS ALL-AMERICA—PRESIDENT
EeNNEDY SENDS His HEARTY CONGRATULA-
TIONS—AWARD Basep oN PROGRESS
ACHIEVED BY EFFECTIVE CITIZENS ACTION

President Kennedy telegraphed congratu-
lations to Sioux City Wednesday for its se-
lection as an all-America city.

In a telegram received by Mayor George
W. Young, the President said: “Warmest
congratulations to Sioux City, Iowa, as re-
ciplent of an All-Amerlca City Award spon-
sored by the National Municipal League and
Look magazine. This recognizes the value of
strong citizen action at the local community
level. Your city has earned this award
through citizen initiative and perseverance.
I am sure that Sioux City and the other
cities which have been selected this year will
set patterns for community action through-
out the Natlon.”

Sioux City was selected as a 1962 all-Amer-
ica city along with 10 other communities
throughout the United States, It was an-
nounced Wednesday.

The coveted award is based on important
community progress achieved by effective
citizens action. Selection was by a special
jury which last December heard 22 finalist
citles present their cases for all-America se-
lection during the National Conference on
Government in Miami Beach, Fla.

Sioux City galned its victory in its second
try for an All-America City Award. It was
one of the 22 finalists and a runnerup in the
1969 contest. Previous winners in this
area include Yankton, S, Dak., in 1957 and
Omaha in 1958.

The all-America city flag will be raised
over city hall here during a ceremony at 10
a.m. today. The flag was to be brought to
Sioux City by plane earlier today.

An integral part in Sioux City's successful
presentation in Miami Beach was testimony
concerning a new community spirit of de-
termination and optimism during the last
9 years which replaced what spokesmen for
the city termed a previous attitude of de-
featism.

Sioux City's case was prepared by a 14-
member all-America city committee formed
last August and headed by Mrs. Robert B.
Howe as chairman.

Mrs. Howe led a delegation of 12 com-
mittee members and other officlals who
went to Miami Beach in December to pre-
sent the case to a jury of 12 nationally
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prominent persons, headed by George H.
Gallup as foreman. Mr. Gallup is chairman
of the National Municipal League and di-
rector of the American Institute of Public
Opinion. One of 80 contestants in this year’s
competition, Sioux City submitted its written
entry last September, was notified in Octo-
ber that it was one of the 22 finalists.

In its report on 9 years of community
progress, the Sloux City delegation at Mi-
aml Beach cited the adoption of the council-
manager form of government here in 1953
as the event that sparked the new com-
munity spirit.

The new form of government, adopted by
a referendum election, came “hard on the
heels of a shocking scandal at city hall, in-
cluding the indictment and conviction of
three councilmen,” Mrs. Howe told the
jurors.

The new spirit was further strengthened
in 1856 by a unique and original experi-
ment in adult education called the Sioux
City study, the all-America city jury was
told.

In that project, a total of 617 Sioux
Cityans, divided Into 27 separate discussion
groups, met in 10 weekly sessions through-
out the city to pinpoint and discuss the
problems of the community.

Identification of problems by these citi-
zens caused a chain reaction of concrete
achievements by dozens of independent
groups working to solve the problems, it was
reported.

The major achlevements were outlined in
an oral presentation by Mrs. Howe and two
other Sloux Cityans, Dr. J. Richard Palmer,
president of Morningside College, and War-
ren Kane, former president of chamber of
commerce here.

Mr. Eane cited progress made on three
costly, simultaneous projects, Floyd River
flood control, urban renewal and a sewage
disposal plant.

After a serles of 62 floods in 90 years,
Sioux City was severely crippled by the 19563
Floyd River flood, which took 14 lives and
caused $23 million in damages in an area
where firms employing 50 percent of the
city's work force are situated, Mr. Kane re-
ported.

“To prevent forever another rampage by
the Floyd, the river's channel into the Mis-
sourl is now being relocated at a cost of $18
million, 42 percent locally financed,” he said.

“A citlzen flood control committee per-
formed a vital role in this Federal-city proj-
ect. A citizen housing relocation commit-
tee, the industrial development council and
the chamber of commerce have facilitated
the relocation of 82 families, 16 industries
and T railroads affected.

“Concurrent with that relocation is Sioux
City's $4,200,000 urban renewal program now
underway in a large blighted housing area.
This project and an up-to-date housing code
have been promoted by a citizen urban re-
newal advisory committee and the housing
subcommittee of the council of community
services,

“Construction began in June 1961, on a
$7,500,000 sewage treatement plant and in-
terceptor sewer project to help end Missouri
River pollution. One such project would be
a major undertaking. Few cities are at-
tempting all three at the same time."”

In 1954, Mr. Eane said, the Cudahy pack-
ing plant, employing 1,700 persons, perma-
nently closed its doors and 34 smaller
Sioux City businesses folded.

FORM COUNCIL

“That year, 15 businessmen formed the
industrial development council to promote
Jjob opportunities and industrial sites. The
980-acre Tri-View industrial district was pur-
chased and developed to provide desirable
sites at reasonable cost. In the 7 years
since then, 55 new or expanded industries
have located in Sioux City, including 5 new,
independent, locally owned packingplants
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whose combined volume is greater than that
of the big plant we lost.

“As a result of citizen committees work-
ing with State and local bodies, all major
highways entering Sioux Clty have been
modernized to meet present-day trafic de-
mands, Much work has been done on river
transportation with the projection of a 6-
foot channel for barge line service on the
Missouri River by 1963.

“Installation of 605 modern mercury-vapor
lights downtown, the inauguation of one-
way trafic on elght major streets and a gi-
gantic ‘out-of-the-mud’ paving program—
all resulting from vigorous citizen promo-
tion—have given Sioux City a new look.”

Dr. Palmer outlined achievements in the
fleld of health. “In 1952, he said, “the
worst polio epidemic in the counfry took 53
lives and caused 923 cases in Sloux City hos-
pitals, of which 21 deaths, and 278 cases
were Sloux City residents. To meet the need
of those left crippled, citizens voluntarily
contributed $238,000 to build the Siouxland
Rehabilitation Center, today serving all
types of physically handicapped. It treated
681 patients last year.

“The New Hope Center for trainable back-
ward children was established in 1955.
Operated by the Siouxland Assoclation for
Retarded Children, this undertaking is sup-
ported entirely by public subscription and
now cares for 32 children.

“Sloux City's newest venture in the field
of health is a national pilot-program, Half-
Way House. This is a residential home for
the rehabllitation of the mentally ill who are
in the half-way stage between the institution
and the return to normal community life.”

Sloux City's new community pride mani-
fested itself in many other achievements,
according to Dr. Palmer. Cultural achieve-
ments, he sald, include formation of a na-
tionally recognized, 60-member youth sym-
phony orchestra; the Sioux City children’s
choir; the civic ballet company; acquisition
of a new, larger home for the public museum;
a modernized civic art center, and an annual
United Nations folk festival.

Sioux City's internationally famous Shrine
White Horse mounted patrol ralsed $25,000
in public subscription to appear at this sea-
son’s East-West football game and the Tour-
nament of Roses Parade in California.

Dr. Palmer summarized other achieve-
ments. “We have a youth employment serv-
ice; five golden age clubs; and expanded
Little League baseball program, and a new
public golf course and recreation area now
under construction.

“Thirty-nine State Department visitors
from 22 foreign countries have been honored
guests in our city under the auspices of the
Mayor's Committee for International Vis-
itors.

“The unique Peace Corps in reverse at
Morningside College sponsors 17 African
students and their families, who began a
3-year lerated b laureate program
last fall.

PASS BOND ISSUE

“Due to concentrated citizen effort, a
$2,200,000 school bond issue was overwhelm-
ingly passed after three previous defeats.”
(The presentation was made before this
February's successful election for another
$2,000,000 school bond issue.)

“Citizen subscription has made possible
more than a score of new church buildings,
five new college buildings, a new $1,300,000
YMCA, and the new Sunrise Manor home for
the aged.”

The all-America city committee was com-
posed of Mrs. Howe, City Manager Conny
Bodine, Oscar F. Broyer, Warren S. Kane,
Bromleigh 8. Lamb, Wiley E. Mayne, Adam
Nashleanas, Willlam P. Nutt, John F.
Schmidt, Mrs. D. Carleton Shull, E, Harland
Soper, Donald D. Sulllvan, Elmer 8. Swenson
and T. M. Whicher.
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Others in the Miami Beach delegation in-
cluded Robert Sweany, manager of the
chamber of commerce, and Fred Eelly, then
city councilman. Those in the delegation
not involved in the direct presentation were
available to answer questions asked by the

jury.

PROTECTING THE CONSUMER
INTEREST

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, on
March 14, the President sent a message
to the Congress on protecting the con-
sumer interest, recommending strength-
ening of existing laws and asking for
new legislative authority over food and
drugs, packaging, manufacture of all-
channel TV sets, monopolistic practices,
and credit. The new legislation asked
for is far reaching. Improvement in
present laws is no doubt required, and
new developments can be expected to
pose new problems over which the Fed-
eral Government has a legitimate in-
terest. However, as in the case of credit
information, where a State such as my
own—Iowa—has already taken action,
it would appear unnecessary for the
Federal Government to superimpose
more laws and regulations upon already
overburdened private business.

In this morning's Washington Post,
there appeared a well-thought-through
editorial on the antitrust phases of the
President’s recommendations, wisely
pointing out that the cause of competi-
tion and of the consumer—and, I
might add, private business—will be
better served by better enforcement of
present laws instead of further multiply-
ing the laws through new legislation.

Also, Mr. President, in this morning’s
edition of the Wall Street Journal, the
lead editorial points out how dangerous
it is to rely upon the Federal Government
for the answer to all of the problems re-
lating to the consumer interest. Also in
this morning’s Wall Street Journal there
appeared an article entitled “FTC Con-
siders Giving Firms Advance Rulings
Legally Binding Agency.” The article
points out one good way in which en-
forcement under present laws can be
improved to protect consumer interests
and also to give private businessmen
more information which is necessary for
them to have to comply with present
laws.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Washington Post editorial, the Wall
Street Journal editorial and the Wall
Street Journal article to which I have
referred be printed in the Recorp at this
point.

There being no objection, the edi-
torials and article were ordered to be
printed in the REecorp, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 19, 1962]
NEw ANTITRUST POWERS

The consumer has a vital interest in anti-
trust enforcement, but it is far from certain
that the new powers proposed in the Presi-
dent's consumer message will do him much
good. The proposal requiring companies
planning a merger to notify the Government
in advance has the merit, at least, of making
sure that the Government learns what is
going on. The present method of searching
the newspapers and scanning trade informa-
tion is haphazard and undignified. But
whether advance notification will greatly
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strengthen the Government’s hand is uncer-
taln. The enforcement agencies would not
find it easy to build up much of a case dur-
ing the necessarily brief time between noti-
fication and merger. If the parties involved
want to get advice on whether their merger
will be well received by the authorities, as
the President's message suggests, they can
obtain it today. Nevertheless, the proposal
deserves to be welghed carefully.

The proposal to empower the Federal Trade
Commission to issue temporary cease-and-
desist orders against unfair competitive prac-
tices is of dubious merit. It would allow the
Commission to impose upon an enterprise
possibly substantial and costly modifications
in practices before these practices had been
thoroughly examined. After the proper pro-
cedures of the Commission had been fully
complied with, including a hearing before an
examiner, the order might have to be with-
drawn. The temporary order is a device that
must be used with cautlon. It should be
avallable for cases involving public health
and safety. But it would seem preferable
to obtain the order from a court, instead of
letting the Federal Trade Commission act as
prosecutor and judge.

Ready availability of injunctions, more-
over, reduces pressure upon the Commission
to push definitive examination of the case
to a speedy conclusion. The procedures of
the Federal Trade Commission have not been
expeditious at best. If the Commission
could initiate these procedures with a cease-
and-desist order, instead of ending up with
one, temptation to procrastinate would
mount. The regulatory process would be
exposed to further attrition. The cause of
competition and of the consumer will be
better served by energetic use of existing
powers than by multiplication of laws of
uncertain effect.

[From the Wall Street Journal, Mar. 19, 1962]
A SMALL CHEER FOR THE CONSUMER

We certainly felt like cheering when we
saw President EKennedy come out the other
day for that most forgotten of men, the
consumer.

As he so rightly said, consumers include
us all. “They are the largest economic
group in the economy, affecting and affected
by almost every public and private economic
decision. Two-thirds of all spending in the
economy is by consumers. But they are the
only important group in the economy who
are not effectively organized, whose views
are often not heard. The Federal Govern-
ment has a special obligation to be alert to
the consumer’s needs and to advance the con-
sumer's interests.”

Yet, as we read on through the message,
a growing sense of disappointment came over

us. Somehow the remarks and the recom- .

mendations to Congress just didn't live up
to the glowing promise of that opening plug.

Sure, some of the ideas sound fine. Every-
one will welcome any further Federal cooper-
ation with other groups to help make air and
road travel safer.

And maybe all of us consumers need, as
the President says we do, still more protec-
tion from our own productive drug industry.
It 18 Interesting to note, though, that U.S.
drugs must already be among the most
highly regulated in the world. In many
other places you can buy without prescrip-
tion drugs that require them here, and we
haven't heard such foreigners complaining
about health hazards. This situation might
possibly have something to do with the
high cost of American prescription drugs
which the President noted, and with the high
cost of medical care generally which his
administration is so concerned about.

Then, when the President talks about help-
ing the consumer by making it ever easier for
anyone to buy a house, no matter what
his financial condition, one can’'t help but
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wonder: Is that protecting the consumer or
encouraging him to be foolish?

Also, when Mr. Kennedy indicates he wants
to make it tougher for business firms to
merge, we aren’t sure that is necessarily a
boon to consumers. Mergers can, after all,
make business more competitive and effi-
cient, to the consumer’s advantage in price
and quality. Anyway, you'd think the laws
and regulations in this area are already
oppressive enough.

And so on. But the glaring parts of the
President’s message are its omissions,

Surely all of us consumers, a8 CONSUMErs,
are especially interested in prices, and they
certainly are affected by what the President
calls “public decisions” as well as private
decisions.

The Federal farm program, which is so
costly to the consumer as a taxpayer, also
has been keeping prices high at the grocery
store. The special monopoly powers of un-
ions, sanctified in Federal law, help make
possible the unreasonable wage increases and
featherbedding that have boosted prices so
much over the years.

Another large and obvious factor in prices
is the inflation which the Federal Govern-
ment has given us off and on for some
decades now. Then there are all those taxes,
which not only keep price levels lofty but at
the same time reduce the consumer’s pur-
chasing power. Somehow it seems a message
exclusively concerned with improving the lot
of the consumer might have mentioned some
of these rather basic facts of the consumer’s
life.

We aren't complaining, you understand.
It was nice of the President to take notice of
the consumers, and maybe someday he will
have more stimulating thoughts about the
Federal Government's obligations to all of us.

It's just that if we consumers are going to
“organize effectively,” as the President puts
it, maybe we had better do it outside the
Federal Government.

[From the Wall Street Journal,
Mar. 19, 1962]

Trape Corps’ TiPs—FTC CoNsSIDERS GIVING
PirMSs ADVANCED RULINGS LEGALLY BINDING
AcENcy—IT WouLp BAR LATER ACTIONS
AcainsT Ap, Pricing, LaBEL POLICIES;
MEeRGERS EXEMPT—MORE CORFPORATE RE-
PORTING?

(By William Beecher)

WasHINGTON.—The Federal Trade Com-
mission, after a busy year of internal stream-
lining, is now turning its attention toward
several innovations designed to improve its
policing of the marketplace. One is sure to
bring shouts of joy from businessmen.

This plan, if adopted, would enable com-
panies to receive from the FTC clear and
definite advance rulings on the legality of
contemplated advertising, promotional, prie-
ing, and labeling campaigns. Such advance
opinions would be legally binding on the
Commission, unless the law or the facts
changed. Thus, the companies would be
protected from subsequent attack by the
antitrusters.

At present, the most a businessman can
hope for in the way of an advance ruling
from the FTC is an informal opinion from
an agency attorney that a particular prac-
tice seems okay under the law. But this
advice is not final. An advertising claim
cleared by an FTC lawyer this month may
be the target of a Commission complaint
next month,

“BUSINESSMAN ENTITLED TO KNOW"

Operating under such uncertainty has
rankled businessmen deeply. Now, their
complaints seem to have attracted an im-
portant ally—the FTC's new Chairman, Rand
Dixon. Says he: “This is what the Trade
Commission was set up for: To remove as
many areas of uncertainty as possible before
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resorting to legal action. I think the busi-
nessman is entitled to know what the law
is.”

Detalls of the program still must be
worked out by the FTC staff before it is
brought to a vote of the full five-man Com-
mission. This could be several months away,
but a poll of Commission members indicates
majority support for the idea.

When the new procedure is officlally ap-
proved, it probably will cover a wide spec-
trum of the laws and regulations under FTC
jurisdiction. Certainly, it seems sure to em-
brace advertising claims made for products,
promotional arrangements between manu-
facturers and retailers, all sorts of pricing
practices, and the labeling of textile and fur
products.

However, the antitrust facet that probably
won't benefit from the Innovation is cor-
porate mergers. Unlike many of the other
laws 1t administers, the FTC shares respon-
sibility in this area with the Justice Depart-
ment. So, to make antitrust procedure
uniform, any revision of the advance clear-
ance technique by FTC would have to be
adopted by the Government's other antitrust
arm, too.

WAITING ON MERGER IMPACT

No approach has been made to the Justice
Department mainly because the FTC is not
at all sure it will ever want to tie its hands
on corporate mergers by granting advance
approval. Informal opinions now are glven
by both the FTC and the Justice Department
at the request of marriage-minded com-
panles. But, as one top FTC official explains,
the difficulty in issuing binding opinions on
mergers is that frequently only after a
consolidatin has occurred is enough infor-
mation avallable on which to assess the
competitive impact.

“Often you have to walt awhile to see
what actually happens,” this officlal ex-
plains. “If we went ahead and blessed a
merger only to have it result in serious,
unanticipated anticompetitive eflects, our
faces would certainly be red. And more im-
portant, the public interest might suffer
because we tied our hands in advance.”

While the new advance clearance pro-
gram—despite the exclusion of mergers—un-
doubtedly will be greeted warmly by the
business community, other innovations be-
ing considered by the FTC are likely to re-
celve a more mixed reaction. The others:

A requirement that major corporations
under the agency's jurisdiction, thought to
number upwards of 8,000, file comprehensive
annual financial reports. These would de-
tail such data as the number of acquisitions
made in the preceding 12 months, the estab-
lishment of new corporate divisions and other

expansions, sales volume and promotional

policies.
PROBE OF JOINT VENTURES

A probing economie study, hinted at a few
days ago by Mr. Dixon, of what is suspected
to be a growing inclination on the part of
American firms to enter into joint business
ventures with competitors, both at home and
abroad. Generally, such joint operations are
set up to provide the huge amounts of capi-
tal needed to exploit raw material sources, to
underwrite vast research pr ms, and to
minimize the risks involved in moving into
new industrial development.

A new technigue of issuing industrywide
rules against unfair or deceptive practices
which the FTC considers prevalent. Such
blanket regulations would be drawn up after
consultation with the affected industry, and
violators would face stern legal actlon.

While all these innovations would have an
important impact on business, the binding
advance clearance would be the boldest
change.

More than one Commissioner, in privately
discussing the contemplated new procedure,
emphasized the view that this wiping away
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of uncertainty was what President Wilson
had In mind in 1914 when he urged the
creation of the FT'C.

“Nothing hampers business like uncer-
tainty,” Mr. Wilson said then. “Nothing
daunts or discourages 1t like the necessity to
take chances to run the risk of falling un-
der the condemnatior of the law before it
can make sure just what the law 1s.”

Commissioners also hark back to the agen-
cy's beginnings in talking about the possible
plan to require major corporations to file
complete financial reports annually, They
contend that Congress, in establishing the
FTC, wanted the agency to become an expert
on the economy with a vast storehouse of in-
formation on the workings of industry.

LEGAL, NOT ECONOMIC APPROACH

In practice, however, the FTC has tended
to develop information in prosecuting cases
against individual firms rather than by
gathering and analyzing data from all im-
portant sectors of the economy. Thus, the
approach has been legal, not economic. An
indication: Out of a staff of nearly 1,000,
the FTC has only about 30 economists.

Chairman Dixon complains vehemently
about the lack of statistical information in
Government. He notes that many private
outfits compile more and better economic
data. “This is a disgrace,” he declares, “es-
pecially since this agency not only has the
right but the duty to get this sort of basic
data."”

Mr. Dizon is prepared to meet any accusa-
tion that such expanded statistic-gathering
may be a coverup for ferreting out illegal-
ities. While it is undoubtedly true that the
FTC would move agalnst any irregularities
uncovered. Mr. Dixon insists that “in my
opinion this could not be called witch hunt-
lng.”

Other Commissioners, while supporting the
idea of annual corporate reporting to the
FTC, caution that the Commission should be
careful not to burden industry with such
an immense reporting chore that the public
good would be outweighed by the hardships
on the corporate community.

In antitrust, the separation of economic
from legal considerations is difficult at best.
Take the contemplated study of joint cor-
porate ventures, for example, According to
present FTC thinking, this would be de-
signed Initlally as an economic inquiry to
provide a broad-gage view of the frequency
and reasons for this development.

MORE THAN ACADEMIC INTEREST

But Mr. Dixon implies that the FTC's in-
terest is stirred by more than the academic.
He recently likened the formation of a joint-
ly owned enterprise by two large competitors
to “the old ‘trust’ technique in modern
dress.” The hint was clear: The FTC wants
to find out whether corporations use the
joint venture, which seldom undergoes an-
titrust challenge, to avold legal troubles,

In particular, Mr. Dixon mentioned the
growth of joint ventures in the steel, petro-
chemical, explosives, petroleum and chemi-
cal industries. And he sald jJoint ventures
in the glass industry have reached a stage
of development perhaps unequaled in any
other American industry of similar size,

As for Industrywlde rulemaking, the most
active proponent is Commissioner Everett E.
MacIntyre. He complains that a case-by-
case approach is too time consuming. By
calling in representatives of an entire indus-
try and fashioning a set of rules to apply
to all, he believes that companies would
have a better understanding of the law and
would be more likely to comply. Other
Commissioners, going even further, suggest
that the agency generalize the knowledge
developed in particular cases to form rules
cutting across industry lines.

These contemplated innovations represent
a change of emphasis at the FTC. When the
Democrats took over a year ago, their first

March 19

concern was to break the logjam of pending
work. At that time there were 2,519 pending
investigations, about an 18-month backlog.
Also, the agency's trial machinery was
clogged with hundreds of cases that would
take an estimated 2 years or more to litigate.

The Commission immediately launched a
top-to-bottom reorganization. Out of this
a varlety of reforms developed. One exam-
ple: Three enforcement bureaus were set up,
and attorneys were given responsibility to
stay with cases from beginning to end.
Previously, one bureau might investigate a
case In the field; its recommendations might
bounce back and forth among offices in
Washington headquarters; and finally the
case would come to rest in the trial bureau.
Thus, the attorney who tried the case might
have a legal theory quite different from the
agent who investigated it; ofttimes, this
required a reinvestigation.

NUCLEAR TESTING

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, in the
March 6 issue of the Washington Post
there appeared an article by Mr. Walter
Lippmann on nuclear testing. Mr. Lipp-
mann made, I believe, a very penetrating
analysis of the problems facing the
United States, and, indeed, the world,
with respect to nuclear test bans and
control over nuclear armaments, with
regard to which we are presently en-
gaged at Geneva in trying to work out
some agreements.

Mr. Lippmann comes to the conclu-
sion that any suitable solution will have
to be worked out in the future. Indeed,
Mr. Lippmann suggests just about two
possible ultimate solutions to this per-
plexing problem which confronts us in
the nuclear arms race. One is that he
conceives that son.etime in the future
there will be a diplomatic breakthrough,
as he calls it, through which we would
stabilize Germany and the whole of Eu-
rope. However, he does not see that this
eventuality is in sight.

The other possibility is that he en-
visions a workable equality might be
brought about if each side were able to
construct an invulnerable retaliatory or
second strike force, one which would
survive any kind of preemptive attack.

For a long time I have been pointing
out that the last alternative suggested
by Mr. Lippmann is one reason why we
have to step up our armament program
so that we can provide an invulnerable
retaliatory or second strike force.

It may seem somewhat anomalous for
us to try to secure disarmament by in-
creased armament, but Mr. Lippmann's
alternative points out why this is neces-
sary.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Mr. Lippmann’s article be
printed at this point in the REcorbp.

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

ON NUCLEAR TESTING
(By Walter Lippmann)

Since the middle fiftles we have all sup-
posed, and this included the Soviets, that
the easiest and simplest of the steps toward
better relations would be a treaty to ban
nuclear testing, This is no longer the case.
On the contrary, it must now be sald that
on a test ban the deadlock is complete, and
that without some kind of scientific or dip-

lomatic breakthrough the issue is not at
present negotiable.
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This is a bitter conclusion to have to
come to. But the controversy has evolved to
the point where a treaty is possible only if
one side is willing to concede nuclear su-
periority to the other and to accept nu-
clear inferiority for itself. If the Soviet
Union would agree to the treaty we are
demanding, it would have to accept as
permanent, enforced by inspection, the ex-
isting American superiority in nuclear power.
The Soviet Union would have to give up the
attempt to overtake us.

And if we were to accept the kind of
treaty the Soviet Union is proposing, we
would have to accept the risk that they
could prepare in secret to overtake us while
we could not prepare to keep ahead of
them.

The deadlock has developed over the fact
that neither of the two Governments will
trust the other with nuclear superiority;
neither bellieves it can be secure unless it
has nuclear superiority. There is no pros-
pect of a treaty because each side feels
compelled to ask the impossible of the other.

As it is impossible for both sides to be
superior, a treaty would be negotiable only
if there were an eguality which both sides
believed was real and lasting. We are a
long way from that theoretical situation.
The nuclear art is young and new and this
development is as yet not only unrealized
but not predictable.

At bottom this is why the Soviet Union
has not only done its series of tests but is
rejecting the very idea of the kind of treaty
that we would like to have. Without test-
ing, the Soviet Union cannot expect to over-
take the United States, and with testing it
might be able to galn a decisive lead over
the United States at least for a time.

We, for our part, will not accept the risk
of being overtaken, and we are asking for
a treaty which will in fact freeze the nuclear
art where it is today. We are asking that
the Soviet Union should not test while we
have the lead, and that it should not be
able to prepare to test in the future. The
Soviet Union, for its part, is asking us not
to test any more and is asking us to allow
our scientists and techniclans to work with-
out being allowed to test their work by ex-
perimentation.

In the nuclear race the stakes are so high
that both sides are convinced that they
must win the race. There may have been a
moment in 1958—we cannot know for sure—
when Mr, Ehrushchev was strong enough
politically to agree to a treaty with some
inspection which would in fact accept Amer-
ican nuclear superiority. That moment, if
it ever existed, passed and since the spring
of 1960, since the U-2 revealed the effective-
ness of our knowledge of Soviet bases, the
Soviet Government has wanted no treaty
and has devoted itself to preparing to over-
come our nuclear lead.

The President's decision to resume testing
is intended to prevent the Soviet Union from
getting the lead, and it is based on the con-
viction—which is also the Soviet's convic-
tion—that there can be no security without
supremacy. While those convictions exist,
there can be no nuclear test ban treaty.

Thus the race goes on, and we ask our-
selves whether it can ever be brought to an
end. To answer that question, we must en-
ter the field of speculation.

If we say that the race will end and there
is nuclear equality which both sides can ac-
cept, then it may be that this condition
would exist if both sides invented and dis-
covered an effective antimissile defense. The
prevailing scientific opinion is that this is
improbable if not impossible, and it would,
of course, be a spectacular breakthrough. A
workable equality might also prevail if each
slde were able to construct an invulnerable
retaliatory, or second strike force, one which
would survive any kind of preemptive attack.
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It is also conceivable that sometime in the
future there will be a diplomatic break-
through which would stabilize Germany and
the whole of Europe to the Urals and beyond.
Nothing like that is now in sight, but it
would be a mistake to say that it is incon-
ceivable. We know from history that ideo-
logical and religious wars usually end not in
vietory and defeat but in stalemate and de-
flation and disintoxication, and that could
happen again.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, under
the same conditions, I yield to the Sen-
ator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON]
and distinguished senior Senator from
Minnesota [Mr, HUMPHREY].

HEALTH SECURITY FOR THE
AGED

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, each
day that the debate over how to finance
health security for the aged continues,
3,000 more Americans become 65 years
old. That, of course, is the age at which
14% million persons would be eligible
for benefits under the King-Anderson
bill. Each day that action on this pro-
posal is delayed makes the problem all
the more critical. Time will not be the
great healer in this case.

The New York Times has been a con-
tinuing advocate of the social security
approach to the financing of health care
for the aged. I ask unanimous consent
that an editiorial entitled “Illness Won't
Wait,” published in the New York Times
of March. 16, 1962, be printed at this
point in the RECORD.

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

ILNess Won't Warr

Millions of elderly men and women will
share President Eennedy's hope for a con-
gressional vote this year on his proposal for
medical care for the aged under the soclal
security system. The one big bar to realiza-
tion of their hope is the unwillingness of
the House Ways and Means Committee to
end its blockade of a measure designed to
plug a gaping chink in the structure of self-
financed social insurance the country erected
a quarter-century ago.

Despite the American Medical Associa-
tion’s efforts to invest the Eennedy plan
with some tinge of soclialized medicine, the
program would not interfere in any man-
ner with the individual's free choice of phy-
siclan, nurse, or hospital. Nor would it give
the Government any voice in determining
the kind of treatment to be provided. Its
sole purpose is to help pay hospital and
nursing home bills through established in-
surance methods without the humiliating
requirement of a means test., Since elderly
people go to hospitals more often, and stay
longer, and have less current income on
which to rely, than most of the rest of us,
the desirability of such a program should re-
quire little argument.

The President's determination to take his
case to the people may help get the bill out
of committee. Some signs of life from the
somnolent Democratic leadership in the
House might help even more.

EXPORT TRADE

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the
other body is now, in committee, giving
consideration to the President’s foreign
trade program, which I consider to be
one of the most important items of pro-
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posed legislation before Congress. Sure-
ly it is a basic part of the program of
national security and deserves the
prompt consideration of both Houses of
Congress.

I noticed in the Minneapolis Morning
Tribune of February 28, 1962, an article
entitled “State Farm Exports Top $163
Million.” The article refers to the ex-
ports from the State of Minnesota, par-
ticularly agricultural exports. It states
that Minnesota farmers supplied the
U.S. export market with products worth
$163,700,000 in 1960 and 1961. The
main products sent overseas were soy-
beans, corn, and livestock products.

Minnesota ranked ninth in the Nation
in the amount of exports.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article to which I have re-
ferred be printed in its entirety at this
point in the REcORD.

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

State Farm ExporTs ToP $163 MILLiON

Minnesota’s farmers supplied the U.S. ex-
port market with products worth $163.7 mil-
lion in 1960-61.

Main products sent overseas were soy-
beans, corn and livestock products, accord-
ing to a survey made by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture.

Minnesota ranked ninth in the Nation in
amount of exports. The two States with
the largest share of agricultural exports
were California with $477.6 million and
Texas with $446.5 million.

Minnesota received $59,800,000 in agricul-
tural imports from other countries. Much
of these are noncompetitive items like cof-
fee, tea, cocoa, spices and bananas.

“Through foreign markets, Minnesota
farms and foreign trade are brought closer
together,” sald Luther Pickrel, University of
Minnesota extension economist in public
affairs.

“Forelgn markets give farmers in the
State a far better outlet and income than
is possible from the home market alone,” he
added. “But every Minnesota farmer must
keep his eyes on events affecting foreign
markets because they have a real dollars-
and-cents meaning to his income.”

Agricultural exports, which make up
about one-fourth of all U.S, exports, reached
a record of nearly $6 billion in 1960-61. Ex-
ports for dollars amounted to £3.2 billion.
Of this $1.3 billion in sales received some
Government subsidy.

Among the biggest dollar customers for
agricultural products were the United King-
dom and the six Common Market countries
of Western Europe.

Other upper Midwest States also shared
in the export market. North Dakota sent
$111.7 million worth of wheat and livestock
products; South Dakota farmers supplied
$46.4 million worth of wheat, corn and live-
stock products; Wisconsin exported $64.3
million worth of corn, tobacco and dairy
products; and Montana sent $67.9 million in
wheat and livestock products.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
call the attention of the Senate to the
fact that a Midwestern State which
seems quite a long distance from our
seaports, where, of course, the export
trade flows, is one of the leading States
in the Union in terms of export busi-
ness. Minnesota has a great interest
in the adoption and the passage of the
President's foreign-trade program. Its
interest is not only because of the value
of her agricultural commodities which
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are exported, but also because of the ma-
chine tools, electronic products, chemi-
cals, medical and pharmaceutical sup-
plies, and a host of other commodities
which are manufactured, processed, or
grown in Minnesota. Of course, I be-
lieve every State in the Union can dem-
onstrate this kind of activity.

I have heard many persons say that
the United States has priced itself out
of the export market. That is the big-
gest bag of nonsense that has ever been
perpetrated upon the public. That is
hoax No. 1. A country that exports
products valued at more than $20 bil-
lion a year has not priced itself out of
the export market. No country on the
face of the earth can run even a close
second to the United States in export
business. Our export trade can be ex-
panded by more hard selling on the part
of American business. It can be ex-
panded by equipping the President with
the Executive authority to negotiate
across-the-board tariff reductions. It
can be expanded when the people of the
United States—the producers, the dis-
tributors, the workers, the farmers—
become more export minded.

But I wish to set at rest, once for all,
the myth that has spread across the land
that the United States, in its industrial
and agricultural production, has priced
itself out of the market. I repeat: A
country that does $20 billion worth of
business a year in export trade has not
priced itself out of the market. The
prices of commodities are not related
merely to wages; they are related also
to the availability of credit; and in the
United States, the availability of credit
is the greatest in the world. The rates
of interest are low. The price of the
commodity is related not only to the cost
per hour of the worker, but also, more
important, to the unit cost of produc-
tion, the capability of the industrial
plant, and the unit cost of the com-
modity. The price of the commodity is
related to the cost of energy; that is, the
electrical power, for example, which
might be used in the manufacture of a
particular product. Fortunately, with
its tremendous electrical power produc-
tion, both by private and public means,
the cost of electrical energy in the United
States is the lowest in the world.

I suggest that we have many assets in
the field of export trade. The trouble is
that some persons, in their effort to
frighten the American public with re-
spect to wages, have tried to tell the peo-
ple that we have priced ourselves out of
the market. To be sure, on some com=-
modities we may be a high-priced pro-
ducer. Therefore, what we must do is
to find those areas of competition where
we can produce quality goods in quantity
at the most reasonable price. Again,
everyone does not buy cheap. Price is
not the only factor. Sometimes people
buy quality, and they are generally better
off when they do so. One can go down-
town and buy a toothbrush for 10 cents,
but he cannot brush his teeth with it
very well. He may buy a good brush for
half a dollar or more. The question is,
Is it economy to buy a 10-cent item, or
is it economy to buy a $1 item? I think
that is a personal judgment as to which
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the facts will indicate that sometimes a
quality item, even at a higher price, is
economy.

The purpose of my remarks is to show
that the United States is not merely a
domestic consumption market. We have
a great interest in world trade from the
economic point of view if we can com-
pete in those markets—and we are com-
peting.

The United States does more business
than any other country in the world in
the export field. Furthermore, the ex-
pansion of our foreign trade is vital to
our national security.

I am happy that the State which I am
privileged to represent, in part, in the
Senate ranks ninth among the States
of the Union in the field of export trade.
Minnesota has a great interest in such
trade. The St. Lawrence Seaway makes
Duluth, Minn., one of the great ports of
the Nation. Itisone of the largest ports;
in faet, it is the second or third largest
port in the Nation. This indicates the
vital interest which the people of Min-
nesota and the people of the Midwest as
a whole have in the field of export com-
merce. When our Government equips
itself to provide the credit and credit
guarantees for the export business which
we ought to have, I think we will do even
better.

I intended to address the Senate later
on the subject of export credit guaran-
tees. I know the Government has such
a program underway now through the
Export-Import Bank. That program is
totally inadequate. It reveals a provin-
cial attitude toward export trade. It re-
veals what I call international mental
retardation in the field of foreign trade.
It does not even come close to matching
what is being done by our Common Mar-
ket friends in Western Europe. It has
made no headlines. Of course, we are
doing something; but if we are really to
compete in the world markets—and we
can—it will be necessary for us to ex-
pand our export trade by 50 percent by
moving aggressively into those markets.
However, if we expect to do that, we are
going to have to have export guarantees
worthy of the greatest industrial and
financial nation in the world. The ex-
port guarantees we have today would not
finance a small seed catalog company
much less the United States of America.
We must have a program related to the
financial and industrial business of the
country. We have been moving on a
cash-and-carry basis. We have been go-
ing on the idea that if one buys some-
thing, he must pay for it when it is de-
livered. That is a pretty good idea if
one has the cash; but most of the great
companies of America have been built
on credit. I should hate to think of what
would happen to the housing industry of
the United States without mortgage
guarantees. I should hate to think what
would happen to the automobile indus-
try without long-term credit, of the kind
of credit which makes available the pur-
chase of large numbers of automobiles.
In the United States, a longer term of
credit is extended to the purchaser of
an automobile than is extended to the
purchaser of American exports abroad.

Mr. President, I suggest that if is im-
portant that this subject be considered
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carefully. I hope that the appropriate
committees of Congress are doing that.
Sometime ago I recommended—and I
am asking for action on it—the estab-
lishment of a joint committee on export
trade. That is the primary business in
the United States.

I know that we have a Committee on
Finance; that we have a Committee on
Commerce; that we have a Committee
on Foreign Relations; that all of them
are interested in the export trade. But
it frequently happens that everybody's
business is nobody’s business. It becomes
monkey business. However, it should
become congressional business rather
than monkey business. Congress needs
a joint committee on export trade, if for
no other reason than to keep a watchful
eye on the foreign trade program and to
keep a watehful eye on developments in
the Common Market and the Sino-So-
viet bloc economic penetration into the
world markets.

I think these matters are of top pri-
ority, and should receive continuing co-
operation by Congress, rather than to
have sporadic consideration given these
matters.

I also ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp an editorial en-
titled “The New Tariff Battle,” which
was published in the New York Times.

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

THE NEwW TARIFF BATTLE

‘When the forelgn ministers of the United
States, Britaln, and Soviet Russia meet in
Geneva Monday an equally decisive battle
bearing on the same problem will open in
congressional hearings in Washington. This
battle will be over President Kennedy's pro-
gram to liberalize trade as an economic basis
for a true Atlantic community and a wider
free world community to stand against the
Communist challenge.

In preparation for this battle, that is likely
to become the greatest tariff debate since
Smoot and Hawley, the administration has
made two moves to give added impetus to the
program. President Kennedy has issued u
new appeal, asking support in what he calls
one of the most vital issues facing the eoun-
try. At the same time the White House pub-
lished the terms of broad tariff-cutting
agreements with 24 other countries to show,
as the President said, that the advantages of
trade liberalization far outweigh any dis-
advantages.

These agreements, signed In Geneva yes-
terday after the largest and most complex
negotiations in the 28-year of the
Trade Agreements Act, provide for mutual
tariff cuts to 20 percent and in some cases
up to 26 percent on billions of dollars worth
of trade. According to White House calcula-
tions, the United States has gained an ad-
vantage of 4 to 3. The most important of
these agreements was signed with the Eure-
pean Economic Community, or Common
Market, not only the fastest growing eco-
nomiec unit in the world but also a solid
basis for a political unification that may
soon embrace most of free Europe.

In concluding these agreements, started
under President Eisenhower, the United
States has exhausted all the tariff-cutting
powers under the Reciprocal Trade Act that
expires this year. But, since the European
Economic Community is changing the
world’s economic and trading patterns, fur-
ther steps are necessary to expand world
trade and to safeguard and expand our own
markets abroad. For this reason President
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Kennedy urges Congress to give him a bold
new Instrument of American trade policy.

No doubt the congressional battle will be
affected by the immediate impact of the new
tariff cuts on some industries and localities,
but on balance the argument is in favor of
the new program. It is, indeed, necessary
to safeguard our own economic health and
freedom.

THE GENEVA DISARMAMENT
CONFERENCE

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
wish to refer at this time to the Geneva
Disarmament Conference. This Confer-
ence has attracted the attention of the
world, and of course, the Conference
now has the close attention of the Presi-
dent of the United States, the Secretary
of State, and other of our high officials.

Mr. President, I wish to submit for
the Recorp a number of documents
from the New York Times which are cer-
tain to be of intense contemporary and
historical interest. Since the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD is a prime repository of
historical knowledge, it is only fitting
that these documents be recorded in ac-
cessible and readable form.

In the addresses of Secretary of State
Rusk and Soviet Foreign Minister
Gromyko, Mr, President, the world can
see the full outlines of the disarmament
plans proposed by the two greatest pow-
ers in the world. As presented, they do
not inspire me, at least, with optimism
that a solution to the arms race is at
hand. A comparison of the two plans
indicates that the United States and the
Soviet Union are as far apart as ever on
such issues as verification of arms con-
trol measures, an internationally con-
trolled nuclear test ban, and the me-
chanics of supervising disarmament.
There has been no progress on force
levels, the elimination of missiles and
bases, and a permanent United Nations
international police force.

Despite this impasse, Mr. Max Fran-
kel of the New York Times—a seasoned
and responsible reporter—notes some
flexibility in the United States and
Soviet positions as regards inspection.
This, of course, is the major obstacle to
any kind of disarmament agreement, and
the least evidence of mutual accommo-
dation is welcome news.

However, let me say that the position
of the United States at the Geneva talks
relating to the necessity of international
inspection must be considered to be an
absolute minimum requirement of any
disarmament agreement. Any other
kind of agreement which might be sub-
mitted in the form of a treaty to the
Senate would not have a chance of ap-
proval by the Senate, because I do not
think any Member of the Senate would
vote for a disarmament agreement which
did not lend itself to some form of objec-
tive, impartial verification of the arms
control measures, the measures which
provide for reduction of arms or for pro-
hibition of nuclear festing.

So the talk about inspection by each
nation of its own disarmament steps is
only talk, and does not relate to anything
which would be acceptable.

Certainly the fact that the disarma-
ment conference has managed to avoid
invective and needless propaganda is in
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itself an encouraging sign. It is far
better than the atmosphere of recrimi-
nation with which the last disarmament
conference, in June 1960, broke up.
Then the breakup was clearly the work
of the Soviet Union, which in turn was
still smarting under the U-2 incident.
Today, the irritants are present, but not
to such a degree as before. As Secre-
tary Rusk and Lord Home made clear to
Mr. Gromyko, the dangerous meddling
with the air corridors in Berlin certainly
could not bring disarmament or any
other kind of agreement any nearer. We
can only hope that this lesson has been
learned. Another failure to speak a
common language on disarmament
would be a terrible letdown for the world.

Mr. President, I hold in my hand a
brief summary entitled ‘“Arms Plans
Compared'”; also an article to which I
have referred entitled “United States
and Soviet Arms Plans Differ on In-
spection, Sequence, and Policing”"—
an article written by Max Frankel
and published in the New York
Times of March 16; and excerpts from
two addresses—one by Secretary of State
Rusk, and the other by Mr. Gromyko. I
ask unanimous consent that these mat-
ters be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the sum-
mary, the article, and the excerpts from
the addresses were ordered to be printed
in the REcorb, as follows:

ArmS Prans COMPARED

GENEVA, March 15.—Following are the basic °

differences between the three-stage Umted
States and Soviet disarmament pr

VERIFICATION

The United States calls for verification of
arms destruction measures and troop cuts in
each stage and of Armed Forces and arma-
ments retained. The Soviet Union refuses to
permit verification of what is retained. .

NUCLEAR TEST BAN

The United States wants an internation-
ally controlled nuclear test ban in the first
stage. The Soviet Unlon proposes an un-
controlled moratorium on underground
nuclear explosions until a control system is
agreed on, and a ban on other tests checked
only by national detectlon systems.

INTERNATIONAL DISARMAMENT ORGANIZATION

The United States wants one administra-
tor, operating subject to policies set by a
multination commission. He would super-
vise and enforce disarmament agreements.
The Russians want a multinational executive
council with Communist, nonaligned and
Western representatives empowered to estab-
lish facts and take decisions by a two-thirds
majority. Under the Soviet plan, action on
the “facts” could be taken only by the veto-
bound United Nations Security Council,

FORCE LEVELS

The American plan calls for United States
and Soviet Armed Forces to be limited in the
first stage to 2,100,000 men and all other
military significant states reduced to appro-
priate levels not exceeding 2,100,000. The
Soviet plan provides for reducing United
States and Soviet forces to 1,700,000 in the
first stage and other nations' forces to fixed
levels. Both plans call for further troop re-
ductions to a final point where each nation
would retain only enough forces to maintain
internal order.

DELIVERY VEHICLES

The U.S. plan provides for the discard of 30
percent of each nation’s nuclear dellvery
vehicles (rockets etc.) in the first stage. The
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Russlans want to abolish all delivery vehicles
and bases from which they would operate in

- the first stage.

FISSIONABLE MATERIALS

‘The United States calls for a complete cut-
off of production of fissionable materials for
weapons purposes in the first stage. The
Boviet Union favors the cessation of nuclear
weapons manufacture and the elimination of
nuclear stockpiles in the second stage.

INTERNATIONAL FORCE

The U.S. plan calls for establishment of a
permanent international peace force within
the United Nations in the second stage. The
Soviet plan does not provide for an interna-
tional force, but proposes earmarking na-
tional police units for United Nations Secu-
rity Council use in stage 3.

[From the New York Times, Mar. 16, 1962]
UNITED STATES AND SoVIET ARMS PLANS

DiFFER ON INSPECTION, SEQUENCE, AND
PoLICING

(By Max Frankel)
GENEVA, March 15.—In the official U.S.

view the 17-nation Disarmament Conference
is off to a properly sedate beginning without
name calling or imputing of motives, and the
work, therefore, can proceed.

There are dozens of differences between
the Soviet and Western plans for general
and complete disarmament, which were sub-
mitted today. Three major differences stand
out.

Secretary of State Dean Rusk repeated the
Western view that disarmament is possible
only if it is accompanied by the establish-
ment of rellable procedures for the peaceful
settlement of disputes and by the formation
of a United Nations peace force to cope with
breaches of the peace.

Forelgn Minister Andrel A. Gromyko, on
the other hand, restated the Communist
world’s refusal to surrender powers of judg-
ment and action to independent interna-
tional agencies.

GROMYEKO DEMANDS TROIKA

He foresaw little need of police action in a
disarmed world. In any case, he sald, the

_Soviet Unlon would consent only to an inter-

national force that was formed when needed
from national units, subject to the veto of
the major powers in the United Nations Se-
curity Council and commanded by a general
staff in which an East-West-neutral troika
would have to agree on every move.

The U.S. plan would have disarmament
proceed slowly for a testing of inspection
procedures and the bullding of confidence.

Throughout a 9- to 12-year process, each
side would retain a nuclear striking force.
In the first stage, which alone would last
3 years, Mr. Rusk offered a partial discard
of delivery vehicles without mentioning
foreign bases as such.

The Soviet plan still envisions total dis-
armament in three stages totaling only 4
years. Mr. Gromyko denounced partial
measures. In his proposed first stage any-
thing capable of carrying or firing nuclear
weapons would be destroyed and all military
bases on foreign solls dismantled, with all
troops recalled to their home territories.

FULL INSPECTION DEMANDED

The United States continued to inslst not
only on verification of specific disarmament
measures but also upon inspection of the
forces and weapons retained at any stage.

Mr. Rusk explained that such inspection
would be designed to corroborate action only
on those steps already called for by the
treaty, not military installations in general.
Anything less, he warned, might make any
nation, large or small, the victim of the per-
fidy of others.

The Soviet plan, more plalnly than ever
before, insisted that during the disarming
process there could be no inspection of forces
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or weapons still retained. Mr. Gromyko sald
controls could be comprehensive and unre-
stricted only after total disarmament had
been achieved.

The inspection issue has been the major
obstacle to any kind of disarmament arrange-
ment, and it was in this area that the two
sides made faintly conclliatory moves today.

BAMPLING SYSTEM STUDIED

U.S. officials explained, for instance, that
they were prepared to consider a 30-per-
cent reduction of delivery vehicles without
insisting on immediate inspection of the re-
maining 70 percent. They sald they would
take a chance on an unverified inventory at
the start, as long as a thorough check of re-
tained delivery vehicles and their produc-
tion could be achieved at a later stage.

More importantly, Mr. Rusk indicated the
United States was now ready for a formal dis-
cussion of spot-check inspection systems.

In deference to Sovlet nervousness about
inspectors running loose on Soviet soll, U.5.
mathematicians and probability theorists
have been working on sampling technigues
that could be applied in limited regions of
a country to test the accuracy of its claimed
military inventories.

This research, using the technigues of bank
auditors and public opinion surveys, has ap-
parently borne fruit and Americans here
think it may lead to a breakthrough. So-
viet sclentists have been intrigued by the
idea, but their Government has not.

The Russians argued thelr views on inspec-
tion at length today. Mr. Gromyko’s main
point was that the nations had no accurate
inspection today, so why demand it before
disarmament was concluded.

MAJORITY RULE ACCEPTAELE

However, the Soviet diplomat offered some
movement. While demanding that the in-
spection teams consist of representatives of
the Western, Communist, and neutral coun-
tries, he sald the Soviet Union was willing to
have them work by majority rule instead of
unanimity rule as long as factfinding was
their duty.

An assessment of the facts and punish-
ment for violations, he said, would have to
be subject to the veto in the Security Coun-
cil.

Thus the inspection question stood tonight
as no greater obstacle than those of balanc-
ing disarmament at every stage and simul-
taneously creating a sense of world law and
order for a disarmed world.

Mr. Rusk emphasized the last as the most
important, in recognition of the Western view
that without laws, courts, and policemen
only fools would lay down their weapons.

[From the New York Times, Mar. 16, 1962]

ExcerpTs FrROM ADDRESSES BY GROMYEKO AND
RUSK AT GENEVA ARMS CONFERENCE

ADDRESS BY RUSK

All of us will agree, I am sure, that this
conference faces one of the most perplexing
and urgent tasks on the agenda of man. In
this endeavor, we welcome our association
with delegates from countries which have not
previously been intimately involved with
earlier negotiations on disarmament.

The dreary history of such negotiations
shows that we need their help and fresh
points of view. The presence of these dele-
gations reminds us, too, that arms races are
not the exclusive concern of the great powers.

We are not here dealing solely with a single
struggle in which a few large states are en-
gaged, with the rest of the world as specta-
tors. Every state has a contribution to make
in establishing the conditions for general
disarmament in its own way. Every state
has a responsibility to strive for a reduction
of tension, and of armaments, in its own
neighborhood.

This means that each of us will bear per-
sonal responsibility for what we do here.
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Every speech and every act must move us to-
ward our common objective. At the same
time, every one of us brings to the search
for disarmament a separate fund of ex-
perience relevant to our problem. The Unit-
ed BStates, for example, has established a
major new agency of government to mobilize
its skills and resources to seek out and study
every useful approach to arms reduction.

What is needed is immediate reduction and
eventual elimination of all the national
armaments and armed forces required for
making war. What is required most urgently
is to stop the nuclear arms race.

Moment is eritical

All of us recognize that this moment is
critical. We are here because we share the
conviction that the arms race is dangerous
and that every tool of statecraft must be used
to end it.

As the President stated on March 2, the
United States is convinced that “in the long
run, the only real security in this age of nu-
clear peril rests not in armaments but in dis-
armament."

Modern weapons have a quality new to
history. A single thermonuclear weapon
today can carry the explosive power of all
weapons of the last war. In the last war
they were delivered at 300 miles per hour;
today they travel at almost 300 miles per
minute. Economic costs skyrocket through
sophistication of design and by accelerating
rates of obsolescence.

Our objective, therefore, is clear enough.
We must eliminate the instruments of de-
struction. We must create the conditions
for a secure and peaceful world, In so
doing, we can turn the momentum of sci-
ence exclusively to peaceful purposes, and
we can 1lift the burden of the arms race and
thus increase our capacity to raise living
standards everywhere.

A group of experts meeting at the United
Nations has just issued an impressive report
on the economic and social consequences of
disarmament which should stimulate us in
our work, The experts, drawn from coun-
tries with the most diverse political systems,
were unanimously of the opinion that the
problems of transition connected with dis-
armament could be solved to the benefit of
all countries and that disarmament would
lead to the improvement of world economic
and social conditions.

They characterized the achievement of
general and complete disarmament as an
unqualified blessing to all mankind.

Vast unfinished work

This is the spirit in which we in the United
States would deal with the economic read-
justments required if we should achieve
broad and deep cuts in the level of arma-
ments. The United States is a nation with
vast unfinished business,

Disarmament would permit us to get on
with the job of building a better America
and, through expanded economic develop-
ment activities, of building a better world.

The great promise of man's capacity should
not be frustrated by his inability to deal
with war and implements of war. Man is
an inventive being; surely we can turn our
hands and minds at long last to the task of
the political invention we need to repeal
the law of the jungle. How can we move
to such disarmament?

The fact that the story of the postwar
period has forced increased defense efforts
upon us is a most grievous disappointment.
This disappointment teaches us that reduc-
tion of tensions must go hand in hand with
real progress in disarmament. We must, I
believe, simultanecusly work at both.

On the one hand, it is idle to expect that
we can move very far down the road toward
disarmament if those who claim to want it
do not seek, as well, to relax tensions and
create conditions of trust. Confidence can-
not be built on a footing of threats, polemics
and disturbed relations,
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On the other hand, by reduclng and
finally eliminating means of military intimi-
dation, we might render our political crises
less acutely dangerous and provide greater
scope for their settlement by peaceful means.

I would be less than candid if I did not
point out the harmful effect which deliber-
ately stimulated crises can have on our work
here. In the joint statement of agreed prin-
ciples for disarmament negotiations pub-
lished on September 20, 1961, the United
States and Soviet Union affirmed that “to
facilitate the attainment of general and
complete disarmament in a peaceful world
it is important that all states abide by exist-
ing international agreements, refrain from
any actions which might aggravate interna-
tional tensions, and that they seek settle-
ment of all disputes by peaceful means."

Shadow cast by crises

Yet we are confronted by crises which
inevitably cast their shadows into this
meeting room.

The same can be sald for the failure of
our efforts, so hopefully begun, to conclude
an effective agreement for ending nuclear
weapon tests.

There Is an obvious lesson to be drawn
from these considerations. The lesson is
that general and complete disarmament
must be accompanied by the establishment
of reliable procedures for the peaceful settle-
ment of disputes and effective arrangements
for the maintenance of peace in accordance
with the principles of the United Nations
Charter.

For the rule and spirit of law must pre-
vall if the world is to be disarmed. As we
make progress in this conference, we shall
have to lay increasing stress on this point.

A disarmed world must be a law-abiding
world in which a United Nations peace force
can cope with international breaches of the
peace.

Fortunately there is one sign which can
give us hope that this conference will in
good time lay the foundation stones for a
world without war.

For the first time, a disarmament confer-
ence is beginning its activities within an
agreed framework—the joint statement of
agreed principles—which all our govern-
ments have welcomed, along with every
other member of the United Nations. The
United States considers the joint statement
as its point of departure.

The U.S. program for general and com-
plete disarmament in a peaceful world, in-
troduced in the United Nations on Septem-
ber 25, 1961, was presented to give life to the
agreed principles, It is comprehensive in
its scope and in its description of the sub-
jects suitable for action in the first and
subsequent stage of the disarmament proc-
ess. It is framed so as to avold impairment
of the security of any state. It aims at bal-
anced and verified disarmament in successive
stages.

Plan not immutable

It is not immutable, however. It is de-
slgned to serve as a basis for negotiation.

This conference also has before it another
plan, presented by the Soviet Union. A
comparison of the two plans will show some
areas of agreement. We belleve it is the
task of the conference to search for broader
areas of accord leading to specific steps
which all can take with confidence.

At this meeting the United States wishes
to put forward some suggestions and pro-
posals regarding the course of our future
activity. First as to objective and procedure;
then as to a program of work for the con-
ference.

We believe that the ultimate objective
should be the working out in detail of a
treaty or treaties putting into effect an
agreed program for general and complete
disarmament in a peaceful world.

To bring this about we propose that all of
our delegations agree to continue our ef-
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forts at this conference without interrup-
tions, other than those we all agree to be
desirable or necessary for our task, until a
total program for general and complete dis-
armament has been achleved.

As for precedures, we propose that we find
means of achieving maximum Iinformality
and flexibility. We do not believe that the
best way to make progress is to concentrate
our time and efforts in protracted or sterile
debate.

Reduced schedule sought

Accordingly, the United States will pro-
pose that as soon as ample opportunity has
been allowed for opening statements, the
schedule of plenary meetings be reduced, so
that issues and problems can be explored in
informal meetings and in subcommittees
more likely to produce agreement.

Let me turn now to proposals regarding
the work for the conference.

The first proposal is that the conference
work out and agree on an outline program of
general and complete disarmament which
can be Included in the report due to the
United Nations Disarmament Commission by
June 1.

The United States belleves that, to fulfill
this first objective, the initial aim of the con-
ference should be to consolidate and expand
the areas of agreement and to reconcile the
differences between the Unlted States and
Soviet disarmament plans.

As a first step toward filling in the details
of such a program, the United States makes
the following proposals:

I

We propose that a cut of 30 percent in
nuclear delivery vehicles and major conven-
tional armaments be included in the first
stage of the disarmament program. We pro-
pose that strategic delivery vehicles be re-
duced not only in numbers but also in de-
structive capability.

We estimate that, given faithful coopera-
tion, this reduction might be carried out in
3 years. Similar reductions can, we believe,
be achieved in each of the later stages.

It is recognized, however, that, in the
words of the agreed principles, “all measures
of general and complete disarmament should
be balanced so that at no stage of the imple-
mentation of the treaty could any state or
group of states galn military advantage and
that security is insured equally for all.”

But agreement on such a reduction and
the measures to carry it out would be a sig-
nificant step forward. It would reverse the
upward spiral of the arms race, replacing
increases with decreases, and men could
begin to galn freedom from the fear of mass
destruction from such weapons.

I

The United States has proposed that early
in the first stage further production of any
fissionable material for nuclear weapons be
stopped. We propose now that thereafter
the United States and the US.S.R. each
agree to transfer in the first stage 50,000 kilo-
grams of weapons grade U®® to nonweapons
purposes.

SBuch a move would cut at the heart of
nuclear weapons production. The initial
transfers should be followed by additional
transfers in the subsequent stages of the dis-
armament program. Resources now devoted
to military programs could then be employed
for purposes of peace.

mr

The United States proposes that the dis-
armament program also include early action
on speclfic worldwide measures which will
reduce the risk of war by accident, miscalcu-
lation, failure of communications or surprise
attack. These are measures which can be
worked out rapidly. They are bound to in-
.crease confidence. They will reduce the
likelihood of war.
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We will be prepared to present concrete
proposals for action in the following areas:

(a) Advance notification of military move-
ments, such as major transfers of forces, ex-
ercises and maneuvers, flights of aircraft, as
well as firlng of missiles.

(b) Establishment of observation posts at
major ports, rallway centers, motor highways,
river crossings, and alr bases to report on
concentrations and movements of military
forces.

(c) Establishment of aerial inspection
-areas and the use of mobile inspection teams
to improve protection agalnst surprise at-
tack.

(d) Establishment of an International
commission on measures to reduce the risk of
war charged with the task of examining ob-
Jectively the techmical problems involved.

w

The United States proposes that the par-
ticipants in this conference undertake an
urgent search for mutually acceptable meth~
ods of guaranteeing the fulfillment of ob-
ligations for arms reduction. We shall look
with sympathy on any approach which
shows promise of leading to progress with-
out sacrificing safety.

‘We must not be diverted from this search
by shop-worn efforts to equate verification
with esplonage. Such an abortive attempt
misses the vital point in verification proced-
ures. No government, large or small, could
be expected to enter into disarmament ar-
rangements under which their peoples might
become victims of the perfidy of others.

In other affairs, accounting and auditing
systems are customarily installed so that the
question of confidence need not arise. Con-
fidence grows out of knowledge; suspicion
and fear are rooted in ignorance. This has
been true since the beginning of time.

Let me make this point clear: The United
States does not ask for inspection for in-
spection’s sake. Inspection is for no p
other than assurance that commitments are
fulfilled. The United States will do what
is necessary to assure others that it has ful-
filled its commitments; we would find it dif-
ficult to understand why others cannot do
the same.

Joint explorations

We are prepared jointly to explore varl-
ous means through which this could be
done. It might be possible In certain in-
stances to use sampling techniques in which
verification could take place in some pre-
determined fashion, perhaps in specific geo-
graphic areas, thus subjecting any violator
of a disarmament agreement to a restraining
risk of exposure, without maintaining con-
stant surveillance everywhere.

The four proposals I have just described
are new and realistic examples of the spe-
cific measures which we contemplated in
the first stage of the U.S. plan of Septem-
ber 25. We can recall that that plan had
other specific proposals:

That the Soviet Union and the United
States reduce their force levels by many hun-
dreds of thousands of men to a total of
2,100,000 for each.

That steps be taken to prevent states own-
ing nuclear weapons from relinquishing con-
trol of such weapons to any nation not own-
ing them.

That weapons capable of producing mass
destruction should not be placed in orbit
or stationed in outer space.

Finally we call for early action on a matter
that should yield priority to none—the cessa-
tion of nuclear weapons tests. Here we
stand at a turning point.

If a treaty cannot be signed, and signed
quickly, to do away with nuclear weapon
testing with appropriate arrangements for
detection and verification, there will be fur-
ther tests and the spiral of competition will
continue upward.

But If we can reach such an agreement
this development can be stopped, and

4501

stopped forever. This is why the United
States and the United Kingdom have invited
the Soviet Union to resume negotiations to
ban all nuclear weapons tests under effec-
tive international controils.

I had expected that a number of delegates
might express here their regrets that the
U.8.5.R. and the United States had resumed
nuclear testing. But I had supposed that
there was one delegation—that of the Soviet
Union—which could not have found it pos-
sible to criticize the United States for doing
BO.

The representative of the U.S.SR. has
spoken of the possible effect of U.S. weapons
testing on this conference. The statement
of agreed principles and this conference
were born amld the echolng roars of more
than 40 Soviet nuclear explosions. A 50-
megaton bomb does not make the noise of
a coolng dove.

The Soviet Union has spoken of its readi-
ness to accept inspection of disarmament,
though not of armament. We hope that
they will agree that the total permanent
elimination of nuclear testing is disarmament
and that they will accept effective interna-
tional controls within their own formula.

Let us not permit this conference, like its
predecessors, to become frozen in deadlock
at the start of its deliberations. Surely it
need not do so. The obstacles to disarma-
ment agreements—the forces tending to di-
vide us into rival aggregations of power—
might at long last begin to yleld to the
overriding and shared interest in survival,
which alone can unite us for peace.

ADDRESS BY GROMYEKO

Long before the rap of the chalrman's
gavel opened the meeting of our committee,
the Sovlet Government undertook efforts to
guarantee the frultful nature of the dis-
armament talks. It is precisely solicitude
for the frultful outcome of the talks that
prompted the appeal of the head of govern-
ment of the U.SS.R. N. 8. Ehrushchev, to
the leading statesmen of the member states
of the 18-nation committee to start the work
of the committee at the highest level with
the participation of heads of government or
state.

Now everybody recognizes the personal re-
sponsibility of the heads of government and
state for the success of these talks and the
necessity of the direct participation of the
top statesmen in the work of the 18-nation
Disarmament Committee. Of no less impor-
tance ls the fact that the activities of the
Disarmament Committee now are, so to say,
in the focus of world public opinion. Those
who like to speak about international con-
trol should be pleased: The work of the 18-
nation committee will proceed under broad
and exacting international control—under
the control of the peoples,

To prevent the outbreak of another world
war whose flames would devour whole coun-
triles—such are the hopes of the people.
These hopes are justly connected with gen-
eral and complete disarmament, which is a
matter of common concern for all nations,
all states, big and small. Therefore the So-
viet Government expresses satisfaction at the
fact that, in contrast to the past, this time
the disarmament talks are attended not only
by the states affiliated with the opposing mil-
itary groups.

Favorable circumstances

The committee is starting its work at a
time when there are some favorable cir-
cumstances, But they, of course, must not
shroud in an optimistic haze the sinister
clouds looming on the horizon. No one has
the right to close his eyes to the fact that a
rather sensitive blow has been dealt to the
negotiations even before they started.

Everyone understands, of course, that the
point in question is the decision of the U.S.
Government to hold, beginning with the
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second half of this April, a serles of nuclear
tests in the atmosphere. And no matter
what arguments are adduced in their justi-
fication, the U.S. Government will be un-
able to shrug off responsibility for the conse-
quences of this decision.

As already stated by the Soviet Govern-
ment, if the United States and its allies add
yet another series of nuclear tests to those
they have already held to perfect their nu-
clear arms, the Soviet Union will be faced
with the necessity to hold such tests of new
types of its muclear weapons as would be
required in these conditions to strengthen
its security and to safeguard peace.

The Soviet Government is still convinced
that there is every necessary condition to
end once and for all the tests of nuclear
arms, if the United States, Britain, and also
France show a sincere desire to do so, and
will not steer toward the whipping up of
the nuclear arms race., A decislon to end
nuclear tests both in the framewor of gen-
eral and complete disarmament and on the
basis of a separate agreement, as proposed by
the U.S.8.R. on November 28, 1961, is ac-
ceptable to the Soviet Union.

The duty of the governments, who turn
an attentive ear to the voice of the peoples
and strive to satlsfy their aspirations, is to
prevent the 18-nation committee from shar-
ing the inglorious lot of its predecessors.

‘What should be the result of the commit-
tee's work to enable the governments par-
ticipating in this committee to say with clear
conscience that they have successfully coped
with the task entrusted to them? Everyone
who does not want to act against his con-
science will give only one answer to this
question: This work must lead to the con-
clusion of a treaty on general and complete
disarmament.

Soviet offers drajft

Guided by the desire to render these talks
concrete and businesslike from the very out-
set, the Soviet Government submits for the
committee’s consideration a draft treaty on
general and complete disarmament under
strict international control.

As distinet from former drafts ever con-
sidered under the United Nations' roof, this
document is a draft treaty that, article after
article, item after item, sets forth the pro-
gram for general and complete disarmament
in a precise language of binding formulas.
This document covers the entire process of
disarmament from beginning to end.

‘Our draft treaty is based on the principles
of general and complete disarmament agreed
between the U.S.8.R. and United States and
approved by the 16th session of the United
Nations General Assembly.

At the same time it takes account of many
remarks and wishes of other countries voiced
by them in the past while discussing the
proposed program of general and complete
disarmament.

The draft treaty determines the measures
fulfillment of which secures in a com-
paratively short period the liguidation of
all the military machine of states—from
rockets to rifles, from armies and divisions to
the general staffs.

It envisages three clearly defined stages,
each of which is full of concrete commit-
ments of states as regards disarmament and
control. The task of the stages is to secure
consecutiveness and continuousness in the
implementation of the entire program of
disarmament and at the same time to create
conditions for the transition of the economy
of states to peaceful rails.

A look into future

The Soviet draft favorably differs from
the other proposals in which, through de-
claring in general form the agreement to
implement general and complete disarma-
ment by stages, the plans of disarmament
themselves, however, actually amount only
to the remuneration of some, in their
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majority very vague, measures of the first
stage. As to the measures of the other
states, at best they are a hazy blueprint
which no one can decipher, including the
authors themselves.

The carrying out of first-stage measures,
made up to the corresponding articles of
the Soviet draft treaty, will practically do
away with the danger of an attack inarms.

Imagine that we are not at the beginning
of the 18 nations’ committee work, but
on the eve of the disarmament treaty
going into force. Then all means of deliver-
ing nuclear weapons will have had disap-
peared from the face of the earth In less
than 2 years, meaning that the weapon
itself would be actually eliminated. There
would be no combat missiles and missile
planes, the launching grounds, racks and
pads will have been destroyed.

The only rocket to soar up will be heralds
of science. War planes, capable of carrying
atomic and hydrogen bombs, would no longer
buzz in the skies. They will have been
demolished, too. It will have been safe on
the seas also: the surface craft capable of
carrying nuclear arms, as well as the sub-
marines, will have been scrapped.

Only dots on the maps, compiled by gen-
eral staffs before the conclusion of the gen-
eral and complete disarmament treaty, will
have remained from the foreign war bases
now scattered in the territories of scores of
countries, countries would be posted only
at home and not in foreign territories, as is
the case now with many countries. More-
over, the numerical strength of these forces
will have heen cut considerably, the Soviet
and United States armed forces, for instance,
having not more than 1,700,000 officers and
men each,

The fulfillment of the measures of the
second stage of disarmament, set out in
the draft treaty, will secure the prohibition
of nuclear and other types of weapons of
mass destruction, with the liquidation of
all stockplles of them and ending their pro-
duction, The threat of the breaking out
of a thermonuclear war will be fully elim-
inated. The further substantial curtailment
of armed forces of states will decrease the
possibility of military conflicts in general.

Cut to 1 million men

I would like to draw attention to the fact
that we propose at this stage to cut down
the armed forces of the U.S.8.R. and the
United States to 1 million men. This figure
was named by the United States itself, and
that is why the reaching of agreement must
not cause difficulties.

After the completion of the liquidation of
all armed forces and armaments and the
military apparatus, that is in the third stage,
as 1s envisaged by articles 31 to 38 of the
draft treaty, war will be practlecally excluded
from the life of human soclety.

The disarmament measures in the Soviet
draft are so distributed by stages that the
states will be in the same position as re-
gards security both throughout the process
of general and complete disarmament and
after its completion, and no one will get
any advantages.

Considered from this viewpoint, the other
proposals known to the committee obviously
suffer from a one-sided approach. How, for
instance, can destruction of the means of
nuclear delivery be divorced of the liguida-
tion of military bases on foreign territories
and the withdrawal of forelgn troops from
them? Or do some people believe that it
would be disarmament to follow the method
of “you destroy your rockets and we will
retain our military bases along your
frontiers?”

No, the efforts to infringe the interests of
one side and obtain unilateral military
advantages at its expense is a vicious
method. It will not do anything good. The
Soviet Union stands for reasonable negotia-
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tions, for honest disarmament, for honest—
if one may say so—partnership in settling
questions of disarmament.

The Soviet Union wants to have proper
guarantees that the disarmament commit-
ments agreed upon are strictly fulfilled, that
there are no loopholes in them for forging
weapons of aggression in secret when the
process of general and complete disarma-
ment has already begun. Our country is not
going to take anybody on trust, least of all
the states which have established exclusive
military alinements, which follow a policy of
building up their armament, and which
have built military bases close to the Soviet
Union. Nor do we ask anybody to take us
on trust either. The Soviet Union is a con-
vinced advocate of strict control over dis-
armament,

Reliable control

In considering the Soviet draft, it is easy
to notice that the Soviet proposals combine
disarmament measures at every stage with
reliable international control over their im-
plementation. The head of the Soviet Gov-
ernment, Nikita Ehrushchev, has explained
more than once that the Soviet Union is
prepared to accept any proposals for con-
trol over disarmament which the Western
powers may put forward, provided they ac-
cept the Soviet proposals for general and
complete disarmament. It is precisely on
this that solution of the questions of control
is based in the draft of the treaty submitted
by the Soviet Government.

Nobody would deny, I think, that the best
means of insuring peace and security of
states is disarmament itself. When there
are no armies, no weapons, no one will in ef-
fect be able to start war, to use force in
international relations, or threaten to use
force,

In the course of past negotiations, some
states suggested that it would be desirable to
have additional measures to insure security
while general and complete disarmament is
in progress. This is not at variance with
our position. Our draft treaty provides for
specific measures to insure peace and na-
tional security both in the course of general
and complete disarmament and upon its
completion, including establishment of in-
ternational armed forces. It is clear that
establishment of institutions to maintain
national security can and should be done
within the framework of the United Nations.

‘While regarding agreement on general and
complete disarmament to be the committee’s
main task, the Soviet Government would
consider it useful, at the same time, to carry
out now—without awailting for the conclu-
sion of talks on general and complete dis-
armament—a number of measures which
would help ease international tension,
strengthen the trust in the relations be-
tween states and establish conditions more
favorable for disarmament.

The Soviet Unlon’s proposals for such
measures were put forward in the Soviet
Government's memorandum submitted to
the United Nations General Assembly on
September 26, 1961. It can be noted with
satisfaction that the ideas expressed in these
proposals are winning increasing support.

Not just marking time

Every year, every month lost for disarma-
ment are not just marking time at talks but
a lightning fast sliding to the red line sepa-
rating peace from the blast of the rocket
nuclear war.

It would be a crime against mankind,
against the conscience of peoples, for the
governments to follow those small—but ex-
erting great influence on the policy of a
number of countries—groups for which the
arms race is just a profitable business. But
how miserable appear these narrow interests
when compared with what is staked by con-
tinuing the arms race.

The production of armaments has now
been turned into some sort of a cycle, con-
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stantly accelerating its speed, and greedily
swallowing up even greater branches of in-
dustry, science, and technology.

During the war sorrowful lists of those
killed at the front were published. But no
one publishes lists of victims of the cold
war and victims of the arms race. But
they are immeasurable. What computing
machines will be able to calculate how many
people would have been saved from hunger
and diseases if only a part of the funds
squandered on armaments would be spent
for improving the conditions of life in those
countries which, not through a fault of their
own, have fallen back many decades if not
ages from the modern level of technology,
education, and medicine?

Allow me, in conclusion, to express the
hope that the committee members, on study-
ing attentively and without bias the draft
treaty proposed today by the Soviet Govern-
ment, will find it necessary to use this treaty
as a basis for the committee’s work. The
Soviet Government, as 1t has already stated,
is ready to make everything in its power
to secure the success of the talks and to see
that the expectations of the peoples, related
to the work of the 18-nation committee,
would be justified.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
also ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp a reaction state-
ment which I released in regard to these
two addresses.

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

HuMPHREY UrGES U.S. OFFER OF SPACE YEAR
PrOPOSAL AT GENEVA DISARMAMENT MEET-
ING
Senator HueerT H. HUMPHREY, Democrat,

of Minnesota, today suggested that the

United States offer an additional proposal

with the disarmament plan submitted by

Becretary of State Dean Rusk today in

Geneva.

HuMmPHREY, chairman of the Senate Dis-
armament Subcommittee, proposed the des-
ignation of 1963 as an International Space
Cooperation Year.

The Senate majority whip praised as “con-
structive and imaginative” Rusk’s proposals
for major reductions of United States and
U.S8.R. long-range missiles and for a cut-
off in production of fissionable materials for
weapons. But he added: “Our representa-
tives at the disarmament conference in
Geneva should call for another basic and
major step—a firm and written agreement
for international cooperation for peaceful
exploration of outer space.

“The nations represented at Geneva can,
at least, assure the world that outer space
will be a laboratory of peaceful research and
sclentific exploration, rather than a battle-
field filled with the hideous weapons of mass
destruction.

“Today's arms race on earth and explora-
tion race in outer space are separated—but
only narrowly. If those two races are com-
bined, the consequences for mankind could
be disastrous.

“The current disarmament conference at
Geneva can take the first step to assure that
outer space will be out of bounds for the
arms race. That step is an agreement to
establish 1963 as an International Space Co-
operation Year.”

HumPHREY sald that such an agreement
should aim toward permament demilitariza-
tion of outer space.

“We should strive for a firm commitment
by every nation to prohibit the orbiting of
any nuclear bomb bearing satellite,” he
added. “We should seek to forbid any space
project involving weapons of destruction or
aggression.”

The BSenator cited as a successful prece-
dent to his proposal the International Geo-
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physical Year in 1058, which led to the
Antarctica Treaty forbidding military proj-
ects or testing and guaranteeing freedom of
scientific investigation and exploration on
that continent.

HumpHREY also repeated his proposal for
the establishment of an International Space
Peace Agency under the auspices of the
United Nations. Such an agency, he sug-
gested, could implement an agreement for a
1963 space year and provide the framework
for additional agreements on outer space.

COOPERATION ON EXPLORATION
OF OUTER SPACE

Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. President,
there has been considerable talk about
cooperation between the United States
and the Soviet Union on the exploration
of outer space and certain other develop-
ments relating to the peaceful use and
development of outer space. I think all
of us were heartened by the letter sent
by President Kennedy to Mr. Khru-
shchev, outlining the program of the
United States as a beginning program
for cooperation on an international
basis—in this instance, with the Soviet
Union—for scientific exploration and
developments in outer space. I ask
unanimous consent that President Ken-
nedy’s letter to Premier Khrushchev be
printed at this point in the Recorbp.

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

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 18, 1962]
TexT oF KENNEDY SPACE LETTER TO
EHRUSHCHEV
Dear MR. CHAIRMAN: On February 21 last I
wrote you that I was instructing appropriate
officers of this Government to prepare con-
crete proposals for immediate projects of
common action in the exploration of space.

I now present such proposals to you.

The exploration of space is a broad and
varied activity and the possibilities for co-
operation are many. In suggesting the pos-
sible first steps which are set out below,
I do not intend to limit our mutual con-
sideration of desirable cooperative activities.
On the contrary, I will welcome your con-
crete suggestions along these or other lines.

1. Perhaps we could render no greater
service to mankind through our space pro-
grams than by the joint establishment of an
early operational weather satellite system.
Such a system would be designed to provide
global weather data for prompt use by any
nation. To initiate this service, I propose
that the United States and the Soviet Union
each launch a satellite to photograph cloud
cover and provide other agreed meteorological
services for all nations. The two satellites
would be placed in near-polar orbits in
planes approximately perpendicular to each
other, thus providing regular coverage of
all areas. Thls Immensely valuable data
would then be disseminated through normal
international meteorological channels and
would make a significant contribution to the
research and service programs now under
study by the World Meteorological Organiza-
tion in response to Resolution 1721 (XVI)
adopted by the United Nations General As-
sembly on December 20, 1962,

2. It would be of great interest to those
responsible for the conduct of our respective
space programs if they could obtain opera-
tional tracking services from each other's
territories. Accordingly, I propose that each
of our countries establish and operate a radin
tracking station to provide tracking services
to the other, utilizing equipment which we
would each provide to the other. Thus, the
United States would provide the technical
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equipment for a tracking station to be estab-
lished in the Soviet Union and to be oper-
ated by Soviet technicians. The United
States would In turn establish and operate a
radio tracking station utilizing Soviet equip~
ment. Each country would train the other’s
technicians in the operation of its equip-
ment, would utilize the station located on
its territory to provide tracking services to
the other, and would afford such access as
may be necessary to accommodate modifica-
tions and maintenance of equipment from
time to time.

3. In the fleld of the earth sciences, the
precise character of the earth’s magnetic field
is central to many scientific problems. I
propose, therefore, that we cooperate in
mapping the earth’s magnetic field in
space by utilizing two satellites, one in
a near-earth orbit and the second in a more
distant orbit. The United States would
launch one of these satellites while the Soviet
Union would launch the other. The data
would be exchanged throughout the world
sclentific community, and opportunities for
correlation of supporting data obtained on
the ground would be arranged.

4. In the field of experimental communica-
tions by satellite, the United States has al-
ready undertaken arrangements to test and
demonstrate the feasibility of intercontinen-
tal transmissions. A number of countries
are constructing equipment suitable for par-
ticipation in such testing. I would welcome
the Soviet Union’s jolning in this coopera-
tive effort which will be a step toward meet-
ing the objective, contained in United Na-
tions General Assembly Resolution 1721
(XVI), that communications by means of
satellites should be available to the nations
of the world as soon as practicable on a glo-
bal and nondiscriminatory basis. I note
also that Secretary Rusk has broached the
subject of cooperation in this field with Min-
ister Gromyko and that Mr. Gromyko has
expressed some interest. Our technical rep-
resentatives might now discuss specific pos-
sibllities in this fleld.

5. Given our common interest in manned
space flights and In insuring man's ability
to survive in space and return safely, I pro-
pose that we pool our efforts and exchange
our knowledge in the fleld of space medicine,
where future research can be pursued in
cooperation with scientists from varlous
countries.

Beyond these specific projects we are pre-
pared now to discuss broader cooperation
in the still more challenging projects which
must be undertaken in the exploration of
outer space. The tasks are so challenging,
the costs so great, and the risks to the brave
men who engage in space exploration so
grave, that we must in all good consclence
try every possibility of sharing these tasks
and costs and of minimizing these risks.
Leaders of the U.S. space program have de-
veloped detalled plans for an orderly sequence
of manned and unmanned flights for ex-
ploration of space and the planets. Out of
discussion of these plans, and of your own,
for undertaking the tasks of this decade
would undoubtedly emerge possibilities for
substantive sclentific and technical coopera-
tion in manned and unmanned space inves-
tigations. Some possibilities are not yet pre-
cisely identifiable, but should become clear
as the space programs of our two countries
proceed. In the case of others it may be
possible to start planning together now. For
example, we might cooperate in unmanned
exploration of the lunar surface, or we might
commence now the mutual definition of
steps to be taken in sequence for an ex-
haustive scientific investigation of the
planet Mars or Venus, including considera-
tion of the possible utility of manned flight
in such programs. When a proper sequence
for experiments has been determined, we
might share responsibility for all the neces-
sary projects. All data would be made freely
available.
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I believe it is both appropriate and desira-
ble that we take full cognizance of the sclen-
tific and other contributions which other
states the world over might be able to
make In such programs. As agreements are
reached between us on any parts of these or
similar programs, I propose that we report
them to the United Nations Committee on
the Peaceful Uses of Outer Space. The Com-
mittee offers within the framework of its
mandate as set forth in General Assembly
Resolutions 1472 (XIV) and 1721 (XVI).

I am designating technical representatives
who will be prepared to meet and discuss
with your representatives our ideas and yours
in a spirit of practical cooperation. In order
to accomplish this at an early date, I suggest
that the representatives of our two countries
who will be coming to New York to take
part In the United Nations Outer Space
Committee meet privately to discuss the pro-
posals set forth in this letter.

Sincerely,
JoEN KENNEDY.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
note that in 1956 the Subcommittee on
Disarmament—at that time a special
subcommittee by congressional resolu-
tion—had advocated this type of ex-
ploration on a multilateral, international
basis, within the framework of the
United Nations, if possible.

It has been my privilege from time
to time to address myself to this sub-
ject, when it was at the pioneering stage.

It is gratifying to see now that the
proposals which were made by a con-
gressional subcommittee, and which sub-
sequently were supported by the United
States at the United Nations, and now
mentioned with some favor by the So-
viet Premier, are being given new life
and new purpose by the President of the
United States. It is most gratifying to
see these developments. I really believe
that in this area we can have some
mutual cooperation; and it is my
sincere suggestion to the U.S. delegates
at the Geneva Conference that since
there is an impasse on the major items of
disarmament—items which we have dis-
cussed for years, but little or no progress
has been made—it might be well to reach
into the field of outer space and at-
tempt to reach an agreement there, be-
fore various nations preempt whole
areas of it and have a vested interest in
the occupancy of those areas. We set
the standard for such cooperation by
means of the Treaty on Antarctica; and,
as a result, Antarctica is protected, so
that the interests of the various nations
there are protected, but also in order
that further exploration and study may
be made there without prejudicing the
rights of any country. I believe that in
that way we have established a pat-
tern which can be applied to the field of
outer space; and I suggest to our dele-
gates at Geneva that, rather than be-
come bogged down on these currently
insoluble problems relating to the reduc-
tion of arms and the prohibition of nu-
clear tests, while it may be necessary
to continue conferences on those mat-
ters, we should move to new ground or,
let us say, into outer space; and the
officials of our Government at Geneva
should seek now to implement the reso-
lution of the United Nations on the ex-
ploration of outer space under United
Nations auspices; and the United States
and the Soviet Union and other coun-
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fries can now join hands, under treaty
agreement, for the exploration and de-
velopment of outer space as a laboratory,
rather than a battlefield—as an exer-
cise of peaceful development, rather
than as another expansion of the arms
race.

I hope that Secretary Rusk, as our
country’s chief spokesman at the Con-
ference, will pursue the proposal made
by President Kennedy, rather than con-
sider it as only a letter sent to Premier
Khrushchev. Let us make this our No. 1
objective at the Geneva Conference, and
let us see whether the Soviet Union is
willing to follow the suggestions of its
own premier. If it is not, then I sub-
mit that the possibilities of any success
at the Conference are highly remote.

Furthermore, we need to be on guard
to make sure that the Soviet Union does
not stall these deliberations—as the
Soviet Union might very well do—in the
fields of nuclear testing and arms reduc-
tion. The Soviet Union might seek to
stall them in order to limit the effective-
ness of the steps proposed by our own
country in terms of its own national se-
curity; and one area where there are
no built-in prejudices and where there
are not the problems incident to verifica-
tion is the area of outer space.

If the Soviet Union has any interest
whatever in reducing the tension and
lessening the arms race, and if the Soviet
Union wishes to give any demonstration
of good faith, that demonstration can be
made at Geneva in the coming month, by
at least partial acceptance by the Soviet
Union of President Kennedy's proposals
to the Soviet Union, as made over the
last weekend.

So, Mr. President, I have asked that
these items be printed in the Recorp.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, under the same
conditions, I may yield to the Senator
from Alaska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MeT-
caLF in the chair). Without objection,
the Senator from Mississippi yields to the
Senator from Alaska with the same un-
derstanding.

PRESIDENT DE GAULLE’S TRIUMPH

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, the
heartening news of the hour is the cease-
fire in Algeria. Ifis a triumph for Presi-
dent de Gaulle. It is a triumph for his
vision, his courage, his determination,
his statesmanship.

Few leaders have faced a problem so
complex, so thorny, so involved in appar-
ently irreconcilable conflicting interests,
80 beset with obstacles, which at times
must have seemed insuperable. Seldom
has a leader encountered the bitterness,
the vituperation, the denunciation—all
aggravated by treason and savage vio-
lence—that President de Gaulle has had
to endure. He rose above all this to
carry out a determination and attain an
objective which I am confident history
will record as one of the great achieve-
ments of our time.

The pathway ahead is still rocky, ardu-
ous, beset with pitfalls and ambushes.
But it is to be hoped, despite the cruelly
divisive and intransigent elements which
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have left little undone to thwart De
Gaulle’s basic goals of peace and self-
determination, that the devastating war
in Algeria is at an end and that the
shocking campaign of murder recently
launched by some European diehards
will also subside. The war and that
campaign have cost an estimated 160,000
lives of Frenchmen and Algerians, in-
cluding many wholly innocent and non-
participating vietims. The personal
tragedies, the bereft families, predicate
deep wounds, long enduring scars, and
inevitable hatreds which will require a
long healing process of good will, rebuild-
ing efforts, and time to obliterate. If
peace is now established, De Gaulle’s
policies that brought it about and are
now contemplated will speed and assist
that needed therapy.

In the overall picture, it is gratifying
to note that France is effectively ending
its role as a colonial power. After the
unfortunate developments in what was
French Indo-China, France has adopted
a policy of amicable release of its other
former colonies, just as has the United
Kingdom. It should spell a warmer and
closer relationship to which the elements
of freedom and equality contribute—a
warmer and better mutuality than would
ever be possible even under the most
benevolent colonial rule. Let us hope
that the newly liberated colonies appre-
ciate their great heritage of French cul-
ture, civilization, training, and language,
as well as the continuing ties with this
great nation, which has given them a
legacy of inestimable worth.

Morocco and Tunisia, formerly French
protectorates, became independent 6
years ago; Guinea 2 years Ilater.
Madagascar has become the Malagasy
Republic. Togo, Camaroon, French
West, and Equatorial Africa were given
independence 2 years ago. Only French
Somaliland, French Guiana, and a few
small areas such as Martinique, Guada-
lupe, St. Pierre Miquelon, as well as other
scattered islands, remain to be granted,
no doubt under the principle of self-
determination, a maximum of local self-
government. Despite the heavy cost, it
is a heartening picture.

All this carries out President de
Gaulle's shining vision of grandeur for
France—grandeur not in the extent of
terrain under the tricolor, not in the
strength of its armies, but grandeur in
its materialization, by deeds, of the im-
mortal French devise of “Liberté,
Equalité, Fraternité.” One cannot but
hail with unqualified admiration that
great leader, that superlative statesman,
that outstanding Frenchman, that pro-
tagonist of peace and liberty, that his-
toric world figure—Charles de Gaulle.
His star first began to shine in the black-
est darkness of France's night—the in-
vasion and occupation of the French
Republic—when his actions were imper-
ishably voiced in the ringing declaration:

France has lost a battle but France has
not lost the war.

Now, his star is immutably fixed and
eternally bright in the firmament of
time.

I ask unanimous consent that edito-
rials from today’s Washington Post, New
York Times, Washington Star, and
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Washington News, representing diverse

views on the Franco-Algerian agreement,

be printed at this point in my remarks.
There being no obection, the edito-

rials were ordered to be printed in the

Recorp, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Mar, 19, 1962]

FINALE IN ALGERIA

The cease-fire that takes place at high
noon in Algeria today is a triumph for Presi-
dent de Gaulle who has staked so much on
his ability to negotiate an honorable settle-
ment of an impossible problem, But it is
more than that. Itlis a triumph for the good
sense of the great majority of Frenchmen
and Algerian Moslems who have long ago ac-
cepted the fact than an independent Algeria
closely linked to France is the only way out
of a terrible impasse.

The peace that President de Gaulle is ask-
ing his countrymen to support is based on
the hope of continued collaboration between
Algeria and France. Economic necessity dic-
tates continued cooperation. But more than
that, the history of the two peoples is replete
with instances of fraternity. The terms of
the settlement reflect that long history of
mutual collaboration.

In his speech yesterday, President de Gaulle
appealed to the 1 million Europeans who
live in Algeria to stay on and cooperate with
the new state when it is formed. Time will
tell whether this is possible. Obviously, the
Secret Army Organization will do all in its
power to frustrate the cease-fire. The barba-
rous assassination of seven Moslem druggists
on Saturday and of three French and three
Moslem teachers on Thursday offers a fore-
taste of what can be expected.

But the OAS has lost its war. The very
excesses of its thugs have acted to create a
solldarity between the Algerlan Moslems and
the French. Every act of terror has made
clearer the threat the OAS poses not only to
the Moslems in Algeria but to the republican
institutions of France. By an irony of his-
tory, the OAS has served as a catalyst to the
negotiations that led to today’s cease-fire.

If there is extended violence, the outcome
may well be determined by what the French
Army does. Yet the circumstances in Algeria
are far different than in Indochina, where
there also was a T-year war. There was
no Dienbienphu in Algeria; there should be
no sense of dishonor about a peace among
brave men. The Algerian settlement, as
President de Gaulle asserted, was a good-
sense solution won over the frengzy of some,
the blindness of others, and the agitations of
many. The French and Algerians deserve
every support in carrying out the terms of
the settlement.

[From the New York Times, Mar. 19, 1962]
THE NEws FroMm EvIAN

A tired but still indomitable old man went
before the people of France yesterday to an-
nounce that a peace treaty had been signed
with the Algerian insurgents. So came to an
end a long and tragic war, in which both
sides had taken and lost thousands of lives,
in which there had been much cruelty on
both sides and which had destroyed the
Fourth French Republic. The Fifth French
Republic yesterday spoke valiantly and
soberly in the person of Gen. Charles de
Gaulle.

In Algeria itself a group of underground
conspirators repudiated the DeGaulle gov-
ernment. These men, headed by a former
French general officer, represented at most
10 percent of the population of Algeria, 2
percent of the combined populations of Al-
geria and France. They had been arguing
their case, in Algeria and on the mainland,
with shocking acts of violence. The Mos-
lem insurgents had also committed sh
acts of violence, but they were finished with
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that yesterday: they had made peace; so far
as they and the legitimate Government of
France were concerned the war was over.

The Fifth Republic could fall, as other
French Republics have fallen before it. It
cannot be brought down, however, by trans-
planted Europeans whose majority is not
even of French ancestry; it cannot be over-
thrown by the Algerian colons; it would pass
into ruin only if there were what we can
onlr call a Fascist majority in France itself.

There is no evidence that such a majority
exists. The French in their great moments—
and this may be one of them—return to the
great ideals of their revolution, to liberty,
equality, and brotherhood. They overthrew
the fascism of Pétaln when they had
strength—and help—to do it. They went a
certain distance toward the dismal slavery
of communism—but never wholeheartedly,
and the whole way.

The European extremists in Algeria were
ready 4 years ago, and have shown themselves
ready since, to bring clivil war into France
in order to reinforce their own Iinterests.
But the time for this is gone.
creatures of a past age.

General de Gaulle has promised what
seems like justice to the native Algerlans.
He has promised protection to the colons
and cooperation in the use and defense of
Algerian resources.

The recent Moslem rebels, the French
Army in Algeria and the mainland French
will doubtless know how to deal with those
who will not now cease their wanton killing,

They are

[From the Washington Star, Mar. 19, 1962]
ENDING AN AGONY

After more than 7 years of bloody warfare,
France and the rebel Algerian National Lib-
eration Front have at last achleved a cease-
fire that puts an end to their mutual agony.
As both sides have cautioned, however, this
does not mean that peace is fully at hand.
On the contrary, the prospect of continuing
torment still looms large.

This 1s so because of those traitorous ele-

ments described by President de Gaulle as
criminal adventurers. They are the diehard
European extremists in Algeria and their
sympathizers in  France. Their chief
weapon—as deadly as it is vile—is the ter-
roristic Secret Army Organization led by for-
mer Gen. Raoul Salan, who has vowed
to fight to the finish against the new peace
accord and to carry on the struggle against
the Algerian rebellion until its complete an-
nihilation. These words are not to be taken
lightly; they come from a source that has
already demonstrated a terrible capacity for
violence and killings of the most atrocious
kind.
It is with this evil force in mind that
President de Gaulle has called upon all true
Frenchmen and all sane European ‘‘colons”
to give full support to the cease-fire and
the steps that are to be taken in the months
ahead to establish Algeria as an independent
nation closely associated with France. Simi-
larly, Algeria’s French delegate, Gen. Jean
Morin, exhorting the Moslems to show pa-
tience and prudence, has called upon the
colons to recognize the accord as a solution
of reality, and he has warned them against
a catastrophe of senseless resistance. Mean-
while, General de Gaulle, who has conducted
himself with a kind of indomitable grandeur
in bringing about the Algerian settlement,
has made clear that he will use whatever
armed force may be necessary to deal with the
treason and menace of Salan’s secret army.

In these circumstances, even though acts
of terrorism are likely to continue for weeks
to come, there is reason to hope that such
crimes will prove to be only the last des-
perate paroxysms of the secret army’s death
throes. In any event, General de Gaulle can
be counted upon to act swiftly and deci-
sively, and he has the full support of the
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overwhelmingly majority of the French and
Algerian peoples. In that sense, Salan has
long since lost his barbarous war.

[From the Washington Daily News, Mar.
19, 1962]

THE FRENCH-ALGERIAN AGREEMENT

On paper, the French-Algerian agreement
to end the bloody 7-year war is a practical
and even mutually generous accord. It
promises to let France rid itself of a nagging
moral burden and a drain of men and money,
and be free to devote its energies to the
strengthening of France, the Western Eu-
ropean community, and the free world. It
provides also for the birth of a new nation
of ® million people who, freed from
colonial domination, could get on with the
work of building a national state and apply
new vigor to the tasks of economic and social
progress that are so oppressive.

Finally, the French-Algerian agreement
charts a path of cooperation between the
two countries that could be a model for
relations between former mother countries
and their ex-colonies, and standing refuta-
tion of the charge made by Communists and
doctrinalre new mnationists that Western
colonialism has no other motive than ex-
ploitation.

Unhappily, however, the signing of the
cease-fire yesterday in Evian will not bring
peace to Algeria, or even to France. The
killings will continue. The third party to
Algeria'’s triangular war, the outlawed Secret
Army Organization (SAO), will try harder
than ever before to wreck the peace that
the cease-fire can only promise but not
necessarily produce.

The possibility cannot be discounted that
ex-General Raoul Salan and his organiza-
tion of deserter officers, “ultrapatriots”
and professional killers can make shreds of
the French-Algerian agreement, plunge Al-
geria into a second war, or even topple the
French Republic itself.

The 38,000 or 4,000 members of the SAO
present a formidable force in themselves,
skilled as they are in methods of war, and
inflamed as they are with anger for the
man whom they say has betrayed France,
General de Gaulle.

But success or failure of the SAO will de-
pend on the degree to which they can keep
the sympathy of, and demand sacrifices
from, the Europeans who now lend support;
on whether many French Army officers will
desert their duty and join the ranks of the
BAO; and on whether the SAO by increased
assaults on Algerian Moslem civilians can
provoke the Moslem populace into murder-
ous retaliation that would produce civil war.

But the chances of the SAO are diminished
by the evidence in the cease-fire agreement
that the French Government and the Algeri-
an Provincial government, now that they
have stopped battling one another, will now
both turn on the SAO.

Significantly the Algerian negotiators at
Evian won what they wanted on this score.
The job of maintaining public order will be
that of the provisional executive to be sef
up near Algiers. It will be controlled by the
GPRA (Provisional Government of the Al-
gerlan Republic) and will be composed of
60,000 Moslem troops. The French Army will
remain in Algeria temporarily to backstop
the Moslem troops in the last resort.

Both Algerian rebel leaders and the French
negotiators are confident that the agreement
will work. That, while the whole world
watches, now remains to be seen.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, under
the same conditions, I ask unanimous
consent that I may yield to the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. BusH].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.
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ITEM VETO POWER—THE B-T70
FIGHT

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, in this
morning’s Washington Post is an article
by Roscoe Drummond entitled “The
B-T70 Fight—Argument for Item Veto
Power.,” I shall ask that at the con-
clusion of my remarks this article may
be printed in the Recorp.

Mr. President, I wish to comment on
two matters in connection with the ar-
ticle. First, I want to say that last week
I read Secretary McNamara's statement
with great interest and with admiration.
I thought he made an excellent case
for the position which he has taken in
connection with the B-T0 issue, and my
strong inclination is to support the Sec-
retary in connection with the so-called
fight on the B-T0 if it comes before the
Armed Services Committee of the Sen-
ate.

I think we are most fortunate, at this
very critical time, in having as Secre-
tary of Defense a man of the capacity,
quality, and great ability of Secretary
McNamara. If we believe we must have
civilian control over our military—and
certainly, when we are spending $52
billion a year on defense, I think we
should—1I find it very comforting to be
able to look at the Pentagon and realize
that in the Secretary's office we have a
man who has shown the capacity to deal
with the enormous problems of defense.

The article, however, speaks of the
item veto. If there were an item veto,
it would give the administration an op-
portunity to use it. The Roscoe Drum-
mond article mentioned the item wveto
joint resolution which was introduced
last year by the Senator from New York
[Mr. Keatincg]l. That measure called
for a constitutional amendment to pro-
vide for an item veto. His proposal was
introduced on January 13, 1961.

On January 5, 1961, I submitted on
behalf of myself and the Senator from
Virginia [Mr. Byrp] and the Senator
from Delaware [Mr. WiLLiams] an item
veto measure in the form of a concur-
rent resolution.

The difference between my measure
and the other resolution is that my pro-
posal calls for a change in the rules
of Congress, which would provide for
an item veto without going through the
long and laborious process of a con-
stitutional amendment.

I believe so strongly in the item veto
principle that I am glad it has been
brought up in connection with this very
important issue.

In each Congress, since I have been
a Member, I have introduced an item
veto measure. I am very happy about
the fact that the distinguished senior
Senator from Virginia, who has been
interested in this problem for many
years, believes that the approach to this
matter as contained in Senate Concur-
rent Resolution 2, in which he has joined
me as a sponsor, is a sound and legal
approach and will avoid the long proc-
ess of a constitutional amendment.

I hope Senators will give some con-
sideration to this matter and that Con-
gress will do something about the ques-
tion of item veto. Everybody says, “It
is a good idea,” but nothing seems to be
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done about it. I hope we can get some
consideration of these two resolutions for
an item veto and let the Senate decide
which approach it desires to take.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp at
this point the Roscoe Drummond article
to which I previously referred; Senate
Concurrent Resolution 2, submitted by
me for myself and the Senator from
Virginia [Mr. Byrpl and the Senator
from Delaware [Mr. WiLriams]; and
Senate Joint Resolution 31, introduced
by the Senator from New York [Mr.
KEaTING].

There being no objection, the matters
were ordered to be printed in the REec-
oRD, as follows:

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 19, 1962]

THE B-70 FIGHT—ARGUMENT For ITEM VETO
POWER

Fortunately there is no easy or automatic
solution to the loggerheads deadlock between
the House Armed Services Committee and
Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara over
whether to spend more money on the im-
proved B-T0 bombers.

The Congressmen unanimously say they
intend to compel the Pentagon to spend $320
million to speed the production of the new
style B-70's which they see as the plane of the
future.

President EKennedy and Secretary McNa-
mara say they are not going to be compelled
to spend this money, even if appropriated,
because they belleve the new B-T0 is the
plane of the past, and will be obsolete by
the time it is combat ready in 1967.

I say it is fortunate that there is no easy
answer to this dilemma because it iz part of
the genius of our system of divided govern-
mental powers that, when a stalemate is
reached, nelther side can easily steamroller
the other, and an accommodation has to
be made.

The constitutional issue is unresolved.
Many Presidents, including Mr. Truman,
General Eisenhower, and now Mr. Eennedy,
have refused to spend money appropriated
by Congress. But now the Armed Services
Committee votes to appropriate an extra $320
million for the B-70's; it proposes to “direct"”
the President to spend it. The Intention
is to leave the administration no choice.

There is no doubt that Congress has ex-
clusive power “to make the laws"—within
constitutional limits—which the President
must “execute.” But there is a difference be-
tween a law and an appropriation. The Con-
stitution empowers Congress “to provide and
maintain” the Armed Forces of the country,
It does not stipulate that Congress shall ex-
clusively determine what the Armed Forces
should be provided with—what kind of
bombers, what kind of shoes, what kind of
missiles, etc.

Congress can put a celling on what can
be spent. There is no evident way for it to
compel the President to spend to the celling,

Even If the President cannot be forced by
law to spend more money on the B-70's, he
can be influenced by the size of the vote
behind the appropriation and by the power
of congressional advocacy.

It is at this point I venture a suggestion.
It seems to me that the deadlock over spend-
ing an increased B-70 appropriation presents
a sound argument and an !deal time for
Congress to give the President the “item
veto."

This is a power which the Governors of
most of the big States with large budgets
already possess. It is a power which all
modern Presidents have asked Congress to
give them in the interest of prudent Govern-
ment financing. It enables a President to
veto specific items in an appropriation bill
without vetoing the whole bill.
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I submit that with respect to the contro-
versial B-70 appropriation the item veto,
which is a constructive tool of good govern-
ment in its own right, would strengthen the
hand of Co: :

Congress cannot force the President to
spend the B-70 money. It can influence the
President to spend it by the power of its
own advocacy. To increase its influence it
must mobilize and focus its maximum
majority wvisibly and decislvely upon the
B-70 appropriation.

What better way of doing that than to
empower the President to wveto this B-70
item and then passing it over his veto by a
two-thirds majority?

If Congress cannot muster such a majority,
it cannot win the argument. If it will give
the President the item veto, in line with a
bill introduced by Senator KENNETH KEATING
of New York, it will provide iteelf with the
?;st possible means of dramatizing the B-70

ue.

Over the years the item veto would save
more money than Congress is asking the
President to spend on the B-T0's.

8. Con. REs. 2

Resolved by the Senate (the House of
Representatives concurring), That effective
on the first day of the second regular session
of the Eighty-seventh Congress, the joint
rule of the Senate and of the House of
Representatives contained in section 138 of
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“(e) No bill or joint resolution making
appropriations or authorizing the borrowing
of money directly from the Treasury shall be
reported to or considered in either House
unless it contains a section which shall read
as follows: (1) in the case of any bill (or
joint resolution) making an appropriation or
(2) In the case of any bill (or joint resolu-
tion) authorizing the borrowing of money
directly from the Treasury:

“(1) Bec. . When this bill (or joint reso-
lution) shall have been presented to the
President as required by section 7 of article I
of the Constitution, the President shall have
power to disapprove any amount or any pro-
vision, whether or not related to an amount,
which is contained herein, in the same man-
ner as he may, under said section 7, disap-
prove as a whole any bill so presented to
him. The provisions of said section 7 which
relate to reconsideration shall also apply to
any amount or provision or part thereof so
disapproved to the same extent as they apply
to a bill that has been disapproved in its
entirety.

“(2) SEc. . When this bill (or joint
resolution) shall have been presented to the
Presldent as required by section 7 of article
I of the Constitution, the President shall
have power to disapprove any authorization
for borrowing money directly from the Treas-
ury, which is contained herein, in the same
manner as he may, under said section 7,
disapprove as a whole any bill so presented
to him. The provisions of sald section 7
which relate to reconsideration shall also
apply to any authorization or part thereof
s0 disapproved to the same extent as they
apply to a bill that has been disapproved in
its entirety.”

S5.J. Res. 21

Joint resolution proposing an amendment to
the Constitution of the United States rela-
tive to disapproval of items in general ap-
propriation bills
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America

in Congress assembled (two-thirds of each

House concurring therein), That the follow-

ing article is proposed as an amendment to

the Constitution, which shall be valid to all
intents and purposes as part of the Consti-
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tution when ratified by the legislatures of
three-fourths of the several States:
“ARTICLE —

“SectioN 1. The President shall have the
power to disapprove any item or items of any
general appropriation bill which shall have
passed the House of Representatives and the
Senate and have been presented to him for
his approval, in the same manner and sub-
Ject to the same limitations as he may, under
section T of article I of this Constitution,
disapprove as a whole any bill which shall
have been presented to him.

“Sec. 2. This article shall be inoperative
unless it shall have been ratified as an
amendment to the Constitution by the legis-
latures of three-fourths of the several States,
as provided in the Constitution, within seven
years from the date of the submission hereof
to the States by the Congress.”

UNITED NATIONS BONDS

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, under
the same conditions heretofore ex-
pressed, I ask unanimous consent that I
may yield to the Senator from Vermont.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the same conditions, without objection,
it is so ordered.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, in section
5, page 3, of the New York Herald Trib-
une for Sunday, March 18, 1962, is an
article written by Donald I. Rogers en-
titled “What's Wrong With Capitalism’s
Methods in Selling U.N. Bonds?”

Mr. Rogers clearly points out that, in
its proposed method of selling bonds, the
United Nations would completely aban-
don the capitalistic method of issuing
bonds for the support of a government
and would adopt the Communist system
of financing government, even though
the Soviet-bloc countries, which have re-
fused to pay their special assessments to
the United Nations, have no intention of
purchasing any of the bonds.

Mr. President, I commend Mr. Rogers
not only for the accuracy of his report-
ing, but also for his courage in writing
the article, and I ask unanimous consent
to have the article printed in the body of
the RECORD.

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

WHAT'S WroNG WITH CAPITALISM'S
METHODS IN SELLING U.N. BonNDs?
(By Donald I. Rogers)

Before the Senate is stampeded into ap-
proving President Eennedy’s proposal to buy
$100 million worth of 25-year United Na-
tlons bonds at 2 percent, it should con-
sider the fact that the whole proposition
may be illegal. It should also consider the
possibility that both President Kennedy
and Columnist Walter Lippmann may be
wrong, or at best, poorly advised.

It takes courage to challenge Walter Lipp-
mann, the distinguished dean of our col-
umnists, who has charged that opposition
to the President's bond plan is caused by
“personal disgruntlement * * * crude par-
tisanship * * * [and] old-fashioned isola-
tionist hostility to the U.N. as such.”

The U.S. Government would be buying
these bonds, which means, of course, that
the taxpayers of America would be buying
them. This makes them, in every sense of
the word, a “public issue,” as the issuance of
any other authority bonds are public issues.

They are necessary, the United Nations
says, because some U.N. members refuse to
pay their “special” assessments to the organ-
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ization which are necessitated by the “spe-
clal” operations in the Congo and the Mid-
dle East.

These bonds would be issued to the
U.8. Government minus any of the normal
prerequisites demanded by law in the is-
suance of any other bonds. There would
be no legal opinion, for instance, such as
is required by the Banking Act. There would
be no negotiations. There would be no bid-
ding on the interest rate.

The 2 percent rate President Eennedy
wants the bonds to bear is the exact cur-
rent rate Communist countries have affixed
to their public authority bonds.

Yet it is the Communist countries, among
others, which refuse to pay the special as-
sessments and which will refuse to partici-
pate in the bond issue that is made neces-
sary by their refusal to pay the assessments.

The U.S. Government just recently tossed
out its own 315 percent bonds because of the
low yield, although they had 10 years to
run. It reentered the market with U.S. Gov-
ernment bonds selling up to 4 percent.

As of Friday, 25-year U.S. Government
bonds had a rate of 4.1 percent, in the
open, free auction market.

Here, then, is the U.S. Government bor-
rowing money at 4.1 percent and using it
to buy United Nations bonds at the Com-
munist fixed rate of 2 percent, if the Presi-
dent’s will prevails.

This, Walter Lippmann says is necessary
if the U.N. is to survive and if the United
States is not to lose face before the rest
of the world.

A clearer view may be needed.

In the first place, the United Nations does
not need the money from the bond issue in
a hurry. It has $100 million coming in at
the present time, $563 million of it from the
United States. So there Is no need for the
stampede, no excuse for the tremendous
pressure the White House has exerted on
the Senate in this matter.

Any bond issued by the U.S. Gov-
ernment must bear a legal opinion, at-
testing to all of the risks involved. It is
then subject to negotiation, in which the
seller of the bonds spells out how much he
expects to get from the issue and the buyer
gives a rough idea of how much he will ex-
pect In Interest yield. Then it is thrown
open for public bidding.

A legal opinion on the U.N. bonds might
shed some light on whether the U.N. charter
entitles the organization to borrow money.
This has never been cleared up to the satis-
faction of the Investing community and
since this involves all American taxpayers,
perhaps the public has a right to know.

Mr. Lippmann is concerned about the
American image as viewed by other countries
in this trumped-up crisis.

Is this not the leading capitalistic nation
of the world? Why then could not the
United States require that U.N. bonds be
issued in the same manner that our own
Government's bonds are issued, and that
they be submitted to the normal scrutinies
and pressures of the auction market so that
there will be an interest rate commensurate
with the risk?

If it's good enough for U.S. Government
bonds, the system should be good enough
for United Nations bonds.

Then we could stand four-square to the
world and proclalm that as a capitalistic
natlon this is the way we prefer to do busi-
ness and if other peace-loving nations agree,
they can participate in the venture.

If it falls—and only if it fails—then could
we resort to the under-the-counter purchas-
ing of the bonds that President Kennedy
recommends.

There 1s time to do this before the U.N.
becomes desperate for money, and then, con-
trary to Mr. Lippmann’s opinion, the whole
world will know positively where the United
States stands on the question of capitalism
versus statism.
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A-BOME TESTS AND THE BERLIN
QUESTION—STATEMENT BY SEN-
ATOR CASE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, under
the same conditions heretofore ex-
pressed, I ask unanimous consent that
I may now yield to the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. Munptl.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the same conditions, without objection,
it is so ordered.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that a statement
written by my colleague from South
Dakota [Mr. Casel, who is temporarily
hospitalized, may be printed in the Rec-
orp. The statement embodies some ob-
servations my colleague had intended to
offer on the floor of the Senate today,
relative to two pending international
questions.

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR CASE OF
DAROTA

TWO SUGGESTIONS

This is a time in the history of mankind
when one with any sense of responsibility
wants to contribute to a solution of epochal
problems however minutely. And, among
the distinguished students of forelgn affairs
who are my colleagues in this body, only a
desire to help could overcome normal reti-
cence to assume that one could add any-
thing to problems already threshed thread-
bare.

Two problems plague the world's peace
today—a workable approach to A-bomb
testing and a livable program for the gques-
tions residual from World War II in eastern
Europe, centering on Berlin.

Certain past connections with these two
problems and a sincere desire to help prompt
me to offer a suggestion on each.

ON A-BOMB TESTS

First, with respect to the A-bomb tests:

I suggest that the technicians devise and
propose a ban supported by “effective con-
trols” or checks rather than so-called in-
spections—and that the term “effective con-
trols” be used.

This suggestion comes out of the expe-
rience of sitting across the table from dele-
gates of the Soviet Unlon in meetings of the
Inter-Parliamentary Union at Rio de Janeiro
in 1958, at Nice, France, and Warsaw, Poland,
in 1959, and at Tokyo in 1960.

I do not know a word of Russian—but I
am convinced that translators interpret the
English word “inspection” to mean “esplo-
nage.” Whether the word “inspection™ was
used, one could eee the hackles rise on the
necks of the Russian delegates but that did
not happen in my experience when I used
the term “effective controls.”

In fact the Boviet delegates generally in-
sisted that was what they intended and de-
sired—a ban on testing policed by proper
controls to insure there was no cheating.

Atmospheric blasts, of course, are readily
subject to appraisal and the breaking of an
agreed ban would be evident to the world
but the problems presumably arise from un-
derground tests. Granting a certain number
of peremptory challenges related to the his-
torical average of natural earthquakes has
been, I think, the basis of discussions, but
in this day of sensitive electronic gear, it
should not be impossible to devise a moni-
tored recording station in each country
which would at least record earth tremors
and refer those of uncertain origin to an in-
ternational team for checking.

It was helpful in my working on draft res-
olutions for the Inter-Parliamentary Union
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meetings to remind those at the table that
the United Eingdom and the United States
did not seek any act of assurance for effec-
tive control which we would not concede to
the Sovlets.

So I venture to suggest that the tech-
nicians in this critical period of human his-
tory attempt to find a formula for effective
controls which will not be confused with the
encoping that is espionage.

ON ACCESS TO BERLIN

Second, with respect to the residual prob-
lems from World War II in east central Eu-
rope, centering on Berlin:

I venture to suggest that the three estab-
lished and recognized air access routes for
the West be exchanged for one three-way
route of air, highway, and rail or canal.

Again, my interest in the German situa-
tion stems from service on the so-called
Herter committee in the fall of 1947 as chair-
man of its Subcommittee on Germany and
Austria and the preparation and writing
of the recommendations on Germany at that
time,

Without bogging down on details, the
world knows that our right to get to Berlin
by three air corridors was recognized in the
famous airlift but that land and water
routes have constantly been challenged and
are nowhere firmly guaranteed.

Why not, therefore, exchange two of the
recognized air routes for two guaranteed
land or land and water routes beneath the
third air corridor? It could be highway and
rail or highway and canal, depending upon
which of the three air corridors was agreed
upon for the access.

Of course, any thin corridor is militarily
indefensible, whether 3 miles wide or
10 miles wide, but if worst comes to worst
and war ensues, there will be no corridors
anywhere except where force creates and
maintains them.

This suggestion of trading three air routes
for one air-land-water route is within the
fixed and stated positions of the United
States, Great Britain and Soviet Russia. We
would remain in Berlin and, perhaps what
is more important, have a way to get there
and back with heavy goods as well as people,
military or civilian, as long as there is peace,
and this would give a chance for peace to
live,

Whenever the Russians withdraw from
East Germany and hand full reins of govern-
ment to East Germany, the West will have
no more to say about it than the West per-
mitted the Russians to say when we en-
couraged the three Western Zones to form
the Federal Republic now established at
Bonn,

It seems to me, therefore, that before the
Russians write and sign the inevitable treaty
with East Germany, we should firm up one
air, highway, and rall-or-water route which
could insure a viable West Berlin.

I think we may safely leave to the nat-
ural competitive instincts of the East Ger-
mans, then, the making of suitable arrange-
ments to open other routes for ordinary,
commercial, and industrial traffic. Eventual-
1y, I believe, the Germans will reunite in
their own way. It may not be exactly as
before but the people of Saxony and Bavaria,
of Hesse and Hannover, of Wurtemburg and
Thuringia, and the other provinces have too
many ties of blood and language to remain
completely apart even though brick walls
and barbed wire may temporarily intervene.

ONE STEP LEADS TO ANOTHER

These suggestions are not cure-alls, Other
issues exist now and others will arise in the
relations of East and West. Heaven is not
reached by a single bound but the world
moves round by round into the promised
land. The sacrifices of two world wars and
many anecillary conflicts merit an easing of
today’'s tensions.
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I venture these thoughts in the hope that
they may light some candle, however dimly,
in the dismal darkness which seems to per-
vade current negotiations.

The destiny of man in the providence of
God is not the destruction of His universe.
It is the privileged responsibility of everyone
to hope and to work for a brighter day for
all mankind. %

Mr. MANSFIELD subsequently said:
Mr. President, I have read most care-
fully the statement issued by the dis-
tinguished junior Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. Casel, relative to atomic
bomb tests and access to Berlin. The
Senator from South Dakota was kind
enough to provide me with an advance
copy before it was released on the Sen-
ate floor.

Mr. President, it seems to me that in
that statement the able Senator from
South Dakota has demonstrated once
again his ability to put the interest of
the Nation above partisan consideration.
He has drawn from his wide experience
in foreign policy questions and his deep
insights, and has produced a construc-
tive contribution to our consideration of
two of the most complex, difficult, and
dangerous problems confronting the Na-
tion and the world.

I compliment the able Senator and
thank him for this excellent contribu-
tion. I do not know to what degree his
suggestions can be effectively imple-
mented, but I do know that in making
them he has performed a distinctive
service to the Nation and to the general
consideration of these most vital ques-
tions of international relations.

TRIBUTE TO CARLOS ROMULO

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an editorial written by Mr.
W. Earl Hall of the Mason City Globe-
Gazette of Mason City, JTowa. Mr. Hall
pays a very deserved tribute to Carlos
Romulo, the retiring Ambassador from
the Philippines to the United States.

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

RomuLo Has ProvED A VALUED FRIEND

Carlos Romulo, retiring Filipino Ambassa-
dor to United States, has proved a mar-
velously effective supporter of our country
so far as the uncommitted peoples of the
world are concerned. He is scheduled to
preside over the University of the Philip-
pines.

In a recent appearance on TV and radio
with South Dakota’s Senator KarL MuNDT,
General Romulo painted an impressive pic-
ture of the American course in world affairs
as contrasted with the crooked path followed
by Russia and world communism.

“Unlike victors in the past,” Romulo
pointed out in referring to our decisive
role in two World Wars, “you refused to
annex one single inch of territory.”

“Not only that,” he added, “you proved
to be the most generous victor in the
history of all wars. * * * You shared your
abundance with friends and foes alike.”

“Wherever Soviet Russia provokes a crisis
anywhere in the world,” Romulo asserted,
“it is part and parcel of her strategy to
conquer the world.”

And America in countering this aggres-
sion, he emphasized repeatedly, is a defense
of freedom and human dignity in our world,
in no sense a manifestation of imperialism.
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The Philippines themselves, of course, are
the cholcest example possible that America
seeks no empire. Full independence was
promised to the Filipinos; full independence
was accorded to the Pllipinos. That has
been a part of the Romulo story for the
past 15 years.

Senator MunpT voiced a prediction that
one day he would salute Carlos Romulo as
President of the Philippines. That would
indeed be a fitting recognition of his dis-
tinguished contribution to his country and
to the cause of freedom in our world.

CIGARETTE SMOKING AND LUNG
CANCER

Mr, STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may yield to
the distinguished Senator from Oregon
[Mrs. NeEUBERGER] without losing my
right to the floor.

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

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr. President,
last Friday I introduced Senate Joint
Resolution 174, requesting the President
to create a Commission on Tobacco and
Health and also to initiate a massive
public information program on the haz-
ards of cigarette smoking with particu-
lar emphasis on the relationship between
smoking and lung cancer. This resolu-
tion is the outgrowth of the uncontro-
verted scientific testimony that cigarette
smoking causes lung cancer and that
deaths from lung cancer are increasing
at an alarming rate.

Today I wish to document this testi-
mony.

The Surgeon General of the U.S. Pub-
lic Health Service, speaking for the U.S.
Government in an article appearing in
the Journal of the American Medical
Association for November 28, 1959, ex-
haustively reviewed the scientific data
on the smoking-cancer relationship and
reached the following conclusions:

The Public Health Service believes that
the following statements are justified by
studies to date:

1. The weight of evidence at present im-
plicates smoking as the principal etiological

factor in the increased incidence of lung
cancer.

2. Cigarette smoking particularly is asso-
clated with an increased chance of develop-
ing lung cancer.

3. Stopping cigarette smoking even after
long exposure is beneficial,

4. No method of treating tobacco or filter-
ing the smoke has been demonstrated to be
effective in materially reducing or eliminat-
ing the hazard of lung cancer.

5. The nonsmoker has a lower incidence
of lung cancer than the smoker in all con-
trolled studies, whether analyzed in terms of
rural areas, urban reglons, industrial occu-
pations, or sex.

6. Persons who have never smoked at all—
cigarettes, cigars, or pipe—have the best
chance of escaping lung cancer.

Unless the use of tobacco can be made
safe, the individual person's risk of lung
cancer can best be reduced by the elimina-
tion of smoking.

The chairman of the Tobacco Indus-
try's Scientific Advisory Board has con-
sistently deplored efforts to discourage
cigarette smoking. It has been his po-
sition as stated in an article appearing in
the December 1957 issue of the Atlantic:

That the existence in tobacco smoke of
substances carclnogentc to the lungs of men
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has not been and cannot be-proved by statis-
tical associations or by painting the skin
of mice of certain specific stralns with
highly concentrated extracts of tobacco
smoke_ LB

That the status of research into lung can-
cer involves many unresolved differences in
concepts about possible causation and also
about its relative incidence and increased
frequency.

Dr. David D. Rutstein, head of the Pre-
ventive Medicine Department of the
Harvard Medical School, answered the
chairman of the Tobacco Industry Ad-
visory Board in the following issue of the
Atlantic Monthly.

In an open letter to the chairman he
said:

As a professor of preventive medicine, I
have been deeply concerned, as I know you
have, by the constantly increasing death rate
from lung cancer in the United States and
in other parts of the world. Over 25,000
people in the United States die from lung
cancer each year, and the number is Increas-
ing by about 2,000 every year. This disease
now kills more men than any other form of
cancer.

What is the evidence that clgarette smok-
ing is responsible for most of this increase?
Elghteen studies In five countries show
cither that patients with lung cancer are
predominantly cigarette smokers, or that
cigarette smokers have more lung cancer
than do nonsmokers. All but 1 of these
18 studies show that the more and the
longer you smoke cigarettes (but not pipes
and clgars), the more likely you are to get
lung cancer.

At some future date I expect to quote
further from Dr. Rutstein's letter. How-
ever, I remind my colleagues that this
was in 1957. In March 1962, there has
been no evidence brought forth by the
tobacco industry or any other scientifie
group which refutes any of the claims
made or statistics set forth in the letter
which appeared in the Atlantic Monthly.
It is a statement by Dr. Leroy E. Burney,
of our own Public Health Service. This
was in 1959. In a paper which he pre-
sented to the American Medical Associa-
tion, he stated:

In the United States, the death rate from
lung cancer among white men (age adjusted)
was 3.8 per 100,000 population in 1930; by
1956 the rate had risen to 31.0 and more than
20,000 persons died of lung cancer in that
year.

Projecting these figures to 1962 we find
that this is a problem which is really
causing great concern to many doctors
and public health officials and scientists.

Dr. Burney goes on to say:

Two years ago I made the following state-
ment:

“The Public Health Service feels the
weight of the evidence is increasingly point-
ing in one directlon—that excessive smok-
ing is one of the causative factors in lung
cancer.”

He proceeds to quote from a scien-
tifie study. I shall refer to only one or
two of them in this résumé from the
important article written by Dr, Burney:

Doll and Hill: The Doll and Hill study is a
continuing analysis of 40,701 British physi-
clans. Among male physicians 35 years of
age and over, in the initial 41 years of
observation, 1,714 deaths have occurred, in-
cluding 84 from lung cancer. Deaths from
lung cancer increased steadily with increas-
ing amounts smoked; for nonsmokers the
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age adjusted death rate was 7 per 100,000
of this population; for the light smokers, 47;
for moderate smokers, 86; and for heavy
smokers (more than 25 cigarettes dally), 166.
Giving up smoking reduced the susceptibility
of a smoker to subsequent development of
lung cancer.

There is one study after another in
this report which is not based on mere
cursory sampling of population, but over
long periods, as much as 30 years in one
instance, to show the continued evidence.

Therefore one questions why people in
the tobacco industry or people who pur-
port to be at the head of some scientific
advisory committee continue to question
the findings.

Dr. Burney continues:

There can be no doubt that a significant
proportion of the increase in lung cancer
is real. * * * If we accept as valid the
sequence of pathological changes given above,
the prevention of lung cancer, to a large
extent, becomes possible.

In other words, we still do not know
the cause of cancer, whether it be lung
cancer or any other kind of cancer, but
there is one kind of cancer about which
we do know something so far as prevent-
ing it is concerned. It seems to me the
evidence is very factual and very im-
pressive.

I have also been interested in prevent-
ing the harmful effects of pollutants in
the air caused by exhaust fumes of big
industries in many of our large cities.
Dr. Burney goes on to state:

Most investigators agree that alr pollu-
tants probably contribute to the elevated
lung cancer death rate. Cancer-producing
agents are in the air we breathe.

The cancer death rate In the largest cities
is twice as high as that in nonurban areas,
The case is not yet proved, but the weight
of evidence grows heavier as research pro-
gresses.

I point out the difference in the atti-
tude of industry, of the sutomoblie man-
ufacturers, for example, toward the
proven facts, as contrasted with the
tobacco industry.

Most of the major cities of the Natlon
have well-established smoke-control pro-
grams,

Obviously, they accept the findings of
scientists that there are pollutants in the
air.

Industry has done much already to insti-
tute better methods of combustion and
manufacturing processes and to develop
means of extracting pollutants of smoke and
vapors before they are discharged into the
alr. Automobile makers now have devices
in the laboratory stage that show promise
of controlllng the exhaust pollutants pro-
duced by the new fuels and the modern,
high-compression automobile engines.

Again, the automobile manufacturcrs
did not wait for Congress and Govern-
ment to put upon them some controls;
they have voluntarily established what
are called blowby devices; and these are
to be installed as required on automo-
biles in California beginning very soon.

But not so with the tobacco industry,
which continues to question the results
of these scientifie explorations and ex-
hibits:

The group of statisticians and epidemi-
ologists reporting that this study recognized
“there are areas where more research is nec-
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essary” and that “no single cause accounts
for all lung cancer.” However, they con-
cluded that “the magnitude of the excess
lung cancer risk among cigarette smokers is
so great that the results cannot be inter-
preted as arising from an indirect assoclation
of cigarette smoking with some other agent
or characteristic.”

Dr. Rutstein, in his 1957 articles, an-
swers one of the comments of the to-
bacco industry, who are always saying,
“But we just do not know the cause.”
He asks:

Why do you insist that we find the cause
of lung cancer before the public health au-
thoritles be permitted to make any effort to
control this disease?

One might say that we still do not
know the cause of the common cold, but
we supply people with handkerchiefs.

THE ALEXANDER HAMILTON NA-
TIONAL MONUMENT — AMEND-
MENT TO THE CONSTITUTION
DEALING WITH POLL TAXES

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the motion of the Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. MaxsrrerLp] to proceed to the
consideration of the joint resolution
(S.J. Res. 29) providing for the estab-
lishing of the former dwelling house of
Alexander Hamilton as a national
monument.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, as a
preliminary matter, the yielding by the
Senator from Mississippi has been pri-
marily because of the need for and the
lack of a regular morning hour. Cer-
tainly the Senator from Mississippi did
not anticipate so many Senators would
request time, though they were very
rightful in requesting it. The Senator
from Mississippi has a situation which
will compel him to attend a meeting at
2:30 this afternoon, so certainly he will
not have an opportunity to complete his
speech even on the major points. Under
those conditions, since so much time has
passed, I ask unanimous consent that
immediately prior to 2:30 pm. I may
vield to the Senator from South Caro-
lina [Mr, JounsTON] so that the Senator
from South Carolina may make an ad-
dress, and that I may succeed the Senator
from South Carolina without it counting
as an additional speech on the pending
motion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Mississippi?

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. I would have no ob-
jection, provided it is understood that
the Senator from South Carolina will
be considered as having made a speech.

Mr. STENNIS. I think the Senator
from South Carolina would expect that,
yes.

Mr. HOLLAND. I have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair hears no objection, and it is so
ordered.

Mr, STENNIS. Mr, President, in re-
suming my argument, which I was mak-
ing on the pending motion last Friday
afternoon, I wish to make it clear at the
beginning that this is a very, very serious
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matter to me and to my State. The
debate may be long and sharp words may
be passed, but I wish to emphasize now
that I have the highest of esteem and
respect for the sponsors and cosponsors
of the proposal. Anything which may
be said with reference to them certainly
will not impugn their motives or good
faith, as responsible Members of this
body. Anything which may be said with
reference to anyone who makes argu-
ments, including the President of the
United States, whose letter has been
placed on our desks, certainly will not
reflect upon the man or impugn his
motives.

I always uphold the dignity of the
position of a Senator or of the President
of the United States, regardless of how
much I may disagree with his conclu-
sions or think that his proposals are not
timely.

Mr. President, I think this proposal,
at this time, has no particular need. It
does not have any need. The country
has many, many, many, many other ur-
gent matters of national and interna-
tional consequences which are being held
up and which do need attention.

I came to the floor of the Senate as a
Member more than 14 years ago. Soon
after I came to the Senate an argument
was made on a poll tax bill.

I remember particularly a speech that
was made by the Senator from Alabama
[Mr. Hirl, who also made such a fine,
clear and forceful presentation here last
week.

I think in its better sense the motion
to consider the joint resolution is purely
a political move. It is merely a gesture
toward something along the line of a
so-called civil rights bill. I remember
that the proposal now on the floor of the
Senate was circulated among Senators
earlier in the session last year by some
of the Senate attendants. It was signed
without any real deliberation. I think
the political situation that is developing
for the forthcoming election makes at
least a debate in order.

However, I think the attempt is merely
the opening gun for a debate upon, and,
perhaps the effort toward passage, of a
series of proposals regarding the fran-
chise. I do not think one can raise his
banner and say, “I want to repeal the
poll tax by constitutional amendment”
without inviting someone else to raise
his banner and call upon men to march
under his colors to repeal the poll tax
by statutory enactment. I do not think
those two could keep the issue to them-
selves. Someone else would raise his
banner and say, “I want to pass a
statute regarding the educational re-
quirements for exercising the voting
privilege"—a subject which, with all def-
erence to the author, I think is clearly
unconstitutional.

Only last week the Attorney General
appeared before a committee of the
House of Representatives and urged the
passage of a bill relating to the outlawing
of the literacy test, so to speak, by mere
statute, when the Constitution of the
United States clearly provides, not once,
not twice, but three times, that the de-
termination of voting qualifications shall
be solely within the power of the re-
spective States.
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As the Senator from Alabama brought
out last week, it is very clear from read-
ing the debates of the Constitutional
Convention on that amendment that
there would not have been any Constitu-
tion at that time unless the provision to
which I refer had been clearly spelled
out in the very face of the Constitution
itself.

Article I provides:

And the electors in each State shall have
the qualifications requisite for electors of the
Tngst. numerous branch of the State legis-
ature.

That language was adopted by the
Original States. The identical language
was used in a constitutional amendment
more than 100 years later. After more
than 100 years of experience with our
form of Government and its constitu-
tional operation, when an amendment
was before the Congress and the people
of the United States, the identical lan-
guage was adopted in making Senators
of the United States elective.

A few years later the identical lan-
guage was reappraised, reaffirmed, and
again finalized when an additional
amendment was passed by Congress and
adopted by the States with reference to
the privilege of voting by women.

It is not an idle act for us to accept
a legislative fiat. The debate has al-
ready been opened on the proposal in-
troduced by the majority leader, the
Senator from Montana Mr. [Mans-
FIELD]. In his remarks at the time he
moved to consider the measure, the ma-
jority leader referred to the joint resolu-
tion as an administration measure. Last
week it was referred to by the Attorney
General as being a part of the admin-
istration’s program. So I want to make
clear that we have not merely a debate
upon a constitutional amendment with
reference to prohibiting five States from
using an innocent regulation—and that
is all the poll tax requirement is—but
an issue opening up a debate on the en-
tire subject matter, with all of its rami-
fications. Not only are we considering
proposed amendments to the Constitu-
tion, but also, by legislative fiat, we
would first declare in the joint resolution
that we are going to set the Constitution
aside, so to speak, and then pass the
joint resolution.

Since the adoption of our Constitution,
all of our States at one time or another
have carried in their constitutions or on
their statute books a poll tax or some
form of a property qualification for vot-
ing. During that time these require-
ments have been deleted from their con-
stitutions and statute books by the people
of some of the States themselves. It is
altogether fitting and proper that these
actions be taken by the people of the
States rather than by the Federal Gov-
ernment,

It was never expected by the Founding
Fathers that the Federal Government
should whittle away the rights of the
people and of the States either by legis-
lative fiat or by constitutional amend-
ment, although the power, of course, to
amend the Constitution is written on its
face, as it should be. They recognized in
that great convention in Philadelphia in
1787 that in constructing the basic docu-
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ment of our American Government they
were making major decisions. They had
fought through eight long, bloody, des-
perate years of war to win the independ-
ence of the States and of the people from
the British Crown. They knew that they
represented States that were absolutely
independent and free from any other
sovereignty on this earth. The sover-
eignty of the States was full, complete,
boundless, and absolute. Whatever por-
tion of that sovereignty they as the dele-
gates to the Constitutional Convention
yielded and gave up to the Federal Gov-
ernment, they gave it up carefully,
deliberately, painstakingly, and relue-
tantly.

They carefully wrote into the Consti-
tion section 2 of article I, which
provides:

The House of Representatives shall be
composed of Members chosen every second
year by the people of the several States—

They did not create anything; they
clearly reserved—
and the electors in each State shall have the
qualifications requisite for electors of the

most numerous branch of the State legisla-
ture. :

Mr.
clause:

And the electors in each State—

What electors? We are now talking
about an election for Members of the
House of Representatives, the same
House of Representatives that is men-
tioned in the resolution—

and the electors in each State shall have the
qualifications requisite for electors of the
most numerous branch of the State legisla-
ture.

That can be changed by constitutional
amendment, of course, and that is the
only way it can be legally changed.
However, that is not my point at this
moment. My point is that here is a
power which was never granted to the
Federal Government. Itisa State power
and a State prerogative to begin with.
It was reserved that way in the Consti-
tution when it was written, and it clearly,
positively spelled out exactly what the
writers of the Constitution meant.

There has not been any real change in
that constitutional provision from that
day until this, even though we adopted
an amendment changing the method of
selecting U.S. Senators, and another
amendment making women eligible to
vote. Those changes did not go to the
qualifications, or to the restrictions, or
regulations. It involved a recognition
of a new group of people as being eligible
to vote. It was kept clear and positive
and explicit as to where the reserved
power and the prerogative power was as
to who would be electors. The Congress
and the people reached back and adopted
identical language for this section that
I have read.

So, for two reasons we should not
tamper with it. It was a basic preroga-
tive that was preserved and reserved to
each State from the beginning.

Certainly by now it has become a bind-
ing covenant, a binding principle, that
the other States, even though they have
changed their own law, will not move

President, I repeat that last
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into the other States and say, “Well, you
disagree with us. We are going to make
you conform to what we have done in
our State.”

The second point—and I repeat this—
whiech is involved here is that now it
is seriously argued—regretfully, of
course—and presented to the Senate
that we can circumvent this plain, clear,
positive basic language in the Constitu-
tion by mere legislative fiat, by making
certain findings here, as a legislative
body, and then outlaw other tests with
which we do not agree.

As a matter of naked power, that may
be done; but, with all deference, it will
never be done constitutionally. It will
never be done legally, as the provisions
of this basic law so clearly provide.

This provision of the Constitution
means that once the qualifications and
the status of the voters have been de-
termined by the States, then the voters’
right to cast their votes for Congress-
man or for Senator is a right dependent
upon and guaranteed by the Constitu-
tion.

Tampering with the right of the States
to levy poll taxes can result in revenue
losses to the States. The poll tax is a
form of revenue collection used in the
five Southern States to help operate
their public schools. As we know so
well, the Federal Government has moved
steadily into many tax fields. Today
there is little left for the States.

My own State of Mississippi charges
a small poll tax, only $2 per year, and
no one can be charged more than $4 or
2 years’ tax, as a voting prerequisite.

We hear much these days about bal-
ancing the Federal budget. I wish we
heard more. However, we should not
forget that the States also are having
budget trouble. Although the revenue
derived from the poll tax may seem to
some to be small, it is of substantial
importance to Mississippi in the sup-
port of our public schools. That is the
only purpose for which it can be used.
It is one of the few taxes which are
earmarked from the beginning to be
used exclusively for educational pur-
poses.

With all deference to the advocates
of this proposal, I believe that when
we get right down to the fundamentals
of it, it amounts to a serious assault on
the reserved powers of the States.
That is the practical effect of it. It
is probably due in part to the condition
of the times.

I know of no sovereign state in the
world today which is shown as little con-
sideration as is a State of the United
States in connection with such a vital,
fundamental function as determining
who shall be State electors.

The proposal before the Senate would
sweep away this valuable State preroga-
tive. It is ironical to me that the very
States which created the United States
of America—this Government which has
risen in a short time to assume respon-
sibilities and powers in world leader-
ship—should find themselves so forgot-
ten and so trod down and spurned and
under attack here. This is an assault
upon the States themselves and on their
reserved privileges,
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I may add with emphasis here that the
effect of legislation of this kind, which
reaches in and pulls down and casts
aside some of the fragments of power
that the States still have, in a move to
further weaken and take away this small
amount of power that is left, is an assault
on the sound conservative areas of the
United States.

I use the word “conservative” in its bet-
ter sense, to illustrate a conservatism
that believes in responsibilities under our
great privileges. It does not think of our
Government altogether in terms of
rights, but also in terms of responsi-
bilities. It is the kind of conservatism
that carries with it the idea of fiscal
responsibilities; that carries with it the
idea of a reasonably strict interpretation
of the basic provisions of the Constitu-
tion of the United States; that believes
that, unless the conditions are extraor-
dinary, something should be paid upon
the national debt, instead of merely
blindly saying that we owe it to ourselves
and that we are paying ourselves the $9
billion of interest; and that carries with
it the idea of a responsibility which says
we should not casually keep raising the
debt ceiling and going further and fur-
ther into debt for future generations un-
less it is for extraordinary and unusual
expenses which may happen to oeccur
within a particular year.

We believe they are a responsibility,
and a conservatism, to which we simply
cannot keep adding by increasing the
number of Federal programs and the ex-
pense which goes with them, without
gradually having a nationalized govern-
ment and a dependent people. I have
never made an attack on the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare, and
I do not mean to do so now. However,
I learned the other day, during a brief
hearing of a subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, that that De-
partment of the Government, 7 years
ago, had 43,000 employees and a budget
of $1,500 million. Now, 7 short years
later—and I am giving round figures—
the Department has some 80,000 em-
ployees and a budget of approximately
$5.9 billion. Those 7 intervening years
certainly have not been depression years.
The cold war is in progress, true; but
there has not been a shooting war. Ex-
traordinary, unusual things have not
happened. As I understood, there are
pending at this session of Congress addi-
tional programs which would add, in
round figures, $1.5 billion to that budget.
Just one item in those pending proposals
would add 5,000 employees to that De-
partment. This is simply a graphic il-
lustration of how mnational programs
grow by leaps and bounds, adding to the
vearly cost of the Government many bil-
lions of dollars.

Furthermore, when we look into the
future only a brief span of four more
decades, I am told that by the year 2000,
at the present rate of population in-
crease, the Nation will have a population
of almost 400 million. We must realize
that that will mean increased demands
upon the services of the Government.
The increase in the Federal programs,
the increased amount of care which will
be sought from the Federal Government
for existing programs and the host of
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proposals which are being added every
vear, will not only make it far more diffi-
cult to have anything that is near sound
fiscal policies. In my humble opinion,
with the increased number of organiza-
tions—and I use that expression in its
better meaning—with the increased pres-
sures and demands upon Congress, there
will be a serious question of the ability
of representative government to func-
tion amid such an enormous population
with its increased demands.

So I say that any measure, however
good its author may consider its mo-
tives—any measure which tends to strike
at what little remaining power the States
have to regulate their affairs—is an as-
sault on the conservative element, the
conservative political forees, and the con-
servative viewpoint of this great Nation.
I use that term in its very best sense.

I have not a bit of doubt in my mind
that if the so-called voting rights pro-
posal passes, even in the form in which
it is presented to the Senate, it will tend
to weaken the conservative viewpoint of
the Nation, it will prove to be an effec-
tive assault on it.

If this proposal ever gets momentum
enough to be seriously considered for
passage, my humble opinion is that it
will be swept aside as the morning dew
melts before the rising sun, and this
other provision will be substituted, the
provision relating to the so-called voting
rights and educational qualifications.
With all deference, there will be the
measure which will become law. Much of
the Constitution will be literally swept
out of that great document if the Mans-
field joint resolution ever passes. With
all deference, I think it is a legal mon-
strosity.

As I have said, in comparing our own
States with the new states being created
throughout the world, many of the small
and weaker states throughout Asia, the
Middle East, Africa, and elsewhere are
being given more consideration now than
are the States of the United States. We
are not trying to take any of their powers
away.

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield.

Mr, EASTLAND. Does the Senator
believe that the poll tax disfranchises
anyone in the State of Mississippi?

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad the Senator
has asked me that question. May I an-
swer with a little background? My col-
leagues and I have lived in Mississippi
all our lives in rural counties. We have
been out among the people all those
years,

Mr. EASTLAND. Two country boys.

Mr. STENNIS. I am certain in my
own mind that the poll tax does not dis-
franchise a single individual in Missis-
sippi. Anyone who is disabled can get
a certificate of exemption. Anyone who
is 60 years of age or over, as the Senator
knows, is exempt anyway.

Mr. EASTLAND. If the poll tax does
not disfranchise anyone, what is there
behind the drive to pass the joint reso-
lution except to nationalize elections,
destroy the powers of the States, and
concentrate power and authority in the
Federal Government? It could not be
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primarily to protect the voting rights of
the people, because the poll tax does not
disfranchise anyone.

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator has cor-
rectly stated the point. As I said in the
beginning of my remarks, before the
Senator came to the Chamber, I believe
this measure and all others which relate
to it are politically inspired. It is an
election-year activity. There is no
emergency. There is no need for such
legislation. It has been before Congress
during all of the 14 years I have been a
Member of the Senate, and more. The
whole effect of the proposed laws would
be purely to nationalization of elections.

Mr. EASTLAND. Notice has been
given, has it not, that an attempt will be
made at this session of Congress to pass
other measures which would further na-
tionalize the elections of the Nation,
destroy the powers of the States, and
concentrate authority in one strong
Central Government?

Mr., STENNIS. The Senator is cor-
rect. The other bills have been men-
tioned. One will be offered as a substi-
tute to outlaw the poll tax by statutory
enactment. Another one, concerning
which the Attorney General has spoken,
and which the President mentioned in
his state of the Union message, relates
to literacy requirements. If either of
those was passed, the elections would
then be entirely a national affair.

I thank the Senator for his timely
questions and the observations which
he made.

One further point with reference to
the way the States of the Nation are be-
ing attacked, are being legislated
against, and their powers taken away.
Congress is not going to take away any
of the powers of the new states which
have been created throughout the world;
we are trying to help them, to strengthen
them. We are trying to give them aid.
We are attempting to give them all kinds
of privileges in the United Nations. We
-have sent them the Peace Corps, and
for a long time we have been sending
them technicians.

At the same time, Congress is asked
to consider measures which would, in
a measure, cut the jugular vein of the
States of the United States, so far as the
fundamental powers reserved to them in
the Constitution are spelled out.

Mr. President, I cannot reconcile the
two approaches to these two matters.
Even though this proposal, as now writ-
ten, for a constitutional amendment is
a legal method, nevertheless in large
degree it cuts a jugular vein and strikes
down vital power of the States of these
United States. Other States have seen
fit to change their law, and we may
change ours. Thirty years ago we struck
out all such requirements regarding
taxes, except this little poll tax. But
today I plead that Alabama, Mississippi,
and the other States in this group should
have the same privilege that the other
States have had.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will

my colleague yield?
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Hickey in the chair). Does the Senator

from Mississippi yield to his colleague?
Mr. STENNIS., 1yield.
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Mr. EASTLAND. It might be legal,
but certainly it is not in harmony with
our system of government, with its dual
funetions.

Mr. STENNIS. My colleague is en-
tirely correct. I have already discussed
that point, and my colleague has summed
it up well. Certainly this measure is not
at all in keeping with either the letter
or the spirit of this reserved, funda-
mental power.

Mr. President, further in regard to the
poll tax as it applies in the United States,
let me state that it has been said here
on the floor of the Senate that this meas-
ure affects only five States; namely, the
so-called poll-tax States. But I respect-
fully submit to the Senate that we shall
go far wrong if we consider that this
bill affects only the States which now
have poll taxes in effect. In reality, it
affects 50 States, because it seeks to
amend the suffrage clause of the Consti-
tution of the United States.

I respectfully call the attention of the
Senate to the fact that this is one of
the most important and one of the most
touchy subjects to be found in our form
of government,

Mr. President, earlier I obtained
unanimous consent to be excused at 2:30
from attendance on the Senate floor
today, and to have the Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. JornsTON] then be
recognized to speak on this subject, with-
out having that count as a speech by
me on the pending motion. I am now
advised that he cannot be in the Cham-
ber at that time. Therefore, I ask unan-
imous consent that at that time the
junior Senator from South Carolina [Mr,
TrURMOND] may then proceed, instead.

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

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, as I said a moment ago,
I respectfully call the attention of the
Senate to the fact that this is one of the
most important and one of the most
touchy subjects to be found in our form
of government.

It is a subject matter with relation to
which the framers of nearly all our State
constitutions and of our own National
Constitution have proceeded with great
caution. When they came to consider
the subject, almost invariably, instead of
vesting the legislative bodies of the gov-
ernment with power to prescribe and
control what shall be the qualifications
of electors, they dediced that the people,
through their organic law, should them-
selves prescribe those qualifications in
their State constitutions.

I desire to make the further point that
much more than a matter of States
rights is involved. That question is in-
volved, but this issue cannot be dismissed
as merely a question of States rights, as
such. I think it affects the political in-
tegrity of the Nation and the preserva-
tion of constitutional government. It is
one of the most serious and far-reach-
ing questions ever to come to the floor of
the Senate. So it is a sad fact that the
question has to be considered in a politi-
cal atmosphere, with various organized
groups—pressure groups, and some other
groups with fine intentions, but misin-
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formed—knocking on the door, standing
on the steps, we might say, of the major
political parties of the Nation, with their
demands that this legislation alone be
passed at once. I think it is one of the
saddest occasions in American history
when the Senate of the United States is
called upon to pass on this matter under
such ecircumstances.

I do not think it can be dismissed as
being merely a matter of civil rights, as
such. I know that a great number of
us—and, I think, all of us who are op-
posed to the bill—stand ready and will-
ing at all times to see that the legal civil
rights of all persons are not only rec-
ognized, but are protected and pre-
served. I repeat that this is not merely
a matter of civil rights, as the term is
ordinarily understood. The right to vote
is a privilege. It becomes a legal civil
right if the person meets the qualifica-
tions prescribed by law to become a quali-
fied elector. That is the question. The
law respects a person and the law pro-
tects him, once he has met the require-
ments for becoming a qualified elector.

Mr. President, that matter is some-
thing which requires specific definition.
Specific instructions as to just where
that right began are required in the law.
All our State constitutions and our Fed-
eral Constitution respect that right and
protect it.

Mr. President, I ask that we always
remember that we are not now consid-
ering a political campaign matter. Here,
we are dealing with the Constitution of
the United States. Let us also remember
that we are dealing with one of the most
delicate subjects within the Constitution.

I am vigorously opposed to any pro-
posal in the Congress to have the Cen-
tral Government attempt to prescribe
the qualifications for voting. This mat-
ter is a State prerogative, and it should
remain such. I have repeatedly ex-
pressed the view that even though I am
opposed to such action in any form, and
by any means, alteration of this funda-
mental States right can be accom-
plished only by constitutional amend-
ment.

Mr, President, let me say with all due
deference o everyone concerned that I
believe that basically bound up in this
entire matter is the question of the re-
sponsibilities of eitizenship. I think that
for many years we have been gaily go-
ing along and, instead of increasing the
responsibilities of citizenship in a more
complicated society and with more com-
plicated problems to solve, we have been
decreasing the responsibility of people—
for instance, with reference to their own
families and their own parents—and we
have decreased the responsibility of the
local people with reference to their
schools, for instance. I think we have
sailed along too easily, when we have
taken almost everything for granted and
have taken the position that, after all,
the Government can and will protect and
take care of everything and everyone,
and that therefore each one of us does
not need to save for the education of his
children, but that instead, in some way
some provision will be made. I think
the impact of all such developments is
to create irresponsibility, rather than re-
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sponsibility. Whatever curbs and reg-
ulations there are—and I would not want
many—with reference to voting—and
voting is a privilege, not a right, for vot-
ing is never a right—the matter of ex-
ercising this privilege has become more
and more casual and more and more ordi-
nary. That is why I say that instead of
removing all these restrictions and guide-
lines, I think the demand of the time
is that we must consider increasing some
of the responsibilities and increasing
some of the reasonable restrictions.

We are holding hearings now with
reference to the need and necessity for
further drilling, indoectrinating, and in-
structing men in the armed services, be-
yond what they have learned in their
homes and schools, whatever training
they got in those two places. We are
seriously considering the matter of fur-
ther training them and indoctrinating
them in American principles, constitu-
tional principles, and privileges of our
form of government, which is what I am
trying to emphasize.

We can take care of whatever menace
is threatened by the Communists if we
can get enough Americanism instilled
into the people. The military cannot do
it all, either. AIll this shows that some-
thing has been happening to slow down
the spirit of responsibility. There has
not been a slowing down of benefits com-
ing from our Government in a material
way, but it must be that somewhere
along the line we have not put enough
emphasis on responsibilities. I think
the privilege of voting is certainly one of
the outstanding responsibilities, and it
should be emphasized to our people that
it is a privilege, that one must do some-
thing to earn it, that he must make
some kind of a contribution, perhaps pay
a little tax, and register, and must live
a little while in an area where he pro-
poses to vote, that there must be some
kind of a literacy requirement. I have
never gotten away from the idea that
a voter should be able to speak the
English language.

Instead of building up and emphasiz-
ing responsibilities, it seems to me we
are taking them away and tearing them
down and are saying, “After all, every-
thing is going to be all right. Every-
body come in and exercise the privilege
of government, and none need carry the
responsibilities of government.”

This is one reason why there has been
burned into my heart and soul the need
for some kind of regulation of the voting
privilege. I did not have to come to
the U.S. Senate to learn that. I have
felt it for a long time. As I stated
awhile ago, I have spent my life among
the people in connection with govern-
mental matters. I do not think there
is any quicker way to destroy the funda-
mental privilege of voting than to make
it too easy and too simple and too com-
prehensive, without any kind of regula-
tions, such as the payment of a $2 poll
tax. In some States it is a dollar and
a half. Inone State it is $1.

The requirement of the payment of
a small amount of money of that kind
and the requirement of registering are
certainly a very, very mild tap on the
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shoulder, but they carry out the lesson
of responsibility.

Mr, President, I was somewhat shocked
last week to read in the press that in
the last few days the Attorney General
of the United States is actually urging
the Congress to outlaw the poll tax and
curb literacy tests in Federal elections.
This incumbent  of the highest legal
office of the executive department of the
Federal Government, this top lawyer of
the Department of Justice, would have
the Congress attempt this drastic viola-
tion of States rights or constitutional
provisions by a simple legislative act.

I can understand why anyone, in his
enthusiasm, could get interested in the
subject matter and feel he was justified
in proposing that, but how one in a high
position of responsibility, who had an
opportunity to study the plain, simple,
basic provision of the Constitution—
written not just once, not just twice, but
three times in the Constitution, reserving
those rights to the States—could reach
the conclusion, after studying it, and
particularly one with a legal mind, is far
beyond my ability to grasp. I believe
many of these persons are overwhelmed
by political considerations.

Mr. President, this view is well and
soundly supported by the constitutional
law and history of this country and is
certainly recognized as fundamental by
those who, in conscience, must be and
are guided by right rather than the
might of political pressure.

Nevertheless, Mr. President, there are
substantial indications that effort will
be made in the Senate to attempt a pre-
sumptuous repeal of the States’ poll tax
law and to set up other strictly constitu-
tional voting qualifications by mere leg-
islative act of the Congress.

Mr. President, the real true question
involved is whether or not a mere major-
ity of the Congress of the United States
has the constitutional authority to pre-
scribe what shall be and what shall not
be a qualification for voting in Federal
elections.

Not in the attitude of seeking con-
troversy, but in all sincerity, I challenge
the proponents of this measure to come
into court and state the book and page
and line of any respectable legal au-
thority they have, from whatever source,
to sustain their position. I invit~ them
now and ask them now to bring in the
evidence, the legal documentary evi-
dence, from the organic law, or from
the courts of our land, which will sus-
tain them on a sound basis. I do not
believe they have the power or the re-
sources to do that, and I do not believe
they will be able to present respectable
authority. On the contrary, there is an
abundance of authority for the other
side of the question.

Mr. President, this matter has fre-
quently been discussed and I have
several times made reference to my im-
pression associated with my visit to the
scene of the assembly of the makers of
our Constitution.

Several years ago I stood in Independ-
ence Hall in Philadelphia. I walked
around the Chamber there, remember-
ing that was vhere the Constitution of
the United States was written. I tried
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to picture in my mind where it was that
Benjamin Franklin sat. I tried to pic-
ture where James Madison sat. I
thought of the presiding officer, George
Washington, and I felt that a political
halo hovered around that place. I
thought of the great document those
men penned there—how, while the world
scoffed, they wrote that instrument; and
how it has become the object of admira-
tion of all the world; and how we have
grown. That towering city of millions
was little more than a village then; and
I thought how we have grown into a great
nation, the most powerful in the world.

I thought of the city of Washington,
D.C., where meet the political leaders of
the world. We control the commerce,
we control the finance, we control the
shipping lanes. We are actually the
capital of the world, and have become
such within a short span, only a few
years relatively speaking.

Soon after being in that atmosphere
of reverence and thankfulness, sur-
rounded in my imagination by these
towering patriotic intellects, my
thoughts shifted back to the scene of
the Senate floor. I picked ouf in my
mind the towering personalities in this
Chamber, and compared them in my
mind with the patriotic personalities who
once stood on the floor of Independence
Hall. Ican say in all sincerity that they
compared favorably in intellect, in intel-
ligence, in attainments, and, more than
that, I think they compared well in
patriotism.

But, thinking further about the Con-
stitution, it seems to me, Mr. President,
with all deference, that, instead of try-
ing to respect a sound Constitution and
instead of trying to preserve a sound
Constitution, this proposal—with refer-
ence to the enactment of a statutory
law which would set literacy require-
ments and other requirements as to vot-
ing for Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives, for Members of the Senate,
and for the President—would be, in ef-
fect, an undermining, a dissolution, and
a destruction of that same Constitu-
tion. If such a law should be passed,
how could anyone with logic and reason
stand on the floor of the Senate and
point to any other major provision of the
Constitution which could not be under-
mined? How could one protect the
Constitution?

Someone said that we must be practi-
cal, and that we must adopt a method
that is expedient. Let me quote from
the words of George Washington him-
self. In the Constitutional Convention
someone suggested that they must pro-
pose an expedient form of government,
one which would be adopted and which
would be sure to meet the popular ap-
proval. Trying to do something that
will meet popular approval is not a new
thing.

I should like to quote what that great
man said. When I use the word “great,”
I reflect that of all the magnificent ob-
jeets in the city of Washington, the
most magnificent to me is the one that
is dedicated to the Father of his Coun-
try—the Washington Monument. On
the floor of the Constitutional Conven-
tion, when someone suggested that we
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must be expedient and must write a
document that would be popular and be
accepted, George Washingion's reply
Was:

It is too probable that no plan that we
propose will be adopted. * * * If, to please
the people, we offer what we ourselves dis-
approve, how can we afterward defend our
work? Let us ralse a standard to which the
wise and just can repair. The events then
will be in the hands of God.

So now, regardless of expediency of
action and regardless of how popular it
may be on some fronts, let us here raise
the standard to which the wise and the
just can repair, and then the outcome
will be in the lap of the gods.

Mr. President, the measure provides
very briefly that the payment of the
poll tax shall not be a prerequisite to
voting in elections for President, Vice
President, Members of the Senate, and
Members of the House of Representa-
tives. The very question has come be-
fore other deliberative bodies. We are
dealing now with the Constitution. My
entire argument will be based upon and
centered around the great constitutional
questions which arise.

The very subject of dealing with the
qualifications of electors came before the
Constitutional Convention fto which I
have referred. The men present passed
on it. They included James Madison,
Benjamin Franklin, George Washington
and others. They decided that in our
Government we would have a President
and a Vice President. They decided fur-
ther that we would have a U.S. Senate.
They decided that we would have a
House of Representatives.

The question then arose as to how the
Members of the House of Representa-
tives would be chosen. It was a most
vital and important question. The
members of the Convention decided that
they should be elected by the people.
Then the guestion arose—and the ques-
tion was one of the most serious of all—
who shall be the electors? Who shall
be the qualified electors?

Three proposals were made. The first
was that the question should be left to
Congress to decide as to who would
be qualified electors. That is the very
thing that the bill which was introduced
this year with reference to literacy re-
guirements would do. But that plan
was rejected. Incidentally, as I recall,
the first plan, providing that the Con-
gress should have this authority, had
only one sponsor in the Constitutional
Convention. Think of it. There was
only one sponsor in the Constitutional
Convention for a provision that Con-
gress should be allowed to decide who
should be gualified electors. Still if the
bill were passed—a statutory enactment
with reference to literary qualifications—
that would mean the breaking down of
a wall of provisions that was erected,
and the establishment of a new system
declaring who are qualified electors.
The same plan that had only one vote
in the Constitutional Convention would
be adopted now, and that plan would be
adopted without being submitted to the
States or to the people, but adopted by
legislative fiat.

Returning to the Constitutional Con-
vention, the second plan proposed was
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that there should be written into the
Constitution itself a definition of who
would be qualified electors to choose the
Members of the House of Representa-
tives. At that time the Senate was not
considered because, as everyone recalls,
Senators were to be selected by the
States. The second plan was also re-
jected.

The third plan proposed was that defi-
nitions should be written into the Con-
stitution to the extent of saying:

This matter being so important, so highly
controversial, we prescribe the rule that in
all Federal elections in each particular State,
those who are qualified to vote in the most
numerous branch of that particular State
legislature shall be qualified to vote for the
Members of the House of Representatives.

Those are the words as to what the
plan provided. That is exactly what was
adopted after a firm consideration and
a sound conclusion. That provision was
written into the Constitution itself.

To bring out the point more clearly,
I read again the exact words of article
I, section 2, of the Constitution:

The House of Representatives shall be
composed of Members chosen every second
Year by the People of the Several States,
and the Electors in each State shall—

Note the word “shall”"—

have the Qualifications requisite for Electors
of the most numerous Branch of the State
Legislature.

Who could argue or imagine that Con-
gress by legislative act could change the
term of the Members of the House of
Representatives from 2 years to 3 years,
4 years or 5 years? Congress has ab-
solutely no power to make any such
change, because the words used are
“chosen every second year by the People
of the several States.”

Of course, we must have respect for
the English language. We must respect
clear meaning.

We would wander far afield without
compass, guideline, or direction if we
wander away from the clear, plain, and
basic provisions of the Constitution.

I have not heard anyone suggest that
the Congress should have power to pre-
scribe the qualifications of electors in
State elections, or that it should have
the power to prescribe the qualifications
of electors who are to choose the mem-
bers of the most numerous branch of
the individual State legislatures. I em-
phasize the point that, as I understand,
no one claims that there is authority in
Congress to prescribe who shall be quali-
fied electors in the various States in
choosing the members of the most num-
erous branch of their State legislatures.

The Constitution of the United States
provides that the electors of the U.S.
House of Representatives shall be
the same as those provided in each
State for the election of members of
the most numerous branch of the State
legislature.

How can we change here by legislative
fiat the qualifications of electors for
Federal officeholders and not at the
same time change it for the electors of
the State officeholders, when the plain
provisions of the Constitution, clear as
a bell, provide that they shall be the
same?
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If we have no power to change the
State list, how do we have that power to
change the Federal list of electors, when
the Constitution of the United States
plainly says that they shall be the same?

With all deference, I do not believe
that question will be successfully an-
swered during the course of the debate
upon such a bill.

I quote further from the Constitution,
section 4, article I, which reads as fol-
lows:

The Times, Places and Manner of holding
Elections—

Let us get that clear. We are not
talking about qualified electors, nor
about who shall be qualified electors;
we are on another subject entirely.

The Times, Places and Manner of holding
Elections for Senators and Representatlves,
shall be prescribed in each State by the Leg-
islature thereof; but the Congress may at
any time by Law make or alter such Regula-
tions, except as to places of chusing Senators.

Mr. President, I anticipate that some-
where in the debate upon the Mansfield
bill the argument will be made at great
length that under section 4 Congress has
the authority, and that it has been es-
tablished by many precedents, to go into
all forms of regulating Federal elections,
and therefore the argument will be made
that that includes the power to go back
to article I and change the qualifications
of electors. I submit that this would be
a mere argument.

However, the provision of the Consti-
tution which applies, article I, section
8, clause 18, reads as follows:

The Congress shall have Power * * *

To make all Laws which shall be n

and proper for carrying into Execution the
foregoing Powers * * *,

The foregoing powers. In other words,
Mr. President, if there is no power in
article I, section 2—which provides that
the list of electors shall be the same—to
change the qualifications of an elector,
then there is no power to be gained from
clause 18. It is possible to revert to
that portion of the Constitution and
say that under it the power of Congress
rises higher there than it does under sec-
tion 2. Just like a stream can rise no
higher than its source, clause 18 ean rise
no higher than is the grant of power, if
any, in article I, section 2.

We come back again and again to the
proposition that the Constitution of the
United States provides that the qualifi-
cations shall be the same for electing
members of the State legislature as for
electing Members of Congress. Congress
cannot possibly have any kind of power
to prescribe what shall be the qualifica-
tions of electors to elect members of the
lower branch of the State legislatures.
If that be true—and it is undenied, as I
understand—how can Congress, under
any clause, have the power to say that
the Constitution is all wrong, and that
we shall establish a list of qualifications
for voters for Members of Congress, and
that the State legislatures can do what
they please under the Constitution with
respect to the qualifications of elec-~
tors of the lower branch of their legis-
latures? It is proposed that we shall
not follow the Constitution with respect
to the question of qualifications.
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Madam President, I do not see how
we can pursue such a course. That is
why I say that it is not a question of
expediency. It is not a matter of what
might be proper under certain circum-
stances. It is a matter of doing some-
thing “to which the wise and the just
can repair.” Those are George Wash-
ington’s words, not mine. Then, as he
says, affairs will be in the hands of
God.

Anosther provision which has a bear-
ing on this question is amendment 10
to the Constitution. We are still talking
about powers:

The powers not delegated to the United
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited
by it to the States, are reserved to the States
respectively, or to the people.

Certainly that means something, par-
ticularly when we try to squeeze out an

imaginary power from some of the o_t.her-

clauses of the Constitution, especially
when we are pressed because of the
expediency of the occasion. We might
be inclined to lean over the line a little;
but amendment 10 calls us back:

The powers not delegated to the United
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited
by it to the States, are reserved to the States
respectively, or to the people.

Madam President, with all deference,
it is hard to see how language as clear,
as positive, and as explicit as that could
be so largely ignored in many instances
by Congress and by the courts, especially
when it is on a plea of being necessary
or acting under expediency.

That brings me around to another
proposition. It goes with the idea that
I was presenting this morning. The
trend of legislation, the trend of con-
stitutional amendments is to take away
from the States powers and responsibili-
ties, to take away from the State gov-
ernments responsibilities that are theirs
now.

We have taken away from the people
responsibilities that properly belong to
them and have been bestowing so many
of the so-called benefits on the execu-
tive branch of the Government that I
fear the burden will become so great
that it will not be able to carry the load.

I have another observation, Madam
President. According to my experience
as a public official, particularly in pres-
ent times, I believe the Federal Govern-
ment is not nearly as effective in taking
care of some of the problems of govern-
ment as are the States. In some cases
where the Federal Government goes in
and takes power away from the States,
they do not do anything about it.

I am going to mention something that
I have never mentioned before, as I re-
call, on the floor of the Senate. I have
noticed with great alarm the increasing
lawlessness which has been built up right
here in the city of Washington. I donot
want to advertise it any more than it
has already been advertised. But the
lawlessness and the irresponsibility is al-
ready well advertised all over the world.
If the representatives of other govern-
ments in this country tell their govern-
ments back home what goes on—and I
am sure they do—I wonder what kind of
explanations or what kind of reports
they send home with reference to the
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lawlessness that we have right here in
the District of Columbia.

I have been a law-enforcement officer
for a brief time elsewhere. I know that
if we turn people loose, whether it is in
Washington or Wisconsin or Mississippi
or wherever it is, without some kind of
fairly strict law enforcement, things are
going to run away and things are going
to become intolerable.

We appropriate and spend great sums
of money for the Voice of America and
the Peace Corps. I do not refer to them
critically at all. We spend great sums
of money for good will. We send our
technicians to foreign countries. We
spend billions of dollars for this work. I
think the amount has reached more
than $100 billion within the last decade;
perhaps a little more. Still, on top of
that, we see bursting forth this incessant
line of increasing violence and crimi-
nality right in the Capitol City itself.

Madam President, what kind of report
do you suppose an honest ambassador or
minister—and I am sure they are all
honest—will give to his country with
reference to these happenings? My
point is that instead of Congress taking
more power from the States, we ought
to be doing a better job of exercising
some of our own direct responsibility.

About 10 months ago, or a little less,
there was the disturbances of the free-
dom riders pouring down into Alabama
and Mississippi. Pictures were published
in the press showing the police in Jack-
son, Miss., trying to cope with some of
the situations. They were using dogs.
Frankly, I did not realize they had dogs.
However, I had heard of dogs being used.
Upon investigation, I learned that right
here in Washington, D.C., the police had
been using dogs for some time. I under-
stand the police department is now re-
questing an increased number of dogs
because more are needed.

Madam President, I have before me a
news item published in the St. Louis
Globe Democrat of March 8, 1962. The
headline reads: “Criminals Getting
Bold—Dogs To Stand Guard on Capitol
Grounds.”

This dispatch was special to the Globe
Democrat and reads as follows:

WasHiNGTON.—Criminals have become so
bold and so cruel in the Nation’s Capital
that police dogs are to be used to protect
Members of Congress and congressional

staffs entering and leaving the Capitol
Grounds.

For years Washington has been a jungle
of rapes, murders, holdups, beatings and
purse snatchings, but until recently the
neighborhood of the Capitol had been re-
garded as one of the less dangerous areas.

Madam President, my point is that in-
stead of Congress trying to take powers
away from the States, we had better
start at home to atiend more to the
problems already on our desks. We had
better demonstrate that we understand
the present laws and regulations before
we seek to change the laws of the States.
I continue to read from the article:

In recent months, however, criminals have
invaded the neighborhood. Their most re-
cent vietim is Representative MarTHA GRIF-
FITHS (Republican), of Michigan, whose
purse was snatched In daylight near the
Senate office building.
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Thieves have even made thelr way into
congressional offices. Senator MARGARET
CHasE SMmiTH (Republican), of Maine, found
when she wanted to see ceremonies for Astro-
naut John Glenn on her office television set,
it had been stolen.

Thefts of typewriters from the Senate
Press Gallery also have been reported.

Dogs from the Police Canine Corps were
added to the police squads at the request of
the Congressional Secretaries Club.

Madam President, think of that. Let
me repeat it:
Dogs from the Police Canine Corps were

added to the police squads at the request of
the Congressional Secretaries Club.

Here we are debating the question of
regulating the voting franchises in Mis-
sissippi and Alabama, while the activi-
ties I have just cited are taking place
on Capitol Hill, a place over which Con-
gress has clear jurisdiction. There is
nothing in the Constitution which would
create an obstacle for Congress in that
respect. Yet we seek to tell others what
they should do, when we are leaving our
own backyard in this dangerous condi-
tion.

Women workers at the Capltol—

That means this Capitol—

now may have police escorts to and from
their cars upon request.

Madam President, I certainly did not
know that. According to this report,
young women who work at the Capitol
may now have police escorts to and from
their cars upon request. I know nothing
more about it except that the inference,
it seems, is that young women feel un-
safe without such assistance, and have
been notified that any woman working at
the Capitol who feels unsafe in going
from her desk to her car or her office
may call upon the police, and an escort
will be provided. I continue to read:

The dogs were ordered after robbers
adopted a new technique—killing their vic-
tims to insure against identification instead
of beating them or stabbing.

Last Saturday night, a Washington concert
musician was bludgeoned to death In a
fashionable meighborhood by killers who
got only a few dollars from their crime.

Madam President, some things have
happened in my State, as I suppose they
have happened in other States, of which
I am not proud. We always want to im-
prove conditions. But incidents such as
those I have just recited do not happen
in Mississippi. They never have been
happening there. I do not believe there
is any kind of threat to any secretary
in the Mississippi State Capitol or any
other office building or any other place
where, regularly, she must consider
whether to call for a policeman to escort
her to or from her work. I do not be-
lieve such a thing is true in any State
which the proposed legislation is seeking
to reform.

Madam President, I make this pre-
diction: I do not believe Congress will
come to grips with this problem in Wash-
ington, because running through all of
it is the racial question, the so-called
civil rights matter.

Think of it: A musician bludgeoned
to death; women assaulted and insulted
right here on the Capitol grounds, in the
Federal Capital, the capital of the world,
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as I said a while ago. All these happen=-
ings have occurred here.

We are told that the young women
who do our office work cannot leave to
go home in safety. I do not know of my
personal knowledge that any of them has
requested an escort, but I know that
after Representative GrirriTes had her
experience, and others whom we have
read about on Capitol Hill, whose names
I cannot recall just now, had theirs, pro-
tection has now been afforded.

Madam President, I do not like to bring
such matters as this to the floor of the
Senate. Senators have never heard me
discuss this subject before. But it is very
pertinent to the subject under discus-
sion. As a Member of this body, I am
sick and tired of hearing these demands
repeated every year, at every session, to
pass legislation directed at some other
target. Let us start at home and see
what can be done.

I have before me an article published
in the Washington Post and Times
Herald of March 17, 1962. I dislike to
advertise these happenings, but they are
a part of the picture; they form the
background. If accurate reports of
Washington are being sent all over the
world, then every government around the
world is being advised of these condi-
tions. The headline of the article reads:
“Violence in the Streets. Woman Is
Robbed, Severely Beaten in Series of
Distriet of Columbia Assaults, Thefts.”

The article reads:

A Northeast Washington woman was
beaten and robbed of $150 in cash and five
$1,000 savings bonds in one of a series of
robberies and assaults yesterday.

Bernice KEelly, 47, of 236 Massachusetts
Avenue NE., was struck in the face repeat-
edly last night until she surrendered her
purse at Third and Fourth Streets NE., po-
lice said.

Mrs. Kelly, a reservations clerk at Union
Station—

That is only a stone’s throw from the
Capitol—

was admitted to Casualty Hospital in serious
condition with a possible concussion, cuts,
and bruises.

Alexander M. Simpson, 71, of 1630 R Street
NW., told police he was knocked down and
robbed yesterday afternoon in the lobby of
his apartment building.

Two assailants took his wallet containing
$8, he sald.

Allan Hustack, 17, listed at 1630 Park
Road NW., was severely beaten in front of
his home last night by six youths, police
sald. Hustack was taken to Washington
Hospital Center.

Madam President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
NEeUBERGER in the chair). The Senator
from Mississippi.

Mr. STENNIS. Let me say that just
a little before dark yesterday evening, my
wife said she wished to walk to the corner
to mail a letter. But I said to her, “Don’t
go; you can’t take that chance.”

I now read further from the article to
which I have been referring:

Margle Mae Johnson, 36, listed at 241 35th
Street NE., told police her purse was stolen
by a youth who struck her on the head with
a stick on a parking lot behind a Giant Food
Store at 3924 Minnesota Avenue NE. She was
treated at District of Columbia General
Hospital,
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Evidently that lady went there, pur-
chased her groceries, went out to get into
her car, and was knocked in the head.

I read further from the article:

Daniel Murray, 28, of 1214 Penn BStreet
NE,, said he was knocked to the ground near
his home by three men who took his billfold
containing $2. He was treated at Casualty
Hospital.

Homer D. Colbert, 13, of 600 Kensington
Place, sald a man punched him in the face
and stole his transistor radio as he was stand-
ing at Bouth Dakota Avenue and Eennedy
Street NE.

Eatherine Bateman, 48, of 5221 Fisher
Drive, Temple Hills, Md., told police someone
took a wallet containing $150 from her purse,
which her daughter, Ginger, 13, was holding
as they were shopping in a store in the 1100
block of G Btreet NW.

Ronald Stewart, 13, listed at 1636 D Street
SE., said a youth took more than $20 from
him in front of 1820 Independence Avenue
SE.

Sandra Moss, 22, listed at 3725 12th Street
NE,. told police her purse contalning $2 was
stolen by two youths in the 100 block of
Perry Street NW.

Madam President, all that is set forth
in just one article in one morning news-
paper. I do not know whether the
article gives the complete list, but it is
part of the picture.

Madam President, I was not in the city
of Washington the week before last; but
when I returned, there was much talk—
on the radio and elsewhere—about a bus
driver who was attacked at 11th and
U Streets. I now read from a report—
as published on March 12 in the Wash-
ington Post—on that attack:

“I THOUGHT ONE OR Two Wourp HerLr Me"—
HoopLums BeEAT AND RoB Bus DRIVER AS
30 PASSENGERS WATCH PASSIVELY

(By Gerald Grant)

Half a dozen young toughs beat up and
robbed a bus driver at 11th and U Btreets
NW., early yesterday while about 30 pas-
sengers sat idly watching,

D.C. Transit Driver Page M. Powell, 30, of
6920 Parkwood Street, Hyattsville, sald no
one made a move to help him as the gang
pinned him against the window, struck him
in the face with their fists, tore off his shirt
pocket contalning about $30, and snatched
away his change carrier.

Nor was there any offer of assistance as
the gang ran off leaving him bruised and
bleeding, Powell sald.

“I don't know why it was,” said Powell.
“Even though I am of a different race, I
thought one or two of them would come to
help me.”

The youths did not show any weapons.
Five of them boarded the bus, a sixth refused
to pay his fare, and then six more shoved
their way onto the wvehicle and started
swinging.

The proprietor of a nearby delicatessen
called police. A second bus was summoned.
When it arrived Powell asked a half dozen
passengers if they would give their names
as witnesses.

They just shook their heads, Powell said,
and got on the second bus. Finally a 17-
year-old boy, seeing that no one else re-
sponded, stepped down from the second bus
and gave his name.

Deputy Police Chief Edgar E. Scott ex-
pressed shock at the incident.

“We can’t provide law enforcement in this
community unless the citizens want it,”
Scott declared. In this case, he sald, it
seemed they didn’t.

Powell could describe only one of the six
assailants, all Negroes. He said the youth
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was about 16 years old, short and slight,
wearing a green army field jacket.

So far as I know, I believe that ac-
count covers the matter. Certainly I
do not wish to omit anything of import-
ance in that connection, although at
this time I do not have time to discuss
the more recent developments with ref-
erence to that case.

I did hear on the radio an editorial
statement in which an attempt was made
to point out that the matter was not
nearly as bad as it seemed; and it was
stated that only 15 persons were on the
bus, and that therefore only 15 refused
to give their names and addresses or to
intervene in any way on behalf of the
bus driver.

Madam President, as I have stated, I
am not attempting to advertise these
things; but they are well known. They
are facts of life; but I do not believe
Congress will adequately cope with this
problem.

I have tried to find whether someone
would propose that something be done
about these matters. I hold in my hand
a report in that connection. A gentle-
man at the Department of Corrections
said, in referring to these matters:

They are merely racial overtones of a cul-
tural nature.

Madam President, I do not see any-
thing cultural in the matters I have
been discussing. So that gentleman
must have been referring to something
else,

It is stated that he also said: that
this trait was first known in the early
Irish and the Poles of a few generations
ago. He spoke further along that line,
and concluded by saying:

I fear it will get worse before it gets better.

Madam President, if that is the only
remedy we shall have and if that is all
that these people will be told about how
to cope with this situation, I am sure
things will get much worse before they
get better.

I deplore this situation. I have been
thinking that certainly some steps
would be taken to correct it, for that can
be done, I know; and I know from ex-
perience with these matters that they
can be dealt with in a very humane way,
but also a very necessary way. But cer-
tainly a penalty must be applied to such
conduct, and that fact must be well
known and well advertised. Some sort
of penalty must be imposed, and there
must be some kind of responsibility in
connection with such matters. But to-
day we are not coping with them. By
means of a few instances of this sort,
if they continue over the years, we shall
be doing more to ruin our reputation in
world opinion than we could accomplish
by all the good we could do in other ways
and all the money we could spend.

The platforms of the two political
parties contain high-sounding and re-
sounding words; but in this case it is
proposed that by legislative fiat the plain
provisions of the Constitution of the
United States be abandoned.

Madam President, I have great respect
for the press; but in the press it is said
that all of this is tied in with the eivil
rights bill, and that only a few Southern
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Senators are talking for the Recorp, so
the folks back home will think they are
doing a great deal to protect them.

Madam President, there is not a word
of truth in all such mush. This matter
has gotten down to the very fundamen-
tals of life; but we, as part of the Gov-
ernment, are failing to cope with such
problems, even though our duty is plain
and our responsibility is great and our
power is unlimited. Instead, Madam
President, we are talking about taking
some little power from a State—some
power to regulate the exercise of the vot-
ing privilege—for it is not a right—that
goes with citizenship in our great Nation.

It does not take any prophet to fore-
see that this will all be discounted as
merely the mouthings of a southern
Senator.

I am no wise man, but I believe I have
been talking about fundamentals. I
have been talking about fundamentals
of human nature and fundamentals of
government for which there is no sub-
stitute.

So my plea is for responsibility to
again take a front seat. My plea is for
proper penalties; for conduct in human
affairs here in the city of Washington,
and elsewhere, to be given its proper
place.

My plea is to get down to funda-
mentals and to use the power we already
have, unmistakably and clearly, before
we try to take some power away from
a State of the United States under the
guise of civil rights or of liberating
someone.

My colleague and I have already ex-
pressed ourselves on the floor. In our
humble opinion and on our honor, this
little old poll tax does not prohibit any-
one from voting in our State. It is area-
sonable regulation of the use of a priv-
ilege, and I want it applied to all the
people, whatever the color of their skin,
because I know something along this
line is essential for sound government.

We have our shortcomings, but what
State does not? I tell the Senate right
now that this Congress has more things
to do than to use up this time and delay
important matters in order to pass on
this relatively small, and by comparison,
insignificant problem, if it is a problem,
which is already being handled in a
pretty fine way by the States.

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

Mr., STENNIS. Yes; I am glad to
vield.

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator has de-
picted at considerable length, and with
accuracy, the troubles in the fleld of law
enforcement in the District of Columbia,
the government of which is committed
to Congress. Has the learned Senator
from Mississippi proposed any laws or
statutes by which this situation would
be corrected or cleared up?

Mr. STENNIS. No; I have not. I
have not made a special study of it. My
impression would be that we already
have enough laws on the books., That
would be my general impression. I read
that one judge said something about pen-
alties. I do not remember his exact
words. I simply do not believe that, as
a matter of Federal law, the problem can
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be taken care of. I read where the offi-
cial said the situation was going to get
worse before it got better.

There are many things I have not been
able to correct. The Senator from Flor-
ida has some matters in his State that
need attention. There is some move-
ment on there about reapportioning, so
there may be better representation in the
big legislature in his State. That is a
live question in my State, too. I have
not solved it in Mississippi. I do not
know if the Senator from Florida has
solved it in his State.

My point here now is that we had bet-
ter attend to matters closest to home;
that we do not use the Federal power
that we have nearly as well as the States
do; that before we take away their
power, we had better attend to matters
here.

I am not indifferent to crime in Wash-
ington. I am ashamed of it. I am a tax-
payer here. I have a home here, as well
as one in Mississippi. I am proud to be
a property owner here. If things keep
moving on as they are where I do live
here, I am going to get out, because I
do not think it will be safe.

I wish to continue now with my pre-
pared text.

Inasmuch as this question was one of
the most delicate and one of the most
controversial questions which came be-
fore the Constitutional Convention, and
inasmuch as those men of intelligence,
information, and learning were passing
on that matter, and were passing in a
most serious way upon the vital question
as to who shall be a qualified elector to
vote for Members of Congress, when they
finally settled on these words, “And the
Electors in each State shall have the
Qualifications requisite for Electors of
the most numerous Branch of the State
Legislature,” certainly are we not sure in
our minds that they knew exactly what
they were doing and knew what they
were saying? They were not trying to
write new language. They were not
trying to give an imaginary meaning fo
the word “qualifications.”

I shall be able to show later that the
word “qualifications” runs all the way
through the law. These men were not
trying to write new language. They were
creating a new government. They were
prescribing one of the most serious tests
that was to be laid down. They were
prescribing who should be the ones
qualified to choose the Members of the
House of Representatives.

We know that they used that word
advisedly, with all this mass of infor-
mation before them, and we know they
gave that word a practical meaning and
a legal meaning. The law was full of
it.

Now, later, on some kind of theory,
and merely because we do not believe
a poll tax should be required, can we in
good conscience say that we do not be-
lieve the payment of taxes, poll taxes or
any other kind of tax, was intended to
be included in the word “qualifications”?

As I see it, that is the only point of
argument that the opponents of this
measure could possibly have, and the
door is absolutely closed in their face by
the words of the Constitution.
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Mr. HOLLAND. Madam President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. STENNIS. I1yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. I would like to make
it very clear, as one of those who propose
the poll tax amendment, that I agree
completely with the Senator from Mis-
sissippi that the word “qualifications” in
the Constitution does embrace such
things as poll taxes, payment of property
taxes, and the ownership of property. It
is for that reason that we propose deal-
ing with this matter, not through
statute, but by the enactment of a con-
situtional amendment. It is not our
view that the framers of the Constitu-
tion 175 years ago had any greater ex-
perience, learning, or understanding of
the problems of today than do the men
who sit now in the Senate and the House
of Representatives. My feeling is that
the exact opposite is true.

I have not heard the Senator even
question the fact that a proposed con-
stitutional amendment is the only legal
way to change the poll tax requirement.
Is that his understanding?

Mr. STENNIS. That would be a legal
way, clearly so, I think, but, at the same
time, it would be an invasion of the re-
serve powers that were considered,
weighed, recognized, and allowed at the
time of the Constitutional Convention.
They have been kept all these years by at
least some of the States, and even though
many of the States have changed the law
somewhat. My State changed the law
about property taxes and provided that
there should not be that requirement; but
the whole spirit and letter of the entire
sentiment was that the matter be left to
the States to make these changes when
and if they saw fit.

The Senator from Florida and I have
discussed this question before, many
times. I fully appreciate the Senator’s
feelings. He will not join in voting for a
statutory enactment which would invade
his understanding of the Constitution.
I know he means it when he says it, but I
believe the Senator has put up his banner
and has asked everyone who believes as
he does to travel under his banner.
Some other Senator will put up another
banner, and will ask everyone to follow
him under his banner. The Senator
from Montana wishes to fly a banner
which involves a statutory enactment.

The fat is in the fire. The opening of
the whole question has started, and the
Lord only knows where it will end.

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator
from Florida. .
Mr. HOLLAND. Is it not true that
the adoption of the woman’s suffrage
amendment, from the standpoint of the
distinguished Senator, marked the
change of the constitutional require-

ment in this field?

Mr. STENNIS. I do not think it
touched on the guestion we have before
us now, other than to reaffirm the orig-
inal language. That -constitutional
amendment created a new group of peo-
ple to whom the voting privilege would
apply. Those people then came under
the existing law, exactly like everyone
else. The law applied to the ladies,
and very properly so. They were a new
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group, an entirely new group, and ap-
plicable law was left as it was, and reaf-
firmed. I think there is a fundamental
distinetion.

Mr. HOLLAND. Does the Senator
know that each of the 14 States which
existed at the time of the adoption of
the Constitution has knocked out every
single one of the restrictions and lim-
itations upon voting it had at that time?

Mr. STENNIS. I know, as I said be-
fore, that the trend has been to remove
the restrictions.

Particularly in view of the fact that
these are so slight and so small, merely
a regulation and thought by those peo-
ple to be necessary, it does not behoove
the Congress to go sniping over into the
States on these matters which are so
delicate and sometimes so difficult to
handle

We should let the States, in their con-
science—the people of the States, in their
conscience and their judgment—take
such action as they wish.

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

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. Does the Senator
think that the people and the repre-
sentatives of the other 45 States, all of
which have completely eliminated mate-
rial restrictions on voting, should sit idly
by, if in their judgment and their con-
science results are flowing out of the
poll tax requirement in the five States
which have poll taxes which are not con-
ducive to the welfare of the United
States as a whole, not conducive to the
honor and standing of our Nation in
the sight of the world, and not conducive
to the expression of a representative
verdict, representative of the entire peo-
ple in each of the five States in which
these poll tax requirements exist?

In short, does the Senator think that
the representatives of the other 45
States should sit idly by if in their con-
science they should take action? I sup-
pose every one of us is entitled to the
belief that he is acting according to his
conscience and conviction. If in our
conscience this procedure is not work-
ing out soundly, dees the Senator not
believe we have the right—and that it is
indeed our duty—to recommend a
change, in the clearly legal and consti-
tutional way, which would be accom-
plished under the proposed constitu-
tional amendment?

Mr. STENNIS. I say to the Senator
the matter purely of consecience is a per-
sonal matter, and one must leave that
to each lady or man. I am willing to do
50,
I am talking about the question of
judement now, and the question of
sound government. I consider myself to
be not a wise man but one who has had
a little experience. I do not yield to the
Senator from Florida or to any other
Member of this body in the least bit as
to what I believe to be sound, elemental,
and fundamental with reference to the
affairs in my State. I am a product of
more than 30 years of dealing with the
problems, at the elected level.

Mr. HOLLAND rose.

Myr. STENNIS, I know the experience
the Senator from Florida has had. I
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have heard of it many times. I am talk-
ing about my qualifications as a wit-
ness, as an humble witness. I believe
I know more about Mississippi and its
problems, and about west Alabama, also,
because I have practiced law there, than
the Senator from Florida or anyone else
who has not had any direct responsi-
bility or who has not lived there and
has not wrestled with these problems
through the years.

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

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. First, I wish to say
that it would not for a moment occur
to me to question the soundness of con-
science or the deepness of conviction of
the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. STENNIS. I understand.

Mr. HOLLAND. I know the Senator
has both conscience and conviction. I
respect and honor him for it.

Mr. STENNIS. 1 appreciate the re-
marks of the Senator from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND, I invite attention to
the fact that each of those who serve in
this body is a Senator of the United
States. I also invite attention to the
fact that many of us in this body have
an experience which is at least a little
wider than that which the Senator has,
in that we have lived in States and still
live in States which for part of our time
of service have been poll-tax States and
which for part of our time of service
have gotten away from poll taxes. We
certainly are entitled to have opinions
based upon a comparison of the results
obtained under the two systems.

Mr, STENNIS. Will the Senator yield
on that point?

Mr. HOLLAND. Itisfrom thatstand-
point that the Senator from Florida has
a very deep conviction, because he has
seen much better government come in
his own State and muech more active par-
ticipation in the casting of votes come
in his own State since the poll tax was
eliminated. Therefore, he asks his dis-
tinguished friend to bear with him and
to remember that the Senator from
Florida is as much entitled to the same
assumption, and he believes to the same
conclusion, that he is animated by a
sound conscience and by conviction as
he accords to the Senator from Missis-
sippi.

Mr. STENNIS.
from Florida.

I say to the Senator, I made a little
inquiry about some pending questions,
and happened to learn incidentally about
the reapportionment of the Florida State
Legislature, and the problem of a great
influx of people in certain areas of the
Senator’'s fortunate State. It is said
that some people do not think they have
anything like equal representation. I
might conclude that a constitutional
amendment or whatever might be pro-
posed should be passed, but certainly I
would never think of intruding or trying
to pass a law, even with valid grounds, to
attempt to do anything which would im-
pose upon the people of Florida a so-
called solution to their problem.

Those fine people in Florida repealed
their poll tax. That was their judegment.
I am certainly in agreement that they
were entitled to do so.

I thank the Senator

March 19

I plead with those people and with
their Senators—I am personally disap-
pointed to get such a cold answer—for
the privilege of permitting the people of
my State to make their decision as to
whatever they think is right and just.
I believe, with all deference, we have
about as much conscience as the people
in the Senator’s great State.

Madam President, I wish to go a little
further into the historical background
with respect to the meaning of the word
“qualifications” and with respect to the
power of the Congress, and I desire to
call certain witnesses to testify on the
subject. Perhaps we may waive the
oath, by reason of their prestige and
reputation over the years as to intel-
ligence and patriotism, which will supply
the necessary requirements.

I first call for the benefit of the Senate
a witness whose name is George Mason.
I ask him a few questions, very briefly,
on this point. I wish to ask him if he is
the George Mason who wrote the Bill
of Rights, and his answer is “I am.”

I then ask: “Now, Mr. Mason, what
do you say about the Congress regulating
or altering the qualifications of elec-
t.ors?"

In reply, reading from Madison’s re-
port of the Convention, page 386, George
Mason has this to say:

A power to alter the qualifications would
be a dangerous power in the hands of the
Legislature.

Meaning the National Legislature.
Since the context shows that the subject
under discussion was the National Gov-
ernment, when he speaks of the Legisla-
ture, the reference, of course, is to Con-
gress. He said, “It would be a dangerous
power in the hands of the Legislature.”

Mr. President, under the agreement
heretofore entered into, the Senator from
Mississippi was to be excused at 2:30
p.m. without losing his right to the floor
and without the resumption of his speech
counting as another speech on the pend-
ing motion. It was understood that the
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. THUR-
monp] would be recognized. Is my un-
derstanding correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Hickey in the chair). What the Sena-
tor has stated is the understanding of
the Chair.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may suggest
the absence of a quorum, after which
the Senator from South Carolina will
proceed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
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. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
rise in opposition to the proposed con-
stitutional amendment which would pro-
hibit the imposition of a poll tax as a
condition of suffrage by a State.

Let me say at the outset that I find no
particular virtue or advantage in a poll
tax as a condition to voting. At the
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time I was elected Governor of South
Carolina in 1946, the constitution of
South Carolina contained a provision
which made the payment of a poll tax
a prerequisite to voting eligibility. I felt
then, and I feel now, that the poll tax
was not a satisfactory source of revenue
for the State, nor was it a suitable or
workable prerequisite to exercise of the
ballot. I, therefore, proposed to the leg-
islature that a constitutional amendment
repealing this requirement be submitted
to the people of the State. The legisla-
ture concurred in my proposal and sub-
mitted the constitutional amendment to
the people, who voted favorably thereon.
The payment of a poll tax is, therefore,
no longer a condition of suffrage in
South Carolina.

There have been numerous proposals
for Congress to attempt to prohibit poll
taxes by enactment of a statute. It is a
credit to the Senate that the question
we face now is not before us in the form
of a proposed statute, for the Constitu-
tion gives the Federal Government no
authority to act in this field. The very
fact that we are now debating a proposed
constitutional amendment dealing with
this matter is a clear-cut recognition by
the Senate that Congress at present has
no constitutional authority in the mat-
ter of voter qualifications or eligibility.
This is, however, about the only encour-
aging feature of the proposal with which
we are confronted.

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

Mr. THURMOND. I am glad to yield
to the Senator from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thoroughly approve
of the statement which the Senator
from South Carolina has just made. I
would not be a party to attempting to
deal with this question by statute, as the
Senator knows. Regardless of what the
Senator will have to say later, with
which I may or may not be in accord,
because I do not know what it is, it is
clear that the Senator recognizes that
the Senate proposes now to debate in a
thoroughly constitutional and conscien-
tious way the question of whether, in the
proper way, this problem should be con-
signed to the jury of the States for their
decision. I thank the Senator for the
high ground upon which he is placing
his remarks,

Mr. THURMOND. I believe the
amendment approach is the proper and
only constitutional approach to the mat-
ter, if the poll tax is to be repealed. Of
course, as I stated, I am opposing the
joint resolution.

Mr, President, in the days following
the war with England for independence,
commonly referred to as the American
Revolution, our forefathers inaugurated
what historians call an “experiment in
democracy.” I believe that the histo-
rians’ characterization is accurate, when
properly defined.

Mr. Webster gives two definitions to
the word “experiment.” One definition
defines an “experiment” as “a trial or
special observation made to confirm or
disprove something doubtful.” It ap-
pears, Mr. President, that the proponents
of the proposed constitutional amend-
ment view the work of our Founding
Fathers in light of this definition, and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

that they particularly dwell in their
thoughts on the last word, “doubtful.”

There is another definition given by
Mr, Webster for the word “experiment,”
and it is in the sense of this definition
that history will afirm that our consti-
tutional federated Republic was an ex-
periment in democracy. The definition
which is correct for this use of “experi-
ment” is “an act or operation under-
taken to test, establish, or illustrate some
suggested or known truth.”

The difference in these definitions as
applied in this instance is simple. The
former suggests that our Founding
Fathers were basically ignorant of the
principles of government, embarking on
an unlighted course without means of
navigation or, in modern parlance, bet-
ting blindly on a long shot. Our 170
years of glorious history and progress
under the Government planned by the
God-inspired wisdom of the drafters of
the Constitution dramatically demon-
strates the inaccuracy of the phrase “ex-
periment in democracy” if defined in
such a sense.

Every facet of our daily lives bears un-
questionable proof that those who con-
ceived our governmental system were
steeped in understanding of the lessons
taught by the history of man’s struggle
to devise a government under which he
could enjoy the opportunity to achieve
his destiny. Their thinking was bal-
anced by practical experience of the in-
equities and abuses that inevitably flow
from ineptly designed or selfishly ad-
ministered government. With what
could have been no less than divinely in-
spired wisdom, their experiment in de-
mocracy was an operation to illustrate a
known truth.

Mr. President, let us examine some of
the practical problems and basic con-
cepts which were foremost in the think-
ing of those who conceived our consti-
tutional federated republican form of
government.

There were in America 13 newly inde-
pendent States, isolated geographically
from the rest of the civilized world, and
from a contemporary standpoint, weak
militarily, individually, and even collec-
tively. Far from being a homogeneous
society, they were bound together by no
legal bonds—their working relationship
having sprung primarily from a common
cause against a common enemy. Even
the fervor for the common cause varied
substantially in degree from one State
to another.

The efforts for union of these States
was born, not from any feelings of self-
identification by the peoples of one
State with those of another but from a
necessity for survival. There was no
desire for equality or similarity of treat-
ment with the peoples of another State,
for all of those hearty souls were too
fresh in the memory of the suffering
which stemmed from an equality of
treatment given by England to the sev-
eral colonies. The experience acquired
as colonists inspired an intense desire for
self-determination, as well as a well-
founded mistrust of any governmental
unit which could not be observed and
controlled close at hand.

It was undoubtedly this very hetero-
geneity among the several independent
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States that emphasized in the minds of
the Founding Fathers the historically
proven truth that any government
worthy of existence must preserve and
protect the maximum degree of local
self-government, with only the minimum
degree of power absolutely essential to
military survival and economic progress
vested in a central government. This
principle of government is a truth, as
valid in every respect today as it was in
the days following the Revolution, specif-
ically proved once and for all by the con-
stitutional drafters’ experiment in de-
mocracy.

Mr. President, the federated structure
of our governmental system is the
principal reason for its continued suc-
cessful existence. It was not for the
primary purpose of protecting basic
rights of individuals that the U.S.
Constitution was designed. The peo-
ple of the various States were aware
that they could well protect themselves
from despotic action by a government
within their own State. Each State gov-
ernment is completely capable of protect-
ing individual rights of its citizens with
safeguards against the loss of personal
liberty and freedom. The governments
of the several States served their people
well in this respect before the Union was
formed, and have continued to do so
within the framework of the Union. All
of the States do not impose the same re-
quirements on their citizens, nor do all
the States provide either the same sub-
stantive rights nor the same procedural
remedies for their citizens.

The lack of uniformity among the sev-
eral States is not to be deplored, but
rather acclaimed. Conformity is not
natural to people of different regions,
who enjoy different political, religious,
and social heritages, who live under dif-
ferent economic conditions or even who
live in different climates. We should
constantly keep in mind that conformity
is not a goal of our form of government.
It is a goal of absolute forms of govern-
ment, such as communism; and absolute
forms of government exist, in the final
analysis, by force—not from the support
of the people. The advantages we en-
joy as contrasted to those enjoyed by
people who live under dictatorial re-
gimes stems solely from the individual-
ism nurtured and protected by our Con-
stitution.

Let us be candid. Conformity is des-
picable, a blight and leech on the prog-
ress of society, for it can be attained
only at the level of the lowest common
denominator.

The federated system of government is
designed to thwart conformity., It is a
system whereby the peoples of different
mores can work together in harmony for
their mutual advantage. The federated
system is, if you please, an agreement to
disagree. Let us not endanger the struc-
ture itself by attempting to achieve a
greater degree of conformity.

One of the great assets of our federa-
tion, Mr. President, is that no one need
endure the laws of a particular State if
they be repugnant to him. The Con-
stitution provides for a full and free
commerce between States. If, for in-
stance, one objects to the poll tax as a
condition of suffrege in the States of
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his residence, he is perfectly free to re-
move to one of the 45 States which im-
pose no such qualification.

As I stated in the beginning, my State
does not impose a poll tax as a prerequi-
site for voting. That tax was repealed
during my tenure as Governor of South
Carolina, upon my recommendation.

When the Union was formed, there
was a total of 13 States. There were
substantial differences in the economies
of the various States, as there were in
the areas of political, religious, and social
heritages. They were truly heterogene-
ous, as I have stated. But how much
greater the heterogeneity of the various
States today, now that there are 50.
They are spread from the semitropics
of Florida to the arctics of Alaska, from
the deserts of Arizona to the Pacific-
washed isles of Hawaii. Where the 13
Original States had differences in econ-
omy, we now have a dissimilarity which
is far greater in degree. Where once a
dozen religious beliefs held sway, thou-
sands flourish. The common language
which we share has facilitated under-
standing, but let us not deceive ourselves
into believing that it has destroyed our
differences. God willing, our individual-
ism will survive forever.

There is no reason, therefore, to
change the pattern of nonconformity
which has proved successful. We have
already endangered the system by our
conformity efforts at the Federal level
through an abusive expansion of powers
of the Central Government. If, indeed,
there should be any additional transfer
of constitutional powers, it should be in
the other direction.

Mr. President, a constitutional amend-
ment is a serious matter and should not
be proposed in the absence of compelling
reasons. Partisan or political consid-
erations should be put aside, and play no
part in this vital area.

How much urgency is there for such
drastic action in the form of a constitu-
tional amendment to eliminate the poll
or capitation tax as a condition of suf-
frage? None. It is a matter of small
import, blown all out of proportion by
overemphasis from politically inspired
propaganda.

In the days immediately following the
Revolution, the former Colonies, then
States, performed a minimum, but ade-
quate for the times, amount of service.
The expenses of government were com-
paratively slight. The burdens of gov-
ernment fell less evenly on the popula-
tion than is normal in a State today. It
was the general feeling that those who
bore the responsibilities of government
should exercise the ballot. It is not sur-
prising that the ownership of property
and the payment of taxes were common
and usual prerequisites to the right of
suffrage.

In the early days of the Union, there
were no direct taxes of any consequence
on the populace for the support of the
Federal Government. The costs were so
slight that they could be and were borne
almost entirely by tariffs.

As an expression of the belief that
those who bore the responsibility of gov-
ernment should vote, all of the States
imposed tax-payment of its equivalent,
property ownership, as a condition of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

eligibility for voting. These voter eligi~
bility requirements were summarized by
the U.S. Supreme Court in Minor v. Hap-
perset (21 Wallace 162) as follows:

Thus In New Hampshire “every male in-
habitant of each town and parish with town
privileges, and places unincorporated in the
State, of 21 years of age and upward, except-
ing paupers and persons excused from pay-
ing taxes at their own request” were its
voters; in Massachusetts, “every male in-
habitant of 21 years of age and upward,
having a freehold estate within the Common-
wealth of the annual income of 3 pounds, or
any estate of the value of 60 pounds"; In
Rhode Island, “such as are admitted free of
the company and soclety” of the Colony; in
Connecticut such person as had “maturity
in years, quiet and peaceable behavior, a civil
conversation, and 40 shillings freehold or 40
pounds personal estate,” if so certified by the
selectmen; in New York, “every male in-
habiltant of full age who shall have person-
ally resided within one of the counties of
the State for 6 months immediately preced-
ing the day of election * * * if during the
time aforesald he shall have been a free-
holder possessing a freehold of the value of
20 pounds within the county, or have rented
a tenement therein of the yearly value of 40
shillings, and been rated and actually pald
taxes to the State”; in New Jersey, “all in-
habitants * * * of full age who are worth
50 pounds; proclamation money, clear estate
in the same, and have resided in the county
in which they claim a vote for 12 months
immediately preceding the election”; in
Pennsylvania “every free man of the age of
21 years, having resided in the State for 2
years next before the election, and within
that time pald a State or county tax which
shall have been assessed at least 6 months
before the election™; in Maryland, “all free-
men above 21 years of age having a freehold
of 50 acres of land in the county in which
they offer to vote and residing therein, and
all freemen having property in the State
above the value of 30 pounds current money,
and having resided in the county in which
they offer to vote 1 whole year next pre-
ceding the election'; in North Carolina, for
Benators, “all freemen of the age of 21 years
who have been inhabitants of any one
county within the State 12 months imme-
diately preceding the day of election, and
possessed of a freehold within the same
county of 50 acres of land for 6 months next
before and at the day of election,” and for
members of the house of commons, “all free-
men of the age of 21 years who have been
inhabitants in any one county within the
State 12 months immediately preceding the
day of any election, and shall have pald pub-
lic taxes'; in South Carolina, "every free
white man of the age of 21 years, being a
citizen of the State and having resided
therein 2 years previous to the day of elec-
tlon and who hath a freehold of 50 acres
of land, or a town lot of which he hath been
legally selzed and possessed for at least 6
months before such election, or (not having
such freehold or town lot), hath been a
resident within the election district in which
he offers to glve his vote 6 months before
such election, and hath paid a tax the pre-
ceding year of 3 shillings sterling toward the
support of the Government"; and in Georgia,
“guch citizen and inhabitants of the State
as shall have attained to the age of 21 years,
and shall have pald tax for the year next
preceding the election, and shall have resided
6 months within the county.”

Clearly, Mr. President, conditioning
suffrage on payment of taxes was the
normal and usual practice in the early
days of the Union.

As time has passed, the services and
misservices of government, both of
which are extremely expensive—as is il-
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lustrated by the size of the national
debt—have increased enormously. In
an unsuccessful attempt to pay for these
government funections, innumerable
taxes at both the Federal and State lev-
els have been levied. As a result, there
is almost no one who does not share in
the responsibility of government insofar
as finances are concerned. With a few
exceptions, the burden of taxes is so
widespread that a tax-payment prerequi-
site to suffrage excludes practically no
one. Most States have recognized this
fact, and have repealed meaningless con-
stitutional and statutory provisions im-
posing such eligibility requirements. At
the present time, there remain only five
States which still have such requirements
on voting privileges.

As in the States which have abandoned
such voting requirements as the poll or
capitation tax payment, the require-
ments in the remaining five are undoubt-
edly meaningless from a practical stand-
point. Such a tax is rarely as high as
$5 per year; and, in this inflationary
economy, the number of people who can-
not pay this low amount is small, indeed.

Mr. President, I do not mean to imply
that in the five States which require
payment of poll or capitation tax as a
condition to voting, there are not sub-
stantial numbers of people who do not
pay the poll or capitation tax. Although
I have no statistics on this matter, I
would assume that there are large num-
bers who are delinquent. It is a known
fact that large numbers of the American
people are complacent about exercising
their ballot. This is amply illustrated
by the fact that a substantial percentage
of those who register to vote do not par-
ticipate in the election itself. It is only
logical to assume that a major portion
of those who do not pay their poll or
capitation tax, have the financial ability,
but do not have sufficient interest in vot-
ing to pay the tax. This is borne out
in States which had, but recently re-
pealed, poll tax requirements. There
has been no substantial inerease in the
registration or voting in South Carolina
since the repeal of the constitutional
provision which made payment of a poll
tax a condition of eligibility to vote.

The only logical conclusion to be drawn
from an objective analysis of the situa-
tion is that we are conducting an exer-
cise in self-deceit and public deceit.
There is no real consequence to the issue
which has given rise to this proposal.
Even were the proposed constitutional
amendment passed by the Senate and
the House, and ratified by the States, it
would have no significant effect on the
numbers of persons who have the oppor-
tunity to vote, or on the number of per-
sons who fulfill their responsibility by
exercising the right of the ballot.

Mr. President, before we take this
hasty action in approving another con-
stitutional amendment I think it would
be best to discuss the matter in more de-
tail. Many of the constitutional amend-
ments which have been passed in previ-
ous years have been highly criticized and
it has even been necessary, in the light
of experience and calm judgment, to re-
peal one. One particular one which has
received much eriticism is the 14th
amendment. I think that a general dis-
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cussion of it would be highly beneficial
to us all before final action is taken on
the amendment now before us.

The controversy surrounding the 14th
amendment is the subject of a very well
written article which appeared in the
summer, 1959, issue of the South Caro-
lina Law Quarterly by the Honorable
Pinckney G. McElwee. I would like to
read this article so that we all can have
the benefit of his research:

The able and wise patriots who drafted
our Constitution were careful to protect its
provisions against actions of a temporary
majority of the Congress by requiring for
its amendment not only a two-thirds ap-
proval by both Houses of the Congress, but
ratification by three-fourths of the States.
A study of the history of the 14th amend-
ment reveals the irregular manner in which
these requirements were overcome, and &
consideration of the precedents established
thereby reveals the danger to our form of
government.

The Civil War was fought over the asserted
right of the Southern States to secede from
the Union. The Southern States claimed
they had such a right. The President, the
Congress, and the Northern States denied
that the Southern States had any such right
under the Constitution of the United States.
As Mr. Lincoln said, the aim of the Federal
Government was to preserve the Union first;
to preserve the Union without slavery, to pre-
serve the Union with slavery if it must be,
but the Union forever. This issue was de-
cided on the battlefield and the Union Army
upheld the position taken by all depart-
ments of the Federal Government; i.e., that
the Southern States had no right to secede
and had never been out of the Union. In-
cidentally, Mr. Lincoln recognized that his
emancipation of the slaves was a war meas-
ure and that it would require a constitu-
tional amendment to abolish slavery after
the end of the war. Mr. Lincoln was stead-
fast in his position that the Southern States
had never left the Union, although indi-
vidual officials and soldiers of the South may
have forfeited some rights; but not the States
whose rights were fixed by the Constitution
and thus beyond the power of Congress to
add or detract. As stated by George Tickner
Curtis in volume II, page 342, of his famous
“History of the Constitution”:

“After the Civil War was ended, the Con-
stitution was left just as it was before the
war began; the United States had just the
same soverelgn rights as before and no
others.”

The House on July 22, 1861, and the Sen-
ate on July 25, 1861, adopted resolutions
both resolving to maintain the Constitution
in the rebellious States and to maintain the
Union and the rights of the States unim-
paired.

In the proclamation of President Lincoln
of December 8, 1863, he offered “pardon to
all those who swear henceforth to support
the Constitution of the United States and
that those who, accepting this amnesty, shall
have taken the oath of allegiance, each being
a qualified voter by the election laws of the
several States lmmediately before the so-
called secession and excluding all others,
shall reestablish a State government, which
shall be republican in form and nowise con-
travening said oath; such shall be recog-
nized as a true government of the State.”

On February 1, 1865, the 13th amendment
to the Constitution to abolish slavery was
proposed and passed by Congress. On April
9, 18656, Gen, Robert E. Lee surrendered to
General Grant at Appomattox Court House.
General Johnston surrendered to General
Sherman at Durham Station April 26, 1865.
In 40 days after surrender of General John-
ston there was not a single Confederate
soldier in arms. Submission to the author-
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ity of the United States was complete.
Postal service and tax collections resumed.

On December 18, 18656, General Grant re-
ported to Congress that the South had ac-
cepted defeat and had accepted authority of
the Federal Government,

President Lincoln prepared a proclamation
to restore North Carolina to its proper posi-
tion as a State but it was not yet issued be-
fore his death. At the first meeting of the
Cabinet after his death it was read and unan-
imously adopted as the policy of the admin-
istration. Mr. Lincoln was assassinated
on April 14, 1865, and died April 15, 1865.
Andrew Johnson took the oath and suc-
ceeded Mr. Lincoln.

On May 29, 1865, President Johnson issued
Mr. Lincoln's proclamation for North Caro-
lina; and through June 30, 1865, similar
proclamations were issued by President
Johnson setting up the local State govern-
ment of all Southern States.

The Southern States having been restored
to a legal and operational basis by elections
and the convening of State legislatures,
most of them proceeded to ratify the 13th
amendment which was then proclaimed to
have been ratified on December 18, 1865. In-
cluded in the 27 States then needed for its
adoption were Louisiana, Tennessee, Arkan-
sas, South Carolina, Alabama, North Caro-
lina, Georgla, Maryland, Mississippi, Florida,
and Texas.

On April 2, 1866, the President, by proc-
lamation, declared: “It is the manifest de-
termination of the American people that no
State, of its own will, has the right or power
to go out of, or separate itself from or be
separated from the American Union, and
that therefore each State ought to remain
and constitute an integral part of the United
States, And whereas the Constitution of the
United States provides for constituted com-
munities only as States, and not at territo-
ries, dependencies, provinces or protectorates.
And whereas such constituent States must
necessarily be, and by the Constitution of
the United States are made equals, and
placed upon a like footing as to political
rights, immunities, dignity, and power with
the several States with which they are
united. I do hereby declare that the insur-
rection which heretofore existed in the States
of Georgla, South Carolina, Virginia, North
Carolina, Tennessee, Alabama, Louisiana,
Arkansas, Mississippl, and Florida at an end,
and is henceforth to be regarded.

On August 20, 1866, a simlilar proclamation
was issued by the President in respect to
Texas.

Article V of the U.S. Constitution pro-
vides: "No State, without its consent, shall
be deprived of its equal suffrage in the Sen-
ate.” Nevertheless, peace having been re-
stored, the U.S. Senate refused to seat the
Senators from all of the Bouthern States.
The House did likewise.

Article V of the Constitution provides the
method and manner of amendment, as fol-
lows:

“The Congress, whenever two-thirds of
both Houses shall deem it necessary, shall
propose amendments to this Constitution,
or on application of the legislatures of two-
thirds of the States, shall call a convention
for proposing amendments, in either case,
shall be valld to all intents and purposes, as
part of this Constitution, when ratified by
the legislatures of three-fourths of the sev-
eral States, or by conventions in three-
fourths thereof, as the one or the other
mode of ratification may be proposed by the
Congress."”

The 39th Congress, which proposed the
14th amendment, met on December 5, 1865.
There were 72 seats in the Senate for 386
States; 22 seats for 11 Southern States were
vacant because of a joint resolution of the
House and the Senate which voted not to
seat any Senator or Representative from any
Southern States until the Congress decided
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that each of said States was entitled to such
representation. In the House there were 240
seats, and 58 seats from the 11 Southern
States were vacant. Nebraska was not ad-
mitted to the Union as the 37th State until
March 1, 1867. One of the new Senators
who recently had been elected by the legis-
lature of his State was Mr. John P. Stock-
ton of New Jersey. John P. Stockton was in-
troduced by the senior Senator of New Jersey
on December 5, 1866, took the oath and was
duly seated.

While H.J. 127 was still in Mr. Thaddeus
Stevens' Committee on Reconstruction,
there was a private polling of Senators and
Representatives to see how they stood on the
measure. Mr, Stockton was an outspoken
opponent of the proposal. Furthermore,
since there were 50 Senators seated, the
Constitution would require a 3314 vote, or
34, in order to propose it by a two-thirds
vote, and a counting of prospective Senate
votes showed that there were only 33 who
would vote in favor of it. In a maneuver to
reduce the Senate to 49 Members in order
that a vote of 33 yeas would meet the re-
quirements of the Constitution, a motion was
made not to seat Mr. John P. Stockton, in
spite of the fact that he had already been
seated, on the ground that his election was
invalid because he had been elected by a
mere plurality and not a majority. It was
the law of New Jersey and most of the other
States that a plurality determined the elec-
tion.

The motion not to seat was made because
it was impossible to obtain the necessary
vote required to expel Mr. Stockton, which
was the only legal means avallable to pre-
vent a Member from voting once he has
been seated. In order to expel a Member of
the Benate or House a two-thirds vote was
required, and this vote of two-thirds simply
could not be mustered. However, a refusal
to seat is determined by a majority. When
this motion was finally called to a vote, after
much debate, it was defeated by a vote of
22 to 21. During the night the hard core
of Reconstructionists persuaded one of the
Senators to change his vote. The next day
a motion to reconsider the motion not to
seat Mr. Stockton was sustained by a vote
of 22 to 21; thus he was removed from the
Senate and the number reduced to 49.

The 14th amendment originated in the
House of Representatives by House Joint
Resolution 127, introduced by Thaddeus
Stevens of Pennsylvania, and was referred to
the Committee on Reconstruction of which
Mr. Stevens was chairman. Two other bills
were offered and referred to the Committee
on Reconstruction and there consolidated
with House Resolution 127 and reported out
of the House. It was passed by the House on
May 10, 1866, and sent to the Senate. In the
Senate, Mr. Wade proposed an amendment
by adding what is now paragraph 3. As thus
amended, it was passed by the Senate on
June 8, 1866, and returned to the House
where it was passed on June 13, 1866. In
the Senate, the vote was 33 yeas and 11 nays,
with 5 not voting. In the House there were
182 Representatives seated and of those the
vote was 120 yeas and 32 nays, with 32 not
voting.

If the 22 Senators and 58 Representatives
from the Southern States who had been arbi-
trarily and unlawfully refused seats by the
Benate and House are counted, the number
is 71 Senators and 240 Representatives. The
vote in the Senate of 33 for and 11 against
by the Members present and voting was
two-thirds. But if the two-thirds required
had included the 22 arbitrarily and illegally
excluded from voting, there was not a two-
thirds vote. Likewlse, the vote of 120 for and
32 against in the House was two-thirds of
those present and voting. But if the 58
Representatives who were arbitrarily and
illegally excluded had been counted against,
the vote would be 120 for and 90 against,
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and the vote would have failed to carry by
two-thirds.

In the foregoing state of the record, the
proposed amendment was certified to have
been passed by a two-thirds vote of each
House and transmitted to the Secretary of
State for transmission to the 36 States then
composing the United States. Twenty-eight
were needed to ratify. Ten States could pre-
vent ratification. The process of ratification
began. By February 1, 1867, 17 States had
ratified and 11 had rejected.

RATIFIED

Connecticut: June 30, 1866.
New Hampshire: July 7, 1866.
Tennessee: July 7, 1866.

New Jersey: September 11, 1866.
Oregon: September 19, 1866.
Vermont: October 30, 18686.
New York: January 10, 1867,
Kansas: January 11, 1867.
Ohio: January 11, 1867.
Illinois: January 16, 1867.

West Virginia: January 16, 1867.
Michigan: January 16, 1867.
Minnesota: January 17, 1867.
Maine: January 19, 1867.
Nevada: January 22, 1867.
Indiana: January 23, 1867.
Missouri: January 26, 1867.

REJECTED

Texas: October 27, 1866.

Georgia: November 9, 1866.

Florida: December 3, 1866.

Alabama: December 7, 1866.

North Carolina: December 13, 1866.

Arkansas: December 17, 1866.

South Carolina: December 20, 1866.

Virginia: January 9, 1867.

EKentucky: January 8, 1867.

Mississippi: January 29, 1867,

California: March 17, 1868.

The 14th amendment was thus defeated.

An editorial in the Philadelphia Enquirer
on Saturday, February 9, 1867, gave a clue
to what was to come. It states:

“The constitutional amendments having
passed both branches of the Legislature of
Pennsylvania will be sent to Governor Geary,
who will undoubtedly sign them next week.
Thus another State will be added to the
list of those who have ratified these amend-
ments. As it is probable that nearly all
of the States which sustained the Govern-
ment during the rebellion will ratify those
amendments, and as all of the Southern
Btates we belleve have now rejected them,
the question arises: What will be done?
There is a growing disposition to regard the
States which maintained their relation with
the Union as the only ones which have a
voice in this matter, that a resolution will
be brought before the present Congress, or
the next, declaring that the consent of three-
fourths of those is all that is necessary to
give force and validity to an amendment to
the Constitution is extremely probable. In
that case, we suppose the gquestion will have
to be fought over again in some way, and
it is probable that it will finally enter the
Supreme Court, where the decision, accord-
ing to present appearances, will be against
it.

The editor was not aware that, 4 days prior
to his editorial, HR. 1143 had been intro-
duced using a different scheme to accom-
plish the desired result.

THE RECONSTRUCTION ACT

On February 5, 1867, HR. 1143 was intro-
duced in the House. This was a bill whose
stated purpose was to provide for the more
eflicient government of the rebel States.
This is what historically was called the
Reconstruetion Act. Although these so-
called rebel States had been functioning as
loyal States of the Union in complete peace
for mnearly 2 years, during which time
they had ratified the 13th amendment
?nbolishms slavery, this act began by declar-

g:
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“Whereas no legal State governments or
adequate protection for life or property now
exists in the rebel Ftates of Virginia, North
Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, Missis-
sippl, Alabama, Louilsiana, Florida, Texas,
and Arkansas; and whereas it is necessary
that peace and good order should be en-
forced in sald Btates until loyal and re-
publican State governments can be legally
established.”

Of course, the State governments were
and had been functioning in peace at all
times since the surrender of General
Johnston.

The bill provided for military occupation
of the named Southern States to be con-
ducted without interference from any State
authorities. It further provided that the
governments of such States were only pro-
visional and subject to the paramount au-
thority of the United States as exercised by
the military government, and gave author-
ity to the military commanders to try any
persons by military commission. In addi-
tion it provided for new rules of suffrage
under which a new constitution of each
State was to be adopted and a new legisla-
ture elected, and disfranchised any person
who had engaged in the rebellion or given
aid and comfort to the rebels (which effec-
tually disfranchised all white residents of
the States). Nor, under the bill, was any
Senator or Representative to be permitted
to take the oath of office and be admitted
to Congress until the new constitution had
met with the approval of Congress, the
newly qualified electorate of the State had
elected a leglslature, such legislature had
adopted the proposed 14th amendment and
the amendment had become a part of the
Constitution.

It may be here noted that the U.S. Bu-
preme Court has held that each of the States
has the supreme and exclusive power to
regulate the right of sufirage and to deter-
mine the class of Inhabitants who may vote,

Congress passed the bill and President
Johnson promptly exercised his veto power.
Congress overrode the veto of the President
making the Reconstruction Act the law of
the land. By this time 3 more States,
for a total of 20, had ratified; namely, Rhode
Island, February 7, Pennsylvania, February
12, and Wisconsin, February 13, and Loul-
slana, February 6, and Delaware, February
7, 1867, had rejected, bringing that total to
13, Thus a Northern State had now joined
12 Southern States in rejecting when it was
only necessary to obtain 10 rejections in
order to prevent adoption of the amend-
ment.

President Johnson's veto message is en-
lightening and reads, in part, as follows:

“I have examined the bill ‘to provide for
the more efficient government of the rebel
States' with the care and anxiety which its
transcendent importance is calculated to
awaken. I am unable to give it my assent
for reasons so grave that I hope a statement
of them may have some influence on the
minds of the patriotic and enlightened men
with whom the decision must ultimately
rest.

“The bill places all the people of the 10
States therein named under the absolute
domination of military rules; and the pre-
amble undertakes to give the reason upon
which the measure is based and the ground
upon which it is justified. It declares that
there exists in those States no legal gov-
ernments and no adequate protection for
life or property, and asserts the necessity
of enforcing peace and good order within
their limits. This is not true as a matter
of fact.

“It i{s not denied that the States in ques-
tion have each of them an actual govern-
ment, with all the powers—executive, judi-
cial, and legislative—which properly belong
to a free State. They are like
the other States of the Union, and, lke
them, they make, administer, and execute
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the laws which concern thelr domestle af-
fairs. An existing de facto government, ex-
ercising such functions as these, is itself
the law of the State upon all matters within
its jurisdiction. To pronounce the supreme
law-making power of an established State
illegal 1s to say that law itself is unlawful.

“The provisions which these governments
have made for the preservation of order, the
suppression of crime, and the redress of pri-
vate injuries are in substance and principle
the same as those which prevall in the North-
ern States and in other civilized countries,
They certainly have not succeeded in pre-
venting the commission of all erime, nor has
this been accomplished anywhere in the
world. But that these people are maintain-
ing local governments for themselves which
habitually defeat the object of all govern-
ment and render their own lives and property
insecure is in itself utterly improbable, and
the averment of the bill to that effect is not
supported by any evidence which has come
to my knowledge.

“The bill, however, would seem to show
upon its face that the establishment of peace
and good order is not its real object. The
fifth section declares that the preceding
sectlons shall cease to operate in any State
where certain events shall have happened.
These events are, first, the selection of dele-
gates to a State convention by an electlon
at which Negroes shall be allowed to vote;
second, the formation of a State constitu-
tion by the convention so chosen; third, the
insertion into the State constitution of a
provision which will secure the right of vot-
ing at all elections to Negroes and to such
white men as may not be disfranchised for
rebellion or felony; fourth, the submission of
the constitution for ratification to Negroes
and white men not disfranchised, and its
actual ratification by their vote; fifth, the
submission of the State constitution to Con-
gress for examination and approval, and the
actual approval of it by that body; sixth,
the adoption of a certaln amendment to the
Federal Constitution by a vote of the legls-
lature elected under the new constitution;
seventh, the adoption of said amendment
by a sufficlent number of other States to
make It a part of the Constitution of the
United States. All these conditions must be
fulfilled before the people of any of these
States can be relieved from the bondage of
military domination; but when they are ful-
filled, then immediately the pains and penal-
tles of the blll are to cease, no matter
whether there be peace and order or not,
and without any reference to the security of
life or property. The excuse given for the
bill in the preamble is admitted by the bill
itself not to be real. The military rule
which it establishes is plainly to be used, not
for any purpose of order or for the prevention
of crime, but solely as a means of coercing
the people into the adoption of principles
and measures to which it is known that they
are opposed, and upon which they have an
undeniable right to exercise their own
judgment.

“I submit to Congress whether this measure
is not in its whole character, scope, and
object without precedent and without au-
thority, in palpable conflict with the plalnest
provisions of the Constitution, and utterly
destructive to those great principles of
liberty and humanity for which our ancestors
on both sides of the Atlantlc have shed so
much blood, and expended so much treasure.

“The 10 States named In the bill are di-
vided into 5 districts. For each district
an officer of the Army, not below the rank
of a hrigadier general, is to be appointed
to rule over the people; and he is to be
supported with an efficient military force to
enable him to perform his dutles and enforce
his authority. Those duties and that au-
thority, as defined by the third section of
the blll, are ‘to protect all persons in their
rights of person and property, to suppress
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insurrection, disorder, and violence, and to
punish or cause to be punished all disturbers
of the public peace or criminals." The power
thus glven to the commanding officer over
all the people of each district is that of an
absolute monarch. His mere will is to take
the place of all law.

“It is plain that the authority here given
to the military officer amounts to absolute
despotism. But to make 1t still more unen-
durable, the bill provides that it may be
delegated to as many subordinates as he
chooses to appoint, for it declares that he
shall ‘punish or cause to be punished.” Such
a power has not been wielded by any monarch
in England for more than 500 years. In
all that time no people who speak the Eng-
lish language have borne such servitude. It
reduces the whole population of the 10
States—all persons, of every color, sex, and
condition, and every stranger within their
limits—to the most abject and degrading
slavery. No master ever had a control so
absolute over the slaves as this bill gives to
the military officers over both white and
colored persons.

“I come now to a question which is, if
possible, still more important. Have we the
power to establish and carry into execution
a measure like this? I answer, ‘Certainly
not," if we derive our authority from the
Constitution and if we are bound by the
Iimitations which it imposes.

“This proposition is perfectly clear, that
no branch of the Federal Government—ex-
ecutive, legislative, or judicial—can have
any just powers except those which it de-
rives through and exercises under the or-
ganic laws of the Union. Outside of the
Constitution we have no legal authority more
than private citizens, and within it we have
only so much as that instrument glves us.
This broad prineiple limits all our functions
and applies to all subjects. It protects not
only the citizens of States which are within
the Union, but it shields every human being
who comes or is brought under our jurisdic-
tion. We have no right to do in one place
more than in another that which the Con-
stitution says we shall not do at all. If,
therefore, the Southern States were in truth
out of the Union, we could not treat their
people in a way which the fundamental law
forbids. Some persons assume that the suc-
cess of our arms In crushing the opposition
which was made in some of the States to the
execution of the Federal laws reduced those
States and all their people—the innocent as
well as the guilty—to the condition of vas-
salage and give us a power over them which
the Constitution does not bestow or define
or limit. No fallacy can be more transparent
than this. Our victories subjected the in-
surgents to legal obedience, not to the yoke
of an arbitrary despotism. When an abso-
lute so reduces his rebellious sub-
jects, he may deal with them according to
his pleasure, because he had that power be-
fore. But when a limited monarch puts
down an Insurrection, he must still govern
according to law.

“This is a bill passed by Congress in time
of peace. There is not in any one of the
Btates brought under its operation either
war or insurrection. The laws of the States
and of the Federal Government are all in
undisturbed and harmonious operation.
The courts, State and Federal, are open and
in the full exercise of their proper authority.
Over every State comprised In these five mili-
tary districts, 1life, liberty, and property are
secured by State laws and Federal laws, and
the National Constitution is everywhere in
force and everywhere obeyed. What, then,
is the ground on which this bill proceeds?
The title of the bill announces that it 1s
intended ‘for the more efficient government’
of these 10 States. It is recited by way of
preamble that no legal State governments
‘nor adequate protection for life or prop-
erty' exist in those States, and that peace
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and good order should be thus enforced.
The first thing which arrests attention upon
these recitals, which prepare the way for
martial law, is this, that the only founda-
tion upon which martial law can exist under
our form of government is not stated or so
much as pretended. Actual war, foreign in-
vasion, domestic insurrection—none of these
appear; and none of these, in fact, exist. It
is not even recited that any sort of war or
insurrection is threatened. Let us pause to
consider, upon this gquestion of constitu-
tional law and the power of Congress, a re-
cent decision of the Supreme Court of the
United States in Ex parte Milligan.

“I will first quote from the opinion of the
majority of the Court: ‘Martial law cannot
arise from a threatened invasion. The neces-
sity must be actual and present, the invasion
real, such as effectually closes the courts and
deposes the civil administration.’

“We see that martial law comes in oxnly
when actual war closes the courts and de-
poses the civil authority; but this bill, in
time of peace, makes martial law operate as
though we were in actual war, and becomes
the cause instead of the conseguence of the
abrogation of ecivil authority. One more
quotation: ‘It follows from what has been
said on this subject that there are occasions
when martial law can be properly applied.
If in foreign invasion or civil war the courts
are actually closed, and it is impossible to
administer criminal justice according to law,
then, on the theater of active military opera-
tions, where war really prevails, there is a
necessity to furnish a substitute for the eivil
authority thus overthrown, to preserve the
safety of the Army and soclety; and as no
power is left but the military, it is allowed
to govern by martial rule until the laws can
have their free course.’

“I now quote from the opinion of the
minority of the Court, delivered by Chief
Justice Chase: ‘We by no means assert that
Congress can establish and apply the laws of
war where no war has been declared or exists.
Where peace exists, the laws of peace must
prevail.’

“This is sufficlently explicit. Peace exists
in all the territory to which this bill applies.
It asserts a power in Congress, in time of

, to set aside the laws of peace and to
substitute the laws of war. The minority,
concurring with the majority, declares that
Congress does not possess that power. * * *
I need not say to the representatives of the
American people that their Constitution for-
bids the exercise of judicial power in any
way but one—that is, by the ordained and
established courts. It is equally well known
that in all criminal cases a trial by jury is
made indispensable by the express words of
that instrument.

“The Constitution also forbids the arrest
of the citizen without judicial warrant,
founded on probable cause. This bill au-
thorizes an arrest without warrant, at the
pleasure of a military commander. The
Constitution declares that ‘no person shall
be held to answer for a capital or otherwise
infamous crime unless on presentment of a
grand jury.’ This bill holds every person not
a soldier answerable for all crimes and all
charges without any presentment. The Con-
stitution declares that ‘no person shall be
deprived of life, liberty, or property without
due process of law." This bill sets aside all
process of law, and makes the citizen answer-
able in his person and property to the will of
one man, and as to his life to the will of two.
Finally, the Constitution declares that ‘the
privilege of the writ of habeas corpus shall
not be suspended unless when, in case of
rebellion or invasion, the public safety may
require it’; whereas this bill declares martial
law (which of itself suspends this great writ)
in time of peace, and authorizes the military
to make the arrest, and glves to the prisoner
only one privilege, and that is a trial ‘without
unnecessary delay.’ He has no hope of re-
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lease from custody, except the hope such as
it is, of release by acquittal before a military
commission.

“The United States are bound to guarantee
to each State a republican form of govern-
ment. Can it be pretended that this obliga-
tion is not palpably broken if we carry out a
measure like this, which wipes away every
vestige of republican government in 10
States and puts the life, property, liberty, and
honor of all people in each of them under
the domination of a single person clothed
with unlimited authority?

“Here is a bill of attainder agalnst 9 mil-
lion people at once. It is based upon an
accusation so vague as to be scarcely intel-
ligible and found to be true upon no credible
evidence. Not 1 of the 9 million was heard
in his own defense. The representatives
of the doomed parties were excluded
from all participation in the trial. The con-
viction is to be followed by the most lgno-
minious punishment ever infiicted on large
mascses of men. It disfranchises them by
hundreds of thousands and degrades them
all, even those who are admitted to be guilt-
lees, from the rank of freemen to the con-
dition of slaves.

“The purpose and obhject of the bill—the
general intent which pervades it from begin-
ning to end—is to change the entire struc-
ture and character of the State governments
and to compel them by force to the adoption
of organic laws and regulations which they
are unwilling to accept if left to themselves.
The Negroes have not asked for the privilege
of voting; the vast majority of them have no
idea what it means. This bill not only
thrusts it into their hands, but compels
them, as well as the whites, to use it In a
particular way. If they do not form a con-
stitution with prescribed articles in it and
afterwards elect a legislature which will act
upon certain measures in a prescribed way,
neither blacks nor whites can be relieved
from the slavery which the bill imposes upon
them. Without pausing here to consider the
policy or impolicy of Africanizing the south-
ern part of our territory, I would simply ask
the attentlon of Congress to that manifest,
well-known, and universally acknowledged
rule of constitutional law which declares
that the Federal Government has no juris-
diction, authority, or power to regulate such
subjects for any State. To force the right
of suffrage out of the hands of the white
people and into the hands of the Negroes is
an arbitrary violation of this prineiple.

“That the measure proposed by this bill
does violate the Constitution in the particu-
lars mentioned and in many other ways
which I forbear to enumerate is too clear to
admit the least doubt. It only remains to
consider whether the injunctions of that in-
strument ought to be obeyed or not. I think
they ought to be obeyed, for reasons which
I will proceed to give as briefly as possible.
In the first place, it is the only system of
free government which we can hope to have
as a Nation. When it ceases to be the rule
of our conduct, we may perhaps take our
cholce between complete anarchy, a consoli-
dated depotism, and a total dissolution of
the Union; but national liberty regulated by
law will have passed beyond our reach.

“It was to punish the gross crime of de-
fying the Constitution and to vindicate its
supreme authority that we carried on a
bloody war of 4 years’ duration. Shall we
now acknowledge that we sacrificed a mil-
lion of lives and expended billions of treasure
to enforce a Constitution which is not
worthy of respect and preservation?

“It is a part of our public history which
can never be forgotten that both Houses of
Congress, in July 1861, declared in the form
of a solemn resolution that the war was and
should be carried on for no purpose of sub-
Jjugation, but solely to enforce the Constitu-
tion and laws, and that when this was yleld-
ed by the parties in rebellion the contest
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should cease, with the constitutional rights
of the States and of individuals unimpaired.
This resolution was adopted and sent forth
to the world unanimously by the Senate and
with only two dissenting voices in the House.
1t was accepted by the friends of the Union
in the South as well as in the North as ex-
pressing honestly and truly the object of the
war. On the faith of it many thousands of
persons in both sections gave their lives and
their fortunes to the cause. To repudiate
it now by refusing to the States and to the
individuals within them the rights which
the Constitution and laws of the Union
would secure to them 1is a breach of our
plighted honor for which I can imagine no
excuse and to which I cannot voluntarily
become a party.

“I am thoroughly convinced that any
settlement or compromise or plan of action
which is inconsistent with the principles of
the Constitution will not only be unavalling,
but mischievous; that it will but multiply
the present evils, instead of removing them.
The Constitution, in its whole integrity and
vigor, throughout the length and breadth of
the land, is the best of all compromises. Be-
sides, our duty does not, in my judgment,
leave us a choice between that and any other.
I belleve that it contains the remedy that is
so much needed, and that if the coordinate
branches of the Government would unite up-
on its provisions they would be found broad
enough and strong enough to sustain in time
of peace the Nation which they bore safely
through the ordeal of a protracted civil war.
Among the most sacred guarantees of that
instrument are those which declare that
‘each State shall have at least one Repre-
sentative,’ and that ‘no State, without its
consent, shall be deprived of its equal suf-
frage in the Senate.’! Each House iz made the
‘judge of the elections, returns, and quali-
filcatlons of its own Members,' and may, ‘with
the concurrence of two-thirds, expel a Mem-
ber.’” Thus, as heretofore urged, ‘in the ad-
mission of Senators and Representatives from
any and all of the States there can be no
just ground of apprehension that persons
who are disloyal will be clothed with the
powers of legislation, for this could not hap-
pen when the Constitution and the laws are
enforced by a vigilant and faithful Congress.'

“When a Senator or Representative pre-
sents his certificate of election, he may at
once be admitted or rejected; or, should
there be any question as to his eligibility, his
credentials may be referred for investigation
to the appropriate committee. If admitted
to a seat, it must be upon evidence satisfac-
tory to the House of which he thus becomes
a Member that he possesses the requisite
constitutional and legal qualifications. If
refused admission as a Member for want of
due allegiance to the Government, and re-
turned to hils constituents, they are ad-
monished that none but persons loyal to the
United States will be allowed a volce in the
legislative counecils of the Nation, and the
political power and moral influence of Con-
gress are thus effectively exerted in the in-
terests of loyalty to the Government and
fidelity to the Union.

“While we are legislating upon subjects
which are of great Importance to the whole
people, and which must affect all parts of
the country, not only during the life of the
present generation, but for ages to come, we
should remember that all men are entitled
at least to a hearing in the councils which
decide upon the destiny of themselves and
their children. At present 10 States are
denled representation, and when the 40th
Congress assembles on the 4th day of the
present month 16 States will be without a
volce in the House of Representatives. This
grave fact, with the important gquestions
before us, should induce us to pause In a
course of legislation which, looking solely to
the attainment of political ends, fails to con-
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sider the rights it transgresses, the law which
it violates, or the institutions which it
imperils.
“ANDREW JOHNSON.”
In volume II, page 42 of the “Growth of
the American Republic,” Samuel Eliot Morl-
son, professor of American history at Harvard
University, and Henry Steel Commanger,
professor of history, Columbia University,
speaking of the Reconstruction Act stated:
“Johnson returned the bill with a scorch-
ing message arguing the unconstitutionality
of the whole thing, and the most impartial
students have agreed with his reasoning,
Professor Burgess writing, indeed, that there
was hardly a line in the entire bill which
would stand the test of the Constitution.”
On the same day of the veto, March 2, 1867,
the House and the Senate overrode it by a
two-thirds vote and the bill became Public
Law 68. Although considering the act to be
unconstitutional, as expressed in his veto
message, President Johnson considered it his
duty to enforce the law and proceeded to
execute it. He thereupon sent the Army
into the South; ousted all State legislatures
and governments by military force; dis-
franchised all those who had participated in
the rebellion or who had aided or abetted
them (contrary to the constitutional law an-
nounced by the U.S. Supreme Court); held
elections in which all of the Negroes but
practically no whites were eligible to vote.
New constitutions were adopted and new
legislatures were convened and the latter
proceeded to ratify the 14th Amendment.
The Army, all the while, was in control.
When the supplemental Reconstruction
Act was passed in March of 1867, and then
passed over the veto of the President on
March 23, 1867, the Baltimore Sun carried
the following editorial on March 25, 1867:

“THE LAST VETO

“The message of President Johnson, re-
turning to Congress on Saturday last, the
bill supplementary to the act to provide for
more efficlent government of the rebel
state, assigning his reasons for nonapproval,
one of the most plain and convincing in ar-
gument among the several able state papers
he has been called upon to indite in his
endeavors to stay the vandal hand of the
congressional majority, and conserve the
great fundamental principles of the Con-
stitution and Government.”

While the military occupation of the
SBouth was in progress, Massachusetts and
Nebraska ratified, on March 20 and June 15,
1867, respectively. On March 23, by joint
resolution, the State of Maryland rejected,
becoming the 14th State to reject.

Observing how Congress had taken the
Constitution into its own hands and was
proceeding in willful disregard of the Con-
stitution, on the 15th of January 1868—
Ohio, and then on March 24, 1868, New Jer-
sery, voted to withdraw thelr prior ratifica-
tions and to reject. Thus 16 States had now
rejected prior to a full ratification by a
three-quarters vote having been reached.
Iowa ratified on March 9, 1868. Prlor to the
proclamation of the BSecretary of State,
Rhode Island, Pennsylvania, Wisconsin, and
Massachusetts, for a total of 23 States, had
ratified, but this number was reduced to
21 by the withdrawals of Ohlo and New
Jersey. The rejections, counting the with-
drawals, numbered 16. On October 15, 1868,
Oregon withdrew its ratification and became
the 17th of 387 States to reject. The count
stood: 20 ratifications and 17 rejections
(hardly near the three-quarter majority re-
quired for adoption). Even without con-
sidering the rejection of Oregon, which
came after the date of the proclamation of
the BSecretary of State (July 20, 1868), the
14th amendment had by legal means been
overwhelmingly rejected.

After the U.S. Army had moved into the
South and taken charge by force of arms
and ousted the duly elected and qualified
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legislatures of all of the Southern States (ex-
cept Tennessee), disqualified practically all
of the white voters (by act of Congress and
not by State law), enfranchised all of the
Negroes, elected Negro legislatures, and
adopted new constitutions by these pur-
ported legislatures, the matter of ratification
of the 14th amendment as a conditlon to
permission by Congress for the exercise of
suffrage of the Southern States (violating ar-
ticle V of the U.S. Constitution) was pre-
sented to these newly constituted Negro leg-
islatures of such States. The rejections by
the legally elected and constituted legisla-
tures of all of the Southern States were
ignored and the newly constituted Legisla-
tures of Arkansas, Florida, North Carolina,
Louisiana, South Carolina, Alabamsa, and
Georgla, ratified on April 16, June 9, July
2, July 9, and July 16, 1868, and July 21,
1868, respectively.

At this point, by counting the ratifications
of Ohio and New Jersey, who had in the
meanwhile withdrawn their ratifications
and had rejected, and by not counting the
rejections of Arkansas, Florida, North Caro-
lina, Loulsiana, South Carollna, and Ala-
bama, who had later by way of illegally estab-
lished legislatures, ratified under compulsion
of the military force of the U.8. Army, the
total of 28 Btates needed to ratify was
achieved.

The Secretary of State then proceeded to
publish an equivocal proclamation. There-
in he stated that whereas under an act of
Congress it had been made the duty of the
SBecretary of State to cause any amendment
to the Constitution which had been adopted
according to the provisions of said Consti-
tution to be published with his certificate
specifying the States by which the same had
been adopted, and that the same had become
a part of the Constitution of the United
States and, whereas neither the act referred
to, nor any other law authorized the Secre-
tary of State to determine and decide ques-
tions as to the authenticity of the organiza-
tion of State legislatures, or as to the power
of any State legislature to recall a previous
act or resolution or ratification, or rejections
of any amendment, that if the ratification
of the States of Ohlo and New Jersey were
counted as having ratified, notwithstand-
ing their subsequent rejection; and if the
ratifications of the newly constituted and
newly established bodies avowing themselves
to be and acting as the legislatures, re-
spectively, of Arkansas, Florida, North Caro-
lina, Louisiana, South Carolina, and Ala-
bama, were counted, the 14th amendment
was ratified. This proclamation was made
on July 20, 1868. Although the guestion as
to whether an amendment of the U.S. Con-
stitution has been properly submitted by
Congress and properly ratified by the State
in accord with the Federal Constitution, is
properly a legal question to be determined
by the U.S. Supreme Court, and Congress
has no more right to decide this than the
Secretary of State, the Senate, and the House
1 day later, on July 21, 1868, by majority
volce vote, proceeded by separate resolutions
to resolve that the 14th amendment had
been adopted and was a part of the Consti-
tution. Then, pursuant to this resolution,
the Secretary of State issued a new procla-
mation on July 27, 1868, reciting resolutions
of the House and the Senate which declared
the 14th amendment adopted, and he there-
by proclaimed it had been adopted.
ATTEMPTS TO OBTAIN A DECISION OF THE SU=

PREME COURT

Although repeated efforts have been made
to get the U.B. Supreme Court to di-
rectly pass on the question as to whether
the 14th amendment was adopted, the issue
has invariably been dodged and no opinion
has ever consldered or discussed it. There
have been several hundred cases in which
the Supreme Court has based its holding on
the 14th amendment, but all of these have
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been based upon prima facie presumption of
validity resulting from the proclamation of
the Secretary of State, and a majority vote of
Congress.

In Ex parte Milligan, decided by the Su-
preme Court on December 17, 1866, the
Court held that the trial and conviction of
a civillan by a military commission where
peace exlsts and the civil courts were open
was null and vold as the commission had no
jurisdiction, and further that Congress had
no authority to apply the laws of war when
no war existed. Despite this ruling, Willlam
McCardle was arrested and held for trial in
Mississippl by a military commission when
no war existed and the civil courts were open.
This case clearly demonstrated that the Con-
gress of the United States was aware of the
unconstitutionality of the Reconstruction
Act and was unwilling to permit a declsion
of the Supreme Court to prevent the carry-
ing out of their known illegal plan. The
Members of Congress had read the veto mes-
sage of President Johnson and recognized
its validity and were well aware of what the
result would be if the Court were forced to
pass on the question.

Willlam McCardle was the editor of the
Vicksburg Times. He was arrested by the
military authorities in Mississippi for pub-
lishing an editorial regarding the validity of
the Reconstruction Act, and they proposed
to try him before the military commission
for impeding reconstruction, inciting dis-
order and disturbance of the peace. On
November 12, 1867, he applied to the U.S,
circuit court for a writ of habeas corpus
on the ground that the Reconstruction
Act was unconstitutional and void and
that the military commission was without
legal authority to try him, The writ was
issued directing the military commission to
produce the body of McCardle and to pre-
sent the cause of his imprisonment. The
military authorities delivered McCardle into
the custody of the U.S. marshal showing they
were holding him under authority of the
Reconstruction Act.

Robert A. Hill of Jacinto, Miss., had been
appointed judge of sald court on May 1,
1866. He was a native of North Carolina,
age 54, and an old line Whig. He had had
experience as a State court judge in Ten-
nessee and northern Mississippi. Both the
judge and McCardle recognized that this
case was a means of obtaining from the
Supreme Court a ruling on the constitution-
ality of the Reconstruction Act on appeal.
A hearing was held and on November 25,
1867, the court adjudged that McCardle be
remanded into the custody of the military
authorities from which judgment McCardle
appealed to the U.S. Supreme Court. The
Bupreme Court allowed his release on bond.

In the Supreme Court a motion to dis-
miss was filed by the Government on the
ground that the Court lacked jurisdiction to
hear the case, based upon the act of Feb-
ruary 1867 relating to suits begun in State
courts involving haebeas corpus. On Febru-
ary 17, 1868, the Court decided that it had
jurisdiction and denied the motion to
dismiss,

Word was passed to the leaders of Con-
gress that the Court would be forced to
declare the Reconstruction Act to be un-
constitutional. While the case was thus
pending Congress acted quickly. A bill was
presented to the House to deprive the Su-
preme Court of jurisdiction to decide the
case. Mr. Schenck, chairman of the Ways
and Means Committee, in reporting the bill
to the House with recommendation that it
be passed, stated that the bill was designed
to prevent the Supreme Court from passing
on the validity of reconstruction legislation.

Congress quickly passed this bill, which
was vetoed by the President, and on
March 27, 1868, it was enacted over his veto.
This statute deprived the Supreme Court of
any jurisdiction to decide that type of case.
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The case was not argued until March 19,
1869, and, on April 12, 1869, the Supreme
Court dismissed the case for want of juris-
diction. The Legislature of the United States
had thus deliberately and intentionally pre-
vented the Supreme Court of the United
Btates from declaring the Reconstruction
Act unconstitutional. If it had done so,
the whole military occupation of the South-
ern States would probably have forthwith
terminated and the Leglslature of the United
States would have been thwarted in its
effort to force the adoption of the 14th
amendment by such illegal and unconsti-
tutional means.

In Marbury v. Madison, decided February
24, 1803, the Supreme Court in an opinion
by Chief Justice Marshall had held that
an act of Congress which was repugnant to
the Constitution was invalld and that it
was within the judicial powers of the courts
to so decide. The contention was made that
the act of Congress was a political act and
could not be inquired into by the courts.
Chief Justice Marshall said: “This doctrine
would subvert the very foundation of all
written constitutions.” And “It would be
giving to the legislature a practical and real
omnipotence with the same breath which
professes to restrict its powers within narrow
limits.” Again, in Luther v. Borden, in an
opinion by Chief Justice Taney, the Court
had said:

“The high power has been conferred on
this court, of passing judgment upon the
acts of the State sovereignties and the leg-
islative and executive branches of the Fed-
eral Government, and of determining
whether they are beyond the limits of power
marked out for them respectively by the Con-
stitution of the United States.”

In March 1867, the State of Mississippl
filed a motion for leave of court to file a bill
in the name of the State to enjoin President
Johnson from executing the Reconstruction
Act on the ground it was unconstitutional.
It was argued on April 12 and on April 15, the
Court held it had no jurisdiction to enjoin
the President in the performance of his
officilal duties, as the legislative, executive,
and judicial departments of the Govern-
ment were equal, the President being the
Executive.

Later, In Georgia v. Stanton, argued in
April and May of 1867, decided May 13, 1867,
but opinion withheld until February 10, 1868,
the constitutionality of the Reconstruction
Act was directly attacked and an injunction
sought in the U.S. SBupreme Court to enjoin
Secretary of War Stanton and General
Grant and others from carrying out the mili-
tary occupation of Georgia, inasmuch as the
execution of this law would totally abolish
the existing government of the State of Geor-
gia. The Supreme Court has held on many
occasions that the acts of an individual offi-
cer of the Government, which are void be-
cause of unconstitutionality, even though
acting under an act of Congress, are merely
acts as an individual and may be enjoined
by the courts. Despite these holdings and
the holdings of Marbury v. Madison and Lu-
ther v. Borden, which held the Court had the
power and duty to determine whether an
act of Congress violated the Constitution of
the United States, the Supreme Court dis-
missed the complaint for alleged lack of
Jurisdiction on the ground that only a politi-
cal question was presented. The case of
Mississippi v. Stanton was decided at the
same time with the identical opinion.

In volume II of the “Growth of the Ameri-
can Republie,” it was sald, at page 51:

“Many of the acts which Congress passed
to carry into effect its reconstruction policy
were palpably unconstitutional, but the at-
titude of the radicals was well expressed
by General Grant when he sald of this legis-
tion that ‘much of it, no doubt, was uncon-
stitutional; but it was hoped that the laws
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enacted would serve their purpose before the
question of unconstitutionality could be
submitted to the judiciary and a decision ob-
tained.’ "

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

Mr. THURMOND. I am pleased to
yvield to the distinguished Senator from
Mississippi.

Mr. STENNIS. I sppreciate the
speech the Senator is making. Other
duties have compelled me to be absent
from the floor until I came in a few
moments ago. I understand that the
Senator has already undertaken a dis-
cussion with reference to the question
of the adoption of the 14th amend-
ment and its never having been
actually passed on by the Supreme Court
of the United States so far as its legal
adoption was concerned. Has the Sena-
tor covered that part in his speech?

Mr. THURMOND. I have.

Mr. STENNIS. Was the Senator's
conclusion that, there never having
been any test case, the matter is still
an open question and has not been ad-
judicated?

Mr. THURMOND. The Supreme
Court never passed on the constitution-
ality of the act. As I said a few mo-
ments ago, probably before the Senator
came to the floor, the Supreme Court
was almost at the point of passing on
it, when word was passed to the congres-
sional leaders, and a law was passed by
Congress prohibiting the Supreme Court
from passing on matters pertaining to
the Reconstruction Act.

Mr. STENNIS. That is the very point
I believe should be underscored and em-
phasized again, that resort was had to
a congressional act, which could hardly
be valid itself. Is that the opinion of
the Senator from South Carolina?

Mr. THURMOND. I heartily agree
with the Senator from Mississippi that
the Reconstruction Act could not have
been valid itself, and I do not under-
stand why Congress would have passed
a law prohibiting the Supreme Court
from passing on a question of that na-
ture, unless they were of the opinion that
the Court would find it unconstitutional.
This case involved a man'’s appeal to the
Supreme Court. He had been arrested
by the military in charge and was be-
ing held. When the court of appeals
turned him back to the military court,
he appealed to the U.S. Supreme Court.
The indication was that the Supreme
Court felt that that would test the Re-
construction Act and that, when tested,
it would not stand the test and would be
thrown out. That is when the word was
passed to the leaders in Congress, and
they passed the bill prohibiting the Su-
preme Court from hearing the appeal
under the Reconstruction Act.

Mr. STENNIS. They withdrew the
jurisdiction of the Supreme Court in
these matters, in other words.

Mr. THURMOND. Yes, that is what
they attempted to do.

Mr. STENNIS. That is what the pur-
pose was.

Mr. THURMOND. Yes.

Mr. STENNIS. Was the purpose to
withdraw the jurisdiction in favor of
a military court?
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~ Mr. THURMOND. They were trying
to withdraw the jurisdiction of the Su-
preme Court from passing upon appeals
that might come up from decisions of
the military court and also decisions that
might come from the civilian court to
the Supreme Court, if they arose out of
the military courts. In this particular
case the man who was being held by the
military court appealed the matter, and
he was turned back to the military court.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator
very much. I shall avail myself of the
opportunity to hear the remainder of the
Senator's argument. I will follow it very
closely.

Mr. THURMOND. I wish the peo-
ple in this country would take the
time to read the veto message of Presi-
dent Andrew Johnson on the Military
Reconstruction Act. It is one of the
finest messages, one of the finest legal
documents and one of the clearest and
most concise state papers that any per-
son in this country has ever delivered.
Every lawyer ought to read it and every
citizen ought to read it. President
Johnson not only pointed out many rea-
sons why this act was unconstitutional,
but he pointed out the rights of the
citizens of this country. It is a magnifi-
cent message. I read the veto message
into the Recorp this afternoon.

Mr. STENNIS. If the Senator will
yield further, I should like to say that
I am glad he did read it into the REcorbp.
Was that not the message that really
proved to be the ground for impeach-
ing President Johnson, and when he
finally prevailed by such a narrow
margin?

Mr. THURMOND. By one vote.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator
very much.

Mr. THURMOND. It took real cour-
age for him to deliver that veto mes-
sage, knowing the temper of both Houses
of Congress and knowing the action
that probably would be taken against
him in reprisal. He was a man of great
courage. He acted without regard for
the consequences as his principles dic-
tated. He stood by the Constitution.
Later on, as I stated, editors in the
North and other places undoubtedly
agreed that he was on sound constitu-
tional ground and that the action he
took was the only action that could have
been taken.

Mr. STENNIS. Thus this became a
landmark, although a neglected one. It
was a shining light and a landmark in
American history.

Mr. THURMOND. That is exactly
right. As time passes I am sure future
generations in this country who study
the Constitution and who study the laws
and who really understand fully the
many rights under the Constitution will
agree with President Andrew Johnson in
the action he took because any student
of the Constitution and the laws could
not take any other position. In fact,
Congress practically admitted that what
it was doing was done purely from polit-
ical motivations. It was trying to do
indirectly what it could not do directly.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator,
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Mr, THURMOND. I continue toread:

The 14th amendment contains many de-
sirable provisions as may be observed. It
provides:

“SectioN 1. All persons born or naturalized
in the United States and subject to the
jurisdiction thereof, are citizens of the
United States and of the State wherein they
reside, No State shall make or enforce any
law which shall abridge the privileges or im-
munities of citizens of the United States;
nor shall any State deprive any person of
life, liberty, or property, without due process
of law; nor deny any person within its
jurisdietion the equal protection of the laws.

“Sec. 2. Representatives shall be appor-
tioned among the several States according to
their respective numbers, counting the whole
number of persons in each State, excluding
Indians not taxed. But when the right to
vote at any election for the cholce of
electors for President and Vice President of
the United States, Representatives in Con-
gress, the executive and judicial officers of a
State, or members of the legislature thereof,
is denied to any of the male inhabitants
of such State, belng 21 years of age, and
citizens of the United States, or is any way
abridged, except for participation in rebel-
lion, or other crime, the basis of representa-
tion therein shall be reduced in the pro-
portion which the number of such male
citizens shall bear to the whole number of
male citizens 21 years of age in such State.

“Sec. 3. No person shall be a Senator or
Representative in Congress, or elector of
President or Vice President, or hold any office,
civil or military, under the United States, or
under any State, who, having previously
taken an oath, as a Member of Congress, or
a8 an officer of the United States, or as a
member of any State legislature, or as an
executive or judicial officer of any State, to
support the Constitution of the TUnited
States, shall have engaged in insurrection or
rebellion against the same or given aid or
comfort to the enemies thereof. But Con-
gress may by a vote of two-thirds of each
House, remove such disability.

“SEc, 4. The validity of the public debt of
the United States, authorized by law, in-
cluding debts incurred for payment of pen-
slons and bounties for services in suppress-
ing insurrection or rebellion, shall not be
questioned. But neither the United States
nor any State shall assume or pay any debt
or obligation incurred in aid of insurrection
or rebellion against the United States, or any
claim for the loss or emancipation of any
slave; but all such debts, obligations and
claims shall be held illegal and void.

“Sec. 5. The Congress shall have power to
enforce by appropriate legislation, the provi-
sions of this article.”

There are also many excellent and highly
desirable provisions in the first 10 amend-
ments, commonly called the Bill of Rights
and in the amendments adopted before and
after the 14th. But, the desirability of an
amendment to the Constitution cannot ac-
complish the adoption thereof, nor can the
passage of time override the specific provi-
sions of article V which details the only
method by which the Constitution can be
changed. The Congress has expended its
function in the amending process when it
has proposed the amendment to the States.
Any further action is completely outside the
scope of the amending process.

On July 12, 1909, when Senate Joinf Reso-
lution 40 proposing the 16th amendment was
under consideration, the Honorable Cordell
Hull, in a speech in Congress, referred to the
unconstitutionality of the purported adop-
tion of the 14th amendment. He stated:

“While the sole function of Congress with
respect to amendments is to propose to the
States such amendments as two-thirds of
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both Houses sees fit, to be ratified or reject-
ed, either of the State legislature or by con-
ventions, yet Congress in this instance did
not permit all of the States to act upon this
proposed amendment. * * * It must be
conceded that the moment three-fourths of
the States duly ratify an amendment it be-
comes a part of the Constitution, the proec-
lamation of the Secretary of State being a
mere ministerial act. Hence, it follows that
Congress has not power in the premises after
it has once proposed an amendment to the
States as the Constitution provides, not
even of recalling the amendment; there-
fore, the passage of any resolution by Con-
gress declaring that a given amendment has
or has not been duly ratified by the States,
such as was done with respect to the 1l4th
amendment, is ultra vires and volid.”

Many legal questions arise in respect to
the existence or not of the 14th amendment.
Some of these will be discussed hereafter.

1. Were the Southern States ever out of
the Union?

This question is answered in the negative
by the U.8. Supreme Court in Teras v.
White, which was an original case brought
by Texas, flled on February 15, 1867, de-
clded April 12, 1889. It was contended
that the State by reason of its act of seces-
sion had so changed its status as not to be
a State entitled to file suit against the United
States in the Supreme Court. In holding
that Texas was and always had been a State
in the Union from the date of its admission,
the Court, after discussing its acts of seces-
slon, ete., said:

“Did Texas in consequence of these acts
cease to be a State? Or if not, did the State
cease to be a member of the Union? * * *

“The Unlon of the States never was a
purely artificial and arbitrary relation * * *,
It was confirmed and strengthened by the
necessities of war and received definite form
and character and sanction from the Arti-
cles of Confederation. By these the Union
was solemnly declared to ‘be perpetual.’
And when these articles were found to be
inadequate to the exigencies of the country,
the Constitution was ordained ‘to form a
more perfect union.’ It is difficult to convey
the idea of indissoluble unity more clearly
than by these wo LB [

“When therefore Texas became one of the
United States she entered into an indissolu-
ble relation. All the obligations of perpetual
union, and all the guarantees of republican
government in the Union, attached at once
to the State. The act which consummated
her admission into the Union was something
more than a compaet; it was the incorpora-
tion of & new member into the political body.
And it was final. The union between Texas
and the other States was as complete and
perpetual, and as indissoluble as the union
between the original States. There was no
place for reconsideration, or revocation, ex-
cept through revolution or through consent
of the State. Considered, therefore, as
transactions under the Constitution, the or-
dinance of secession adopted by the conven-
tion and ratified by a majority of the citi-
zens of Texas, and all of the acts of her
legislature intended to give effect to that
ordinance, were null and void. They were
utterly without operation of law. The ob-
ligations of the State as a member of the
Union, and of every citizen of the State as
a citizen of the United States, remained per-
feet and unimpaired. It certainly follows
that the State did not cease to be a State,
nor her citizens to be citizens of the Union.”

2. Were the duly elected and organized
bodies, acting as the legislatures in the 11
Southern States, prior to March 2, 1867, duly
organized under the Constitution of the
United States?

For nearly 2 years prior to March 2, 1867,
the Civil War had ended and peace had been
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restored. By proclamation of President
Johnson of April 2, 1866, the ar had been
declared ended. Under the Constitution
which required that all States be equal, the
rebellious States were restored to an equal
basis and placed on a like footing as to polit-
ical rights, immunities, dignities, and power
as the remainder of the Union. During the
year of 1865, following the surrender of Gen-
eral Lee at Appomattox on April 9, and Gen-
eral Johnston at Durham Station on April
26, legislatures of the Southern States had
organized pursuant to President Johnson's
proclamation. These legislatures had ratified
the 13th amendment abolishing slavery
which was proclaimed adopted by the Secre-
tary of State on December 18, 1865. This
ratification was recognized by all depart-
ments of the Government, executive, legis-
lative, and judicial. Of legal necessity they
recognized the then existing legislative
bodies of at least the Southern States who
had ratified; namely, Tennessee, Arkansas,
South Carolina, Alabama, North Carolina,
and Georgia. The legislatures of the South-
ern States were duly organized and existing,
and since Congress lacked authority to oust
these legislatures by military power or other-
wise, they never legally ceased to exist. The
new legislatures installed by the Army were,
therefore, null and void and all new State
officers were likewise usurpers, totally lacking
in State authority.

3. Were the two Houses of the 39th Con-
gress organized according to the Constitu-
tion? If not, what effect did the failure to
seat Senators from the Southern States have
upon the proceeding?

Section 5 of article I of the Constitution
provides that: “Each House shall be the
judge of the elections, returns, and quali-
flcations of its own Members."”

While each House is made the sole judge
of the elections, returns, and qualifications
of its Members, there is no authority granted
by the Constitution to refuse to “judge.”
The whole purpose of this constitutional
provision relates to the judging of each indi-
yvidual Member. It contemplates a hearing
and the taking of evidence with a right to be
heard before being judged. To arbitrarily
decide not to seat any of the Senators or
Representatives from any specified States
without even a hearing was not a judging,
but rather an arbitrary deprivation of the
equal suffrage of these States in violation
of Article V of the Constitution. Upon a
hearing and judging the Houses might law-
fully have refused to seat all or most of such
duly elected persons, or they might have
decided to seat any portion of them. Butan
arbitrary refusal to judge as authorized by
the Constitution was an arbitrary refusal
to seat in violation of the Constitution, and
was therefore unlawful.

4, Is the election of the members of a State
legislature, conducted under military force
by the U.S. Army, in violation of the laws
of suffrage of such State, a valid election?

In the case of Breedlove v. Suttle, the U.S.
Supreme Court has held that each of the
States has the supreme and exclusive power
to regulate the right of suffrage and to de-
termine the class of inhabitants who may
vote. The use of the U.S. Army in 1867 to
occupy several of the sovereign States, change
the State rules of suffrage, and to purport-
edly elect new State officers and new State
legislatures was just as patently illegal as it
would be today. If the officers of the Federal
Government could in 1867 send the Army
into a State, oust its legislators and officers,
and elect new ones under their own rules of
suffrage, then a political party today could,
after coming to power, use the U.S. Army to
seize and occupy all States having a pre-
dominantly different party, oust its officers
and legislators and make its return to self-
government conditional on its ratification of
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an amendment to the Constitution abolish-
ing all other political parties. In other
words, if the action of the Congress in the
Reconstruction Act and all done under it
be valid, then the United States can at any
time by a simple majority vote of the Con-
gress establish an absolute dictatorship.

Mr. Thaddeus Stevens, of Pennsylvania, on
December 14, 1865, said:

“According to my judgment they (South-
ern States) ought never to be recognized as
capable of being counted as valid States
until the Constitution has been so amended
as to secure ascendancy of the party of the
Union (Republican).”

His plan was twofold: First, to reduce the
representation to which the Southern States
were entitled under the Constitution; sec-
ond, to enfranchise the blacks and disen-
franchise the whites. This was calculated to
keep the Southern States out of the Union
until the Constitution had been so amended
as to accomplish his objects and after that
have control of the Southern States in the
hands of the party of the Union (Republi-
can).

If Mr. Thaddeus Stevens could legally ac-
complish his objects in 1867, and 1868, some
political leader fired with personal ambition
could make himself dictator and override and
destroy the Constitution in 1968 with the
support of a majority in Congress and the
Army to back him. The pattern is already
established and he need but follow precedent.

5. Is the ratification of a constitutional
amendment by a legislature elected, as in
question No. 4, valid and effective?

The votes of the southern legislatures
which were counted as having ratified the
14th amendment by the Secretary of State
when he issued his proclamation were not
the votes of the duly constituted and existing
legislatures of such States, and the certifica-
tion of ratification by a usurper claiming to
be Governor of a State was no certification at
all. The acts of Congress asserting that it
had been ratified did not add 1 inch to its
size. The proclamation of the Secretary of
State added no more to the compliance with
the requirements of article V of the Constitu-
tion than if there had been not a single rati-
fication. By these methods, the Speaker of
the House, the President of the Senate, and
the Secretary of State, without even a vote
of the Senate or House, or a ratification by
a single State, could amend the Constitu-
tion at will

8. May a State change its position toward
an amendment before there has been a rati-
fication by three-fourths of the States?

Many experts on constitutional law have
taken the position and expressed the view
that such a change can be made. The Su-
preme Court of Kentucky, in the case of
Wise v. Chandler, has held that when a State
has acted on a proposed amendment to the
Federal Constitution, to either ratify or
reject, its power further to consider the ques-
tion has been exhausted without a resub-
mission by the Congress. Certiorarl was
granted in this case to the U.S. Supreme
Court, but the case was dismissed on the
ground that there was no controversy sus-
ceptible of judicial determination. The
U.S. Supreme Court in Coleman v. Miller,
held that the Supreme Court of Kansas had
a right to consider the question as to whether
the proposed Child Labor Amendment to
the U.S. Constitution had been properly
ratified under a claim of members of the
State senate that their votes had not been
given effect, But the specific question here
considered has never been passed upon di-
rectly by the U.S. Supreme Court.

7. Is the question of the validity of the
14th amendment a legal or a political one?

Applying the test as announced by the
Supreme Court in Marbury v. Madison, the
question as to whether a constitutional
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amendment has been effectuated is properly
a judicial rather than a political one, How-
ever, that the question is a political one
seems to be so well established as not to
afford a contrary view.

Early in April 1867, Georgia and Mississippi
filed bills for leave of the Court to enjoin
the Secretary of War Stanton and General
Grant from carrying out the Reconstruction
Act.

In Georgia v. Stanton and Mississippi v.
Stanton the constitutionality of the Recon-
struction Act was directly attacked and the
Supreme Court dismissed the complaints for
alleged lack of jurisdiction on the ground
that only a political question was presented.

In Coleman v. Miller, the Court discussed
the guestionable nature of the adoption of
the 14th amendment pointing out the incon-
gruity of the failure to recognize the with-
drawals of the ratifications by Ohio and New
Jersey as compared to the subsequent ratifi-
cations of North Carolina, South Carolina,
and Georgia, after such States had formally
rejected. The Court referred to the dubious
first proclamation of the Secretary of State
and the following act of Congress which de-
clared the 14th amendment to have been
adopted and the second proclamation of the
Secretary of State proclaiming adoption.
The Court then stated:

“This decision by the political depart-
ments of the Government as to the validity
of the adoption of the 14th amendment has
been accepted. We think that in accord-
ance with this historic precedent the ques-
tion of the efficacy of ratifications of State
legislatures, in the light of previous rejec-
tion or attempted withdrawal, should be re-
garded as a political question pertaining to
the political departments, with the ulti-
mate authority in Congress in the exercise
of its control over the promulgation of the
adoption of the amendment.”

In Leser v. Garnett, it was held that the
certificate of the Secretary of State certify-
ing to the ratification of the 19th amend-
ment was binding on the courts, The duty
to act in regard to constitutional amend-
ments has now been given to the Adminis-
trator, General Services Administration.

That the rulings in Leser v. Garnett, Cole-
man v. Miller, and Chandler v. Wise are of
doubtful wisdom is emphasized by the ac-
tions of the legislatures of Oregon and New
Jersey. At the time of the proclamation of
Secretary Seward, the legislature of Oregon
had ratified and such ratification had been
duly attested to by the Governor. But,
upon investigation it was found that such
vote was based upon fraud and that two of
the members of the legislature, whose votes
were essential to ratification, had not in fact
been elected. Their seating had been pro-
cured by a fraudulent certification of elec-
tion of a county clerk. After the facts were
discovered, these two members were un-
seated and the duly elected ones were
seated. Upon a demand by them, a new
vote was taken in which their legal votes
were counted. The amendment was re-
jected. Nevertheless, Oregon was counted
as having ratified the 14th amendment.

At the time of the proclamation, New Jer-
sey had withdrawn its ratification because
of the unlawful action of Congress in pur-
portedly unseating Senator John P. Stock-
ton by a majority vote; whereas, having
been duly seated, section & of article I of
the Constitution required a two-thirds vote
to expel. Yet we are told that the same
Congress by a majority vote in making a
so-called political decision will be the sole
judge of its own misconduct, in open and
flagrant violation of the Constitution, when
the rights of citizens and the rights of
States reserved by the 10th amendment are
involved.
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DANGER TO OUR FORM OF GOVERNMENT

Coleman v. Miller, Chandler v. Wise, and
Leser v. Garnett, seem to be decisive of the
question as to a lack of authority in the
Supreme Court to decide whether an amend-
ment has been legally adopted. If it be so,
the whole constitutional structure of the
United States is in serious danger and Con-
gress should forthwith initiate the neces-
sary action to give jurisdiction to the courts
to determine whether an amendment has
been legally adopted. Under the authority of
Coleman v. Miller, Leser v. Garnett, and
Chandler v. Wise, any political party which
came to power in sufficient strength to pro-
pose an amendment to the Constitution by
a two-third vote could propose an amend-
ment to abolish all other political parties for
the style of government we see in many for-
eign countries., A mere proclamation of one
man (Administrator of General Services Ad-
ministration) that such amendment had
been adopted by three-fourths of the States
would make it an Incontestable amendment
despite the fact that not a single State
actually ratified. In similar fashion, the
provisions of section 1, article II, of the Con-
stitution, which fixes the term of office of the
President at 4 years, could gquickly be
amended to a term for life; thus a dietator
could be born. In like manner, it would
be a simple matter to withdraw from the
courts the power to declare an act of the
Presldent or of Congress a violation of the
Constitution. An amendment might abolish
the sovereignty of the States and leave but
one Federal Government. This sort of thing
ecan be anticipated in time of great national
stress as the panacea for the Nation's ills.

Perhaps such a bold attempt to change the
Constitution by the mere false certification
by the trator of General Services
Administration would be too unpalatable to
the public conscience, as would be the mili-
tary invasion by Federal troops of States hav-
ing recalcitrant legislatures. But a recourse
to a pretense of ratification could more
readily be procured by the organization of
“rump” legislatures composed of henchmen
of the Federal executive, Such ratifications
would thereupon be accepted by the political
decision of the Congress based on a majority
volce vote. There is no legal difference in
such action from what was done in respect to
the 14th amendment. And the Supreme
Court has declined to afford to the clitizens
or the States protection from such usurpa-
tion of power under the pretext that these
are “political” questions.

No such abllity to change our form of
Government through the will of a majority
in Congress was ever intended by those who
framed the Constitutlon. Checks and bal-
ances should be restored, so this cannot
happen.

It may be sald by shortsighted persons
now that It is preposterous to suggest that
some Congress Iin the future might pass
amendments to the Constitution to abolish
all political parties other than the one in
power and to change the tenture of office of
the President to life instead of 4 years,
by the simple expedient of Congress by joint
resolution declaring the amendments to be
adopted followed by a certification to that
effect by the Administrator of General Serv-
ices Administration. However, such unfore-
seen things have happened before. It would
be much wiser to preclude such a possibility
now than to regret its occurrence later.

REMEDIES

It would serve no useful purpose to discuss
the correctness of the decisions of the SBu-
preme Court in Leser v, Garnett and Cole-
man v. Miller other than to mention that in
the latter case there was a dissent by Justices
Butler and McReynolds. There is a long line
of decisions of the Supreme Court on gues-
tions that it considered not to be justiciable
because they were political; most of them
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relating to forelgn affairs, but unfortunately
it has also construed this particular area as
political and will consequently not entertaln
it as matters now stand.

In order to reestablish the traditional
checks and balances in this area between the
three departments of the Government, as de-
signed by our Founding Fathers and de-
stroyed by the 39th and 40th Congresses, it
is Imperative that the legality of the adop-
tions of constitutional amendments be sub-
Jected to judicial scrutiny. '

The Congress could, of course, by ordinary
act, by majority vote of both Houses, and
signature of the President, confer jurisdic-
tion on the courts of the United States and
the Supreme Court to make a determination
whether an amendment to the Constitution
has been adopted.

Whether an amendment to the Constltu-
tion has been adopted is actually a mixed
question of law and fact, or at worst a mixed
question of law, fact, and politics, That the
Congress has the power to authorize the
courts to determine such question was de-
cided by the Supreme Court in Luther v.
Borden, which related to the provision of the
Constitution in which the United States
guarantees to each State a republican form
of government. In a unanimous opinion,
written by Chief Justice Taney, it was said:

“Under this article it rests with Congress
to decide what government is the estab-
lished one in a State. For as the U.S. guar-
antee to each State a republican government,
Congress must necessarlly decide what gov-
ernment is established in the State before
it can determine whether it is republican
or nok. * *.*

“So, too, as relates to the clause in the
above-mentioned article of the Constitution,
providing for cases of domestic violence. It
rested with Congress, too, to determine upon
the means proper to be adopted to fulfill this
guaranty They might, if they had deemed
it most advisable to do so, have placed it in
the power of a court to decide when a con-
tingency had happened which required fhe
Federal Government to interfere.”

The relative ease by which a remedy is
obtainable by act of Congress loses its at-
tractiveness, however, when it is realized
that such act could be repealed with equal
ease by the same willful, shortsighted men
agalnst whom protection is sought. The only
remedy which would reestablish the checks
and balances contemplated by the framers
of the Constitution with safety against a
willful congressional majority would be an
amendment to article V of the Constitution,
conferring on the judiciary the authority to
determine whether an amendment has been
adopted. In my opinion the heritage of our
constitutional form of government will be
in danger of destruction wuntil such an
amendment to the Constitution is adopted.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, under
the unanimous consent previously given,
the Senator from South Carolina was to
proceed without the Senator from Mis-
sissippi losing his right te the floor.

Mr. President, the Senator from Vir-
ginia [Mr. Byrp] has some remarks he
wishes to make, for about 35 minutes,
and I ask unanimous consent that I may
yield to the Senator from Virginia under
the conditions previously stated without
losing my right to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Smrte of Massachusetts in the chair).
Is there objection to the request of the
Senator from Mississippi?

Mr. HOLLAND. I have no objection,
Mr. President.

March 19

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered.
m%&r. STENNIS. I thank the Presiding

cer.

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 following bills of the Senate:

S.1601. An act to provide that any juve-
nile who has been determined delinquent by
a distriet court of the United States may be
committed by the court to the custody of
the Attorney General for observation and
study: and

S5.1766. An act for the relief of the city of
Pasco, Wash,

THE ALEXANDER HAMILTON NA-
TIONAL MONUMENT — AMEND-
MENT TO THE CONSTITUTION
DEALING WITH POLL TAXES

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the motion of the Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. MansrieLp] to proceed to the
consideration of the joint resolution
(8.J. Res. 29) providing for the estab-
lishing of the former dwelling house of
Alexander Hamilton as a national monu-
ment,

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. My, President,
as a Member of the U.S. Senate repre-
senting the Commonwealth of Virginia,
I oppose the proposal for a so-called poll
Lax amendment to the Federal Constitu-

on.

The State Constitution of Virginia, in
establishing the “qualifications of vot=
ers,” requires the payment of a capita-
tion tax, and I shall discuss this perfectly
legitimate requirement in due course.

But first the record should show that
adoption of this proposed amendment to
the Federal Constitution would deprive
public schools in Virginia of more than
$1.5 million a year in much needed reve-
nue.

I state this fact with emphasis for the
attention of the proponents of the pend-
ing resolution, those responsible for
bringing it up, those who are agitating
{?r its passage, and those who vote for

The Virginia capitation tax is $1.50 per
person, per year. Of this tax $1 must be
appropriated in support of the public
free schools of primary and grammar
grades throughout the State.

The remaining 50 cents is refurned for
local purposes to the counties and cities
where it is collected, and this also is used
almost exclusively in the support of pub-
lie schools.

Reports of the State comptroller show
that revenue from the Virginia capita-
tion tax has been running at $1,700,000
a year or more. It isconservatively esti-
mated that $1.5 million goes to schools.

On my own responsibility as a Mem-
ber of the Senate, I do not hesitate to
say there is no significant demand in the
State of Virginia for repeal of the nom-
ina] capitation levy.

The agitation for Federal action to
outlaw this Virginia “qualification of
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voters” originates outside of the State—
whether it is by constitutional amend-
ment or by Federal statute.

It has been fundamental in our form
of government since its beginning that
each of the several States shall deter-
mine its own qualifications for voting in
both State and National elections.

Virginia has never attempted to dic-
tate voting qualifications in other States,
or to agitate for their change. And the
people of Virginia do not like for others
to meddle in their voting affairs.

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

Mr. BYRD of Virginia.
Senator from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. Is it not a fact that
the Senator and his distinguished col-
league have, on occasion, joined me in
the offering of this particular amend-
ment?

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. That was
under conditions which do not exist
today.

Mr. HOLLAND. But the Senator did
join me?

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I am not sure
that it was on occasions—there may
have been one occasion.

Mr. HOLLAND. And the Senator’s
colleague did so on several occasions, is
that not true?

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I cannot say
without checking the record.

Mr. HOLLAND. The reason for my
asking the guestion is my understanding
of the statement made by the distin-
guished Senator from Virginia, that Vir-
ginia had never joined in trying to im-
pose this decision on other States. I do
not know what was the purpose of my
distinguished friend and his distin-
guished colleague in joining with me, but
I thought they were supporting the
amendment, or would not have asked to
join.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I am speaking
of Virginia as a State and not of individ-
ual Virginians.

From time to time many States have
made changes in their voting require-
ments. They have been permitted to do
that when the people of the State wanted
change—not by force of the Federal
Government.

In further answer to the question of
the Senator from Florida, a proposal
was submitted to the people of Virginia
to repeal the poll tax, and it was
defeated. -

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

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. I understand that
was the case. I have also examined that
proposal. I thought it was a very weak
one, but it was within the judgment of
the appropriate officials of Virginia as
to what they should submit, and it was
within the judgment of the people of
Virginia to determine whether or not to
accept it.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. At the recent
session of the General Assembly of Vir-
ginia, which adjourned only a week ago,
8 proposal was made to submit again
the question of repealing the Virginia
poll tax, and I think it received only 1
or 2 votes in the house of delegates,
which consists of 100 members.

I yield to the
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Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield further?

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND, I understood that the
proposal in Virginia was related to the
complete elimination of the poll tax,
whereas the present proposal, in an un-
doubted constitutional form, has to do
only with the imposition of the poll tax
as a requirement for voting for Federal
elective officials and does not relate to or
interfere with the affairs of the State of
Virginia in connection with its State
elections.

Mr, BYRD of Virginia. The Senator
from Florida well knows that if the
voters of Virginia refuse to repeal the
State poll tax, and then by Federal
enactment in one shape or another the
poll tax as related to election of Federal
officers is repealed, two lists of voters
would be required, which I believe would
be a very difficult thing to administer.

In these days of minimum wage laws
and inflation it cannot be seriously con-
tended that a capitation tax of $1.50 a
year substantially should restrict avail-
ability of the voting franchise.

This Virginia tax is the equivalent to
little more than the Federal minimum
wage rate for an hour’s work—the price
of a haircut, admission to a ball game,
and so forth.

Voting registration in Virginia has
been increasing—right along with the
population. Latest official figures, as of
last October, indicate Virginia registra-
tions now exceed 1 million.

I suspect the registration increase in
Virginia, proportionately has kept fairly
close pace with the registrations in
States which do not require payment of
capitation taxes.

This increase in registrations has by
no means been confined to the white
population. Registrations among the
colored people have increased as well—
they now number more than 100,000.

No State in the Union has simpler
registration laws than does the State of
Virginia. All that is necessary to do is
to sign an application for registration.
No questions are propounded. Nothing
is asked of those who would be voters.
One registration lasts for a lifetime. If
a voter moves from one precinct to an-
other his registration is transferred.

With more than a million registra-
tions in the State, and the revenue from
capitation taxes running at $1.7 million
a year, it is obvious that the tax is not
restrictive on the qualification of voters.

In this connection I quote from a
statement by my colleague from Vir-
ginia the Honorable A, WiLLIS ROBERT~
soN. When a previous poll tax bill was
before the Senate 2 years ago, he said:

So far as I can ascertain, the poll tax re-
quirement in Virginia has had no effect from
a raclal standpoint. The accuracy of this
statement is shown by comparison of the
situation in Virginia which requires the
payment of a poll tax, with the situation
in adjoining North Carolina which does not
require payment of a poll tax.

No State has had more experience
with the voting franchise than Virginia,.
The first elected legislature in the new
world was established at Jamestown
early in the 17th century.
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Virginia's experience was called upon
in drafting the Federal Constitution.
The right of determining qualifications
for voters was deliberately reserved to
the States.

It was not by accident that this right
was clearly and prominently placed in
the Federal Constitution. The fact that
it is only one paragraph removed from
the preamble is significant.

Article I, section 2 of the Constitution
of the United States reads as follows:

The House of Representatives shall be
composed of Members chosen every second
year by the people of the several States,
and the electors of each State shall have the
qualifications requisite for the electors of the
rl:ngst numerous branch of the State legis-
Arors,

The position of this section in the Con-
stitution and the choice of its language
were not by accident. The framers of
the Nation’s basic law knew what they
were doing, and it was deliberate.

Charles Warren, an eminent student
of constitutional history, and author of
“The History of the Supreme Court of
the United States,” in a Library of Con-
gress Memorandum on Poll Tax, stated:

In arriving at this method (art. I, sec.
2-1) of disposing of the question of the
right to vote in Federal Convention of 1787,
there was a threefold contest.

The contest was between those members
who wished a uniform gqualification for elec-
tors (freehold property or otherwise) to be
prescribed in the Constitution itself, and
two other groups.

The second group of delegates wished the
power to prescribe the qualifications for
voting to be vested in Congress; and in ad-
dition to these there was still a third group.

This third group wished the Constitution
to prescribe qualifications—not wuniform
qualifications—but qualifications such as
the respective States prescribed for their own
people.

It was this last group who prevailed
and, according to Warren, after 2 days
of active debate they left the constitu-
tion in this respect as it now stands.

‘With this constitutional history clearly
in mind Virginia for nearly 100 years
has determined that payment of capita-
tion taxes should be a qualification for
voting.

This is no relic of Reconstruction
days. It was given close study in our
constitutional convention of 1902 under
the leadership of the late Carter Glass,
who was so highly esteemed in Virginia,
2111 the Senate, and throughout the Na-

on.

Payment of capitation taxes as a pre-
requisite for voting in Virginia was
posed, as I have already said, as a ques-
tion in a statewide referendum within
the past 10 years, and our people voted
for its retention in the Constitution.

Article II, section 18, of the Virginia
constitution, as it stands today after re-
cent referendum, is headed ‘“Qualifica-
tion of Voters,” and it reads as follows:

Every citizen of the United States, 21 years
of age, who has been a resident of the State
1 year, of the county, city or town, 6 months
and of the precinct in which he offers to
vote, 30 days, next preceding the election in
which he offers to vote, has been registered
to vote, has registered, and has paid his State
poll tax, as hereinafter required, shall be en-
titleu to vote for members of the general as-
sembly and all officers elective by the people.
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This is the provision—with respect to
payment of capitation taxes as a require-
ment for the privilege of voting in Vir-
ginia—which stands now in our State
constitution.

As of today, it stands reinforced by
overwhelming approval in a statewide
referendum taken during the period
since the proposal now under debate has
been pending before the Congress.

There are no grounds for either the
Federal Congress or any other State to
guestion the power or authority of the
Commonwealth of Virginia to establish
voting qualifications within the State.

Retention of this power and authority
by each State is fundamental in the body
and the soul of the Federal Constitution
which the States devised as a means of
uniting themselves for national purposes.

Virginia takes pride in the part it
played in drafting the Constitution of
the United States. Its role was that of
the participant with the greatest ex-
perience in an elective system of gov-
ernment.

As I view the Federal Constitution, the
original articles are its body, and the first
10 amendments are its soul. Virginia’s
experience helped mold the body, and
our Bill of Rights is its soul.

The very second paragraph in the body
of the Constitution specifically says that
each State shall have the power and
authority to determine the “qualifica-
tions” for voting in their own elections.

If this language in section 2 of article
1 is not specific enough, the ninth
amendment says:

The enumeration in the Constitution, of
certain rights, shall not be construed to
deny or disparage others retained by the
people.

Certainly, there is nothing in the Fed-
eral Constitution which can be con-
strued as delegating power or authority
over voting qualifications to the Federal
Government.

But the 10th amendment precludes
any Federal usurpation of any power
or authority in this respect. It says:

The powers not delegated to the United
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited
by it to the States, are reserved to the States
respectively, or to the people.

As if this were not enough to settle
this matter for all time insofar as Fed-
eral jurisdiction is concerned, the 17th
amendment, in 1912—some 125 years
later—repeated the language of article
I, section 2.

Certainly the multiple provisions in
the Federal Constitution, deliberately
designed to prevent Federal usurpation
of power over voting qualifications, can-
not be undone except by constitutional
amendment.

But frankly, I am at a loss to under-
stand why States which are enjoying
freedom with respect to establishing
other voting qualifications should wish
to open the door for Federal restriction
in this area.

Over the years a number of States
have exercised this very freedom to re-
peal the payment of poll taxes as a pre-
requisite for voting; and under the same
freedom they have established other
qualifications.

Are the advocates of this proposal pre-
pared to broaden the amendment to im-
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pose Federal restrictions against annual
registrations, payment of registration
fees, or to fix a uniform age limit, and
so forth?

I find no reason to think that even our
neighbors in North Carolina, Tennessee,
Kentucky, West Virginia, and Maryland
are deeply concerned over whether Vir-
ginia has a capitation tax or not.

There is even less reason to think that
the rank and file of people in more re-
moved States wish to impose on Virginia
the attitudes of their respective States
on voting qualifications.

There is in fact no demand for this
amendment among the rank and file of
the citizens of this Nation. It is directed
at only 10 percent of the States with only
12 percent of the population.

These States are just as responsive to
responsible public demand as are any
other States. The people of these States
are just as capable of achieving their
reasonable desires as are people else-
where.

In this instance their reasonable de-
sires with respect to voting qualifica-
tions—and I think they are both reason-
able and constitutional—happen to differ
from the reasonable and constitutional
desires of people elsewhere.

Inflammatory statements by pressure
groups and a Federal commission, paid
to stir up agitation on anything which
can be tarred by the stick of so-called
civil rights, do not justify amendment to
the Constitution.

I not only question any contention that
States wish to open the door to Federal
restriction on voting qualifications; I
question whether the subject merits the
Senate’s time and effort on this proposal.

I venture the assertion that the price
of the capitation tax does not prevent
responsible citizens in Virginia, Alabama,
Arkansas, Mississippi, and Texas from
voting.

I doubt whether there has ever before
been proposed a constitutional amend-
ment which would be applicable in only
five States. Certainly, no more useless or
unjustifiable amendment has ever been
proposed.

The Constitution fundamentally must
be an instrument of broad principles and
basic law. To start encumbering it with
detailed specifics surely will lead to the
destruction of our system of government.

Under the Constitution, States re-
tained the broad authority to establish
voting qualifications. This amendment
would begin chipping away at that au-
thority by Federal restriction on what
may be called a qualification.

These are some of the reasons why I
question whether consideration of this
proposed amendment is worthy of the
Senate of the United States, and the
expenditure of all this time and effort.

I cannot take too seriously a state-
ment which was made here on the floor
of the Senate on Friday, March 16; but
as a Senator from Virginia I cannot
allow it to go unchallenged.

The last column on page 4370 of the
ConcrEssIONAL REecorp for that date
contains the statement that “the poll
tax States were the ones that had lost
population.”

If Virginia is regarded as a “poll tax
State,” this statement requires quali-
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fication. Virginia’s population in 1930
was 2.4 million; it was 2.7 million in
1940; 3.3 million in 1950; and 3.9 mil-
lion in 1960.

Statements such as this are frequently
subject to erroneous connotation. I
know from experience that they are
picked up and used to indicate back-
wardness, or at least lack of progress.

We are proud of our progress in Vir-
ginia because it is sound progress. It
is progress without the elements of the
spectacular. It is the kind of sound
and sure progress that this Nation needs.
Virginia is one of the few States which
is out of debt.

It is the kind of progress which can
be documented—chapter and verse—
and I am pleased to take this occasion
to recite some of these chapters and
verses:

Record of progress in Virginia since before
World War II
Percent
1. Total population in Virginia in-
Total population in the country as
a whole Increased. . oo _._

_____ 0.2
Rural population throughout the
country decreased____________ —0.8
3. Urban popu.lst:lon in Virginia in-
cre. I 133
Urban popnlatlon in the coun-
By Increastd. e 68
4. Total personal income in Virginia
A = e e 480
Total personal income in the
country incr dors 408
5. Per caplta personal income in Vir-
ginia increased..-...--cfoooaa 297
Per capital peraonal income in the
country incr 273
6. Number of manufacturing plants
in Virginia increased.......... m

Number of manufacturing plants
in the country increased____.___ 72
7. Value of products manufactured

in Virginia increased. . —___ 466
Value of products manufactured in
the country increased._._....-.. 475

8. Employment in manu!a.ctuﬂ.ng in
Virginia inecr 72
Employment in manufacturing in
the country increased . _____
9. Payroll In manumeturlng in Vir-
ginia iner
Payroll In manuiacturlng in the
country increased. .- —ooo- 515
10. Ellowatts of electric power gen-
erated in Virginla increased.____ 689
Ellowatts of electric power gener-
erated In the country as a
whole incr d
11, Electric generation capacity in
Virginia increased.. -2
Electric generation capacity in the
country increased
12. Cash receipts from farm marketing
in Virginia increased__________
Cash receipts from farm market-
ing in the country increased.___._
13. Number of retail establishments in
Virginia in d 11
Number of retan establishmenta
in the country increased._______ 1
14, Retall sales in Virginia increased.
Retall sales in the country in-

cr 375
15. Life insurance purchases in Vir-
748

Life insurance purchases in the
country increased

16. Assets of all operating banks in

Virginia increased...-——ocoo...

Assets of all operating banks In

the country increased . _____ 249
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Record of progress in Virginia since before
World War II—Continued
Percent
17. Deposits in all operating banks in
Virginia Increased.--eeeeccem--

Deposits in all operating banks in
creased

the country increased. ... _._.___ 9
18. Number of telephones in Virginia
incr d o 11 344
Number of telephones in the coun~
try iner d 239
19. Number of motor vehicle registra-
tions in Virginia increased_____ 180

Number of motor vehicle registra-
tions in the country increased-. 128

20, Value of mineral production in
Virginia increased--——«— - 344

Value of mineral production in the
country iner s =l 204

21. Value of bituminous coal produc-
tion in Virginia increased...._- 363

Value of bituminous coal produec-
tion in the country increased.. 124

232. Tonnage of bituminous coal pro-
duction in Virginia increased__._ 100

Tonnage of bituminous coal pro-

duction in the country de-

23. Nonagricultural employment in

Virginia Increased----—---oo-o-o

Nonagricultural employment in
the country increased._-—-———--- 20

Virginia is one of the six States which
build and maintain the entire system of
roads, including the county roads. Vir-
ginia’s county road mileage is approxi-
mately 41,000. In highway mileage un-
der State control, Virginia is exceeded
by only two States—North Carolina—
which also administers its county roads—
and Texas.

Although the land area of Virginia is
exceeded by that of 35 other States, in
1959 only 19 States had more surfaced
highways. Of Virginia's 56,208 miles of
highways, 96 percent or 53,920 miles were
surfaced. Only three States—Connecti-
cut, Maryland, and Ohio—showed a
higher percentage of surfaced mileage.

Only 8 States in the 50 in 1959 ex-
ceeded Virginia in highway mileage of
four lanes or more; and 14 States ex-
ceeded Virginia in divided highway mile-
age of 4 lanes or more.

SETATE DEBT AND EXPENDITURES

Virginia's favorable debt position over
the years has become well known. Vir-
ginia’s debt—general obligation, full
faith and credit—at the end of the fiscal
year 1960 was $8,662,000, with a sinking
fund of $4,972,000, leaving a net debt of
$3,691,000.

EDUCATION

Virginia ranks 16th among the States
in total expenditures for education pur-
poses, with expenditures of $157 million
in 1960. In capital outlay for education
purposes, Virginia's 1960 expenditure of
$16 million ranked 17th among the
States.

TOURIST BUSINESS

It is estimated that between 35 and 40
million people visited Virginia in 1960,
and during the course of their visit they
spent approximately $775 million. Vir-
ginia has long led the list of States hav-
ing the largest number of visitors, and
the last estimate of the American Aufo-
mobile Association indicated that Vir-
gims:‘. placed second to Florida in this re-
spect.
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I doubt very seriously whether repeal
of the capitation tax in Virginia would
result in greater increase in population
than we have had or that it would stimu-
late our progress.

If it would do either, or both, I suspect
the characteristics of the increments
traceable to this source would be unde-
sirable—and more of a burden than a
blessing,

Under literal reading, the amendment
purports to limit its application to elec-
tions of Federal officers. This, of course,
is impractical in elections which involve
more than Federal offices.

In Virginia, and I suspect in most other
States, it is not uncommon for candi-
dates to be running for Federal, State,
and local offices in the same election;
and there may be vofting on issues as well
as candidates.

To conform with the proposed amend-
ment for the election of Federal officers,
and State qualifications for all other can-
didates and issues would require a double
set of election standards.

The people of Virginia have honored
me by election to Federal office over a
period of nearly 30 years, and to State
and local offices for 20 years before that.

I am deeply grateful for the trust
placed in me by the Virginia electorate,
and I consider myself doubly honored
because I have the greatest respect for
the caliber of the Virginia electorate; it
is second to none.

Excluding myself, T submit that the
caliber of the Virginia delegation in Con-
gress has always been outstanding. I
make that statement without reserva-
tion and without fear of successful con-
tradiction. .

For all practical purposes it must be
assumed that the pending amendment
would have to be applied to State and
local elections. I doubt that the people
odernga would tolerate a dual stand-
ard.

On that assumption, I am certain that
the caliber of the State government of
Virginia would not be improved by the
elimination of a capitation tax as a qual-
ification for voting.

Virginia is proud of its State govern-
ment—all three branches of it. Election
to service in the State government is re-
garded everywhere in Virginia as a sig-
nal honor.

The faith and credit of Virginia is un-
encumbered and unimpaired by State
debt. Its State budget is balanced.
Service of the State government to the
people is efficient and economical by com-
parison.

The good name of Virginia is unsullied
by scandal in its State government since
the horrendous days of Reconstruction
outrages under the aegis of the Federal
Government.

I find it most difficult to believe that
the wisdom and judgment of the Virginia
electorate, the Virginia government, or
the Virginia delegation in Congress would
be improved by this amendment.

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

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator could
not say anything more complimentary
of his great State, the Commonwealth

4531

of Virginia, than the Senator from Flor-
ida feels and recognizes. He also knows
that the Senator from Virginia has every
reason to be proud of that great record,
because he has had so much to do with it
during the past 40 years.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I thank the
Senator from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. I wished to make
that clear for the ReEcorn. What I feel
is of doubtful wisdom is a system which
permits, in a highly contested Presiden-
tial race, such as in 1960, his great State,
the Commonwealth of Virginia, to be
among the lowest five in the Nation in
percentage of votes cast by those who
are of voting age. Virginia’s 34-plus per-
cent is a little less than half of the na-
tional average, which is 70 percent. It
is only of that fact that the Senator from
Florida complains. He has every bit of
admiration for the State of Virginia and
its great Senators that it is possible to
have. As a matter of fact, his mother’s
family lived in Virginia, and he never
found a member of that family who was
not a strong supporter of the senior
Senator from Virginia.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I thank the
Senator from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. So he wishes to make
it very plain that the only thing which
he believes is subject to question in this
whole record, on the part of any person,
that could be improved is the guestion
of participation in voting. That is the
question which disturbs the Senator from
Florida.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. The Senator
from Florida should get the figures with
respect to the persons who are qualified
to vote—those who pay the poll tax and
are registered. He will find an entirely
different story. If the people of Virginia
do not go to the polls, that is something
that they determine for themselves. Of-
ficial records as of October 1961 show
considerably more than a million voters
in Virginia are qualified to vote, and the
number paying poll taxes ran in the
same order.

Mr. HOLLAND. The figures which
the Senator from Florida has relied upon
are the figures of the Federal Census of
1960, which show that 2,244,000 people
in Virginia are of voting age, if they care
to qualify, and showing that only 34
percent of them, or 777,000, saw fit to
participate in the election.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. But I think
the Senator from Florida should be fair
enough to state that more than a million
persons are qualified to vote; they have
paid their poll tax and they have regis-
tered, and they are qualified to vote.
If some of them do not choose to exer-
cise their right to vote, I do not think
that is any reflection on the Virginia
laws—the Senator from Florida has
said they are prevented by the poll tax
from voting. But that is not correet.

Mr. HOLLAND. The figures show
that only 777,000 of them voted. The
Senator from Virginia states that 1,200,-
uﬁU?:l of them, or thereabouts, were quali-

ed.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. HOLLAND. Assuming that to be
true, it is also true that more than a
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million of the people of qualifying age
who live in Virginia failed to pay the
poll tax.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. But there is
no reason to say the poll tax keeps them
from voting. That tax in Virginia is
only $1.50, and very few people in Vir-
ginia or elsewhere cannot pay $1.50, all
of which goes to the public schools.
Every dollar of this tax goes to the pub-
lic schools in Virginia. So when those
figures in regard to the situation in Vir-
ginia are examined, one must consider
how many of those people chose not to
vote,

In terms of percentage, I think the
number in Virginia who vote is about as
great as the number in other States who
vote. But certainly the poll tax does not
keep Virginians from voting; and I chal-
lenge any State in the Union to show a
registration procedure simpler than that
in Virginia. In Virginia, all one has to
do is sign his name, and he is registered
for life. Very few States have such a
simple procedure.

Mr. STENNIS. Does the Senator
from Virginia mean to say that if a
Virginian signs his name to the registra-
tion papers, he is registered for life?

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. That is cor-
rect; a Virginian has only to sign his
name to the registration papers; he does
ﬁMt even have to write out his applica-

on.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Virginia yield further
to me?

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. The same is true in
many counties of Florida. In only the
newer or the fastest growing counties
there is biennial or annual registration
required. Furthermore, in our State it
is not required that one pass a test based
on ability to read or write.

But in the same election, 1,540,000
residents of Florida voted, as compared
to less than half that number within the
great Commonwealth of Virginia. I
simply state that I feel that the influence
of the State of Virginia should be more
heavily felt in the Nation, in connection
with casting votes representative of its
great people, than is actually happening
under the present system.

I thank the Senator from Virginia for
yielding to me.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I thank the
Senator from Florida. However, all he
has said is a matter of opinion. Some
persons may have an opinion that the
Virginia electorate will be greatly im-
proved by repeal of the poll tax, and that
over the years the representation in Vir-
ginia would have been better if the poll
tax had been repealed. But all that is
a matter of opinion.

However, I submit that the poll tax in
Virginia, which is only $1.50 a year, has
not kept Virginians from voting.

Furthermore, one who registers to vote
in Virginia has only to sign his name; he
does not even have to write out his ap-
plication.

Mr. President, what is the pending
resolution designed to accomplish which
makes it necessary to bypass the rules
and orthodox procedure of the Senate?
I ask that question in all sincerity.
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In one stage or another, this proposal
has been before the Senate and the
House for some 13 years or more since
1949. As introduced, it is properly be-
fore the Senate Judiciary Committee at
this moment. But here on the floor we
are faced with the most unorthodox
procedure for consideration of a resolu-
tion proposing to amend the Constitu-
tion of the United States. It is proposed
that the Senate consider the resolution
under the enacting clause of another
resolution, which is on the calendar, to
establish the home of Alexander Hamil-
ton as a national monument.

The atmosphere in which this resolu-
tion is now projected raises the suspicion
that the noisy pressure groups which
exploit so-called ecivil rights are influene-
ing the procedure. To misuse a bill for a
memorial to Alexander Hamilton for this
purpose is reminiscent of the misdirected
fate of the Stella school bill in this body
in the not-too-distant past.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Virginia yield again
to me?

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. I yield.

Mr, HOLLAND. I think the Senator
from Virginia probably does not have the
following information: The organiza-
tions which have testified every time, ex-
cept the last time, against this proposed
constitutional amendment—include the
Americans for Democratic Action and
the NAACP. Since receipt of the news
that this bill was to come before the
Senate, the ADA has issued a blast, in
pamphlet form, to the effect that this
procedure is not proper, that the meas-
ure should be broader, and that the
proposed action should be taken by
statute.

So I do not want the Senator from
Virginia to think that the radical groups
are pressing for the enactment of such
legislation, when the facts are quite
otherwise.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Are they now
opposing this measure?

Mr. HOLLAND. Yes, and they have
testified against it. As a matter of fact,
the only witnesses who ever have testi-
fied against this proposed constitutional
amendment include a few Senators from
the States which have a poll tax, plus
representatives of the NAACP and the
ADA—and that is all.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. So far as the
NAACP is concerned, its opinion has no
influence with me.

Mr. HOLLAND. Iunderstand that.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. And if that
is all the testimony the Senator from
Florida can offer in favor of the pend-
ing proposal, I do not believe he has
made much of a case.

Mr. HOLLAND. Well, a number of
witnesses testified in favor of such a con-
stitutional amendment; but I wished to
point out to my estimable friend that,
instead of being supported by those rad-
ical groups—which I have opposed as
much as has the Senator from Vir-
ginia—the fact is that they have opposed
it, because they want to go a good deal
further than this proposal would go.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Well, Mr.
President, the views of neither the
NAACP nor the ADA have any influence
on me.
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Mr. HOLLAND. The NAACP and the
ADA have been fighting for years; and
since this proposal was made, the ADA
has issued quite vocal opposition to it.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Well, I hope
the day never will come when the ADA
will influence the action taken by Con-
gress, whether in the affirmative or in
the negative.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator
from Virginia; but I point out that in-
stead of these radical organizations be-
ing on the opposite side from that of
the Senator, in this instance they are on
the same side.

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Of course,
they have a right to take whatever side
they wish to take. But I have no regard
for the opinion of the ADA on this issue
or on any other issue.

For reasons beyond my comprehen-
sion, legislation susceptible to the so-
called civil rights brand seems invari-
ably to come before the Senate under
the most questionable and unorthodox
procedure.

Nothing about this proposal, urgent or
otherwise, justifies the disorderly situa-
tion which has been precipitated. I sus-
pect that acceptable explanation of the
move would be difficult.

I shall not ask for an explanation of
what has been done in the way of pro-
cedure, but I should like to know
whether Senate Joint Resolution 29—
if amended as proposed, and passed—
will require Presidential signature.

Senate Joint Resolution 29, for a Ham-
ilton memorial, as introduced, consid-
ered in committee, and reported to the
calendar, unquestionably I think would
require the President’s signature for
enactment.

But the move confronting the Senate
is to strike out all after the enacting
clause of the Hamilton Monument bill,
and insert a resolution submitting a con-
stitutional amendment for ratification.

A resolution submitting a constitu-
tional amendment to the 50 States for
ratification does not require signature of
the President, and it should not be sub-
jected to his approval.

I should like to know whether Senate
Joint Resolution 29 as it is proposed to
be amended can be passed by a simple
majority of those present and voting
in the Senate and the House.

The Constitution provides:

The Congress whenever two-thirds of both
houses shall deem it necessary, shall propose
amendments to this Constitution.

Mr. President, I have been honored
with membership in the Senate 29 years.
If I have learned one lesson better than
others, it is that we are in trouble when-
ever we kick over orderly procedure
without urgent reason.

If there is any reason for the pending
proposal—and I reject the contention
that there is—it is certainly not urgent.
There is no justification for the course
which has been undertaken.

In fact, this proposal would be ridicu-
lous if it did not uproot fundamental
rights which were established and settled
in the Constitution as a prerequisite to
the founding of this Government.

Numerous States impose poll taxes,
head taxes, capitation taxes—or what-
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ever they may be called—for various pur-
poses which would not be outlawed by
this amendment. The result would be
absurd.

For instance, under the proposal, Vir-
ginia could not levy a capitation tax for
the high privilege of voting, but a man
in Maine could not drive his car to the
polls unless he paid a poll tax.

Under the proposed amendment the
Federal Government would hold that it
is wrong for Virginia to levy a tax for
the privilege of voting for officers in
domestic governments.

But in the United Nations the same
Federal Government would uphold the
provision that nations which do not meet
their regular assessments should not be
allowed to vote.

Certainly the Constitution of the
United States provides for its own
amendment. The procedure for amend-
ment is spelled out. It requires pains-
taking care and responsible deliberation.

The procedure is designed to discour-
age capricious action and useless amend-
ments. The pending proposal would
have the Senate indulge in capricious
action on a useless amendment.

I shall not be a party to either. Ishall
oppose both. I hope the move to substi-
tute the poll tax resolution for the
Hamilton Monument bill will be killed
one way or another.

I trust that the Congress will not sub-
mit this poll tax amendment to the
States for ratification; but if it does, I
have faith that the States in their better
judgment will reject it overwhelmingly.

ORDER TO CONVENE AT 9 AM.
ON WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield, without losing his
right to the floor?

Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator
from Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am about fo
move that the Senate recess, but before
I do so, I wish to ask unanimous con-
sent for an order that after the Senate
completes its business tomorrow, it con-
vene at 9 o’clock Wednesday morning.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to objeet, is it not almost
without precedent in the Senate to set
the time for convening the second day in
advance when the Senate recesses on
the following day?

Mr. MANSFIELD. No; it has been
done before. I have discussed the mat-
ter with several Senators, suggesting it
might be better to convene earlier, and
they have no objection.

Mr. STENNIS. Very well.

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

ANNOUNCEMENT OF NO COMMIT-
TEE MEETINGS, MORNING BUSI-
NESS, OR INTERRUPTIONS OF
SPEAKERS, UNTIL DISPOSITION
OF PENDING QUESTION
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, for

the information of the Senate, it is the

intention of the leadership to object to
all committee meetings from now on
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while the Senate is in session. I have
discussed this matter with the distin-
guished minority leader. Furthermore,
it is our intention to object to insertions
in the Recorp and interruptions of
speakers except for questions, and there
will be no morning hours, until the pend-
ing question is settled.

I am indebted to the distinguished
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrpl, who
I think is the first Member of the Sen-
ate in 4 days of debate actually to men-
tion the name of Alexander Hamilton.
I point out to my colleagues that the
question before the Senate is not as yet
the guestion of a poll-tax amendment,
but the question of taking up Senate
Joint Resolution 29, introduced by the
Senators from New York [Mr. Javrrs and
Mr. Keatmvg], which is a joint resolution
providing for the establishing of the
former dwelling house of Alexander
Hamilton as a national monument.

The joint resolution was reported
unanimously by the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs, with amend-
ments, on March 6, 1962. I express the
hope that the Senate will be reasonable
and that we will shortly face up to the
question of establishing as a national
monument the former dwelling house of
Alexander Hamilton.

I thank the Senator from Mississippi
for yielding.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator
from Montana for letting us know what
the purpose was in calling up the Alex-
ander Hamilton Monument measure,

Before the recess, may I have the
understanding that it is agreed between
the distinguished Senator from Mon-
tana and the Senator from Mississippi
that when the Senate resumes its de-
liberations in the morning, the Senator
from Mississippi will have the floor?
Will the Senator from Montana agree
to that?

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes.

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

RECESS TO 10:30 AM. TOMORROW

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, in ac-
cordance with the order previously en-
tered, I move that the Senate recess
until 10:30 a.m. tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o’cloek and 14 minutes p.m.) under the
order previously entered, the Senate
recessed until tomorrow, Tuesday, March
20, 1962, at 10:30 a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate March 19 (legislative day of
March 14), 1962:

U.S. DisTRICT JUDGES

Robert Shaw, of New Jersey, to be U.B.
district judge for the district of New Jersey,
vice William F, Smith, elevated.

William B. Jones, of Maryland, to be U.S.
district judge for the District of Columbia,
vice F. Dickinson Letts, retired.

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

The following-named Foreign Service of-
ficers for promotion from class 2 to class 1:

Ward P. Allen, of Virginia.

Herbert P. Fales, of Californla.

Spencer M, King, of Maine.
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Walter W. Orebaugh, of Oregon.
Henry C, Ramsey, of California.
Paul B, Taylor, of the District of Columbia.

The following-named Forelgn Service of-
ficers for promotion from class 2 to class 1
and to be also consuls general of the United
States of America:

H. Gardner Ainsworth, of Loulsiana.

‘William O. Baxter, of the District of Co-
lumbia.

James D. Bell, of New Hampshire,

Findley Burns, Jr., of Minnesota.

Frank P. Butler, of New Jersey,

John A. Calhoun, of California,

Robert G. Cleveland, of New York.

Stephen P. Dorsey, of the District of Co-
lumbia.

Arthur B. Emmons 3d, of Massachusetts,

G, McMurtrie Godley, of New York.

Joseph N. Greene, Jr., of the District of
Columbia.

Richard H. Hawkins, Jr., of Pennsylvania.

George Mason Ingram, of Tennessee.

Harold G. Kissick, of Missouri.

John Gordon Meiln, of Eentucky.

Sydney L. W. Mellen, of Pennsylvania,

Francis E. Meloy, Jr., of Maryland.

David G. Nes, of Maryland.

Leon B. Poullada, of California.

Richard H. Sanger, of Maryland.

‘William J. Sheppard, of Kansas,

Ben 8. Stephansky, of Illinois.

Leonard Unger, of Maryland.

Harvey R. Wellman, of New York.

Francis T. Willlamson, of Virginia,

The following-named Foreign Officers for
promotion from class 3 to class 2:

George O. Barraclough, of California,

Willlam D. Brewer, of Connecticut.

William T. Briggs, of Virginia.

James J. Byrnes, Jr., of Pennsylvania.

Philip H. Chadbourn, Jr., of California.

Edward W. Clark, of New York.

Ralph B. Collins, of Tennessee.

John E. Crawford, of Minnesota.

John Hugh Crimmins, of Virginia.

Eennedy M. Crockett, of Texas.

Alfred P. Dennis, of Virginia.

Leon G. Dorros, of New York.

Hermann F, Ellts, of Pennsylvania.

Halvor O. Ekern, of Montana.

Julian P, Former, of New Jersey.

Michael R. Gannett, of Connecticut.

James F. Grady, of Massachusetts,

Joseph A. Greenwald, of Illinois,

FPhilip C. Hablb, of California.

Richard C. Hagan, of Illinois.

Willlam L. Hamilton, Jr,, of Maryland,

L. Douglas Heck, of Maryland.

John L. Hill, of Wisconsin.

John D, Iams, of Oklahoma.

George R. Jacobs, of Illinols.

J. Roland Jacobs, of California.

Willlam E. Enight 2d, of Connecticut.

Samuel Owen Lane, of California,

Thomas B. Larson, of IIaryland,

John H. Lennon, of California.

Irvin S. Lippe, of Michigan.

Walter Q. Loehr, of California.

David E. Mark, of New York.

Albert P, Mayio, of Michigan.

John A. McKesson 3d, of Florida.

Joseph A. Mendenhall, of Virginia.

Joseph J. Montllor, of Alabama.

Walter J. Mueller, of Connecticut.

Thomas E. Nelson, of Washington.

Horace J. Nickels, of Maryland.

Nils William Olsson, of Illinois,

Givon Parsons, of Texas.,

Charles F. Plck, Jr., of Florida.

Mrs. Margaret H. Potter, of the District
of Columbia.

C. Hoyt Price, of Arkansas.

Joe Adams Robinson, of Oklahoma,

John Frick Root, of Pennsylvania.

Henry J. Sabatini, of the District of Co-
lumbia.

Joseph A. Silberstein, of Maryland.

Eldon B. Smith, of Kansas.

Rufus Z. Smith, of Illinols.

William J, Stibravy, of New Jersey.
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James S, Sutterlin, of Maryland.
Emory C. Swank, of Maryland.
Robert Adams Thayer, of Virginia.
John L. Topping, of Virginia.
Oliver L, Troxel, Jr., of Colorado.
Albert S. Watson, of Connecticut.
C. Thayer White, of Texas.

The following-named Foreign Service of-
ficers for promotion from class 4 to class 3:

Robert Anderson, of Massachusetts.

Howard J, Ashford, Jr., of Colorado.

Alfred L. Atherton, Jr., of Massachusetts.

John Campbell Ausland, of Pennsylvania.

John George Bacon, of Washington,

Robert J. Barnard, of Wisconsin.

John L. Barrett, of Texas.

Carl E, Bartch, of Ohio.

Williams Beal, of Massachusetts.

Robert M. Beaudry, of Maine.

Slator C. Blackiston, Jr., of North Carolina.

William G, Bowdler, of Virginia.

. Thompson R. Buchanan, of Maryland.
‘William A. Buell, Jr., of Rhode Island.
Paul C. Campbell, of Pennsylvania.
Willlam A. Chapin, of Illinois.

Mrs. Anne W, Claudius, of New Mexico.

Richard H, Courtenaye, of California.

John B. Crume, of Eentucky.

Phillip B. Dahl, of Illinols.

Arthur R. Day, of New Jersey.

John B. Dexter, of Maryland.

John R. Diggins, Jr., of Maine,

Paul F. DuVivier, of New York.

Miss Margaret A. Fagan, of Iowa.

Benjamin A, Fleck, of Pennsylvania.

Magdalen G. H. Flexner, of the District of
Columbia.

Robert C. Foulon, of Illinois.

A. Eugene Frank, of New Jersey.

Miss Betty C. Gough, of Maryland.

Pierre R, Graham, of Illinols.

Lawrence E, Gruza, of Connecticut.

James C. Haahr, of Minnesota.

William C, Hamilton, of Connecticut.

Robert Whitcomb Heavey, of California.

Martin Y, Hirabayashi, of Washington.

Rogers B. Horgan, of Virginia.

Robert B. Houghton, of Michigan,

Thomas D. Huff, of Indiana.

Elmer C. Hulen, of Eentucky.

Johannes V, Imhof, of California.

Edward C. Ingraham, Jr., of New York.

Charles K, Johnson, of California.

Richard E. Johnson, of Illinois.

Curtls F. Jones, of Maine.

Willlam Kane, of Virginia,

Miss Sofia P. Kearney, of the Common-
wealth of Puerto Rico.

Joseph T. Kendrick, Jr., of Oklahoma.

Bayard King, of Rhode Island.

Gordon D. King, of the District of
Columbia.

Walter E. Eneeland, of Texas.

Lowell Bruce Laingen, of Minnesota.

Donald E, Larimore, of Illinois.

Earl H, Lubensky, of Missouri.

Michael B, Lustgarten, of New York.

Doyle V. Martin, of Oklahoma.

Edward E. Masters, of Ohio.

James A, May, of California.

Stephen H, McClintic, of Maryland,

Earl R. Michalka, of Michigan,

Eermit 8. Midthun, of Michigan.

Carl J. Nelson, of Virginia.

Cleo A. Noel, Jr., of Missouri.

Donald Kaye Palmer, of Michigan.

Stephen E. Palmer, Jr., of New York.

Stephen Peters, of Virginia.

T. Howard Peters, of Washington,

Elmer C. Pitman, of Indiana.

Paul M. Popple, of Illinois.

Francis C. Prescott, of Maine.

Edwy L. Reeves, of Virginia,

Edwin C. Rendall, of Illinois.

John Church Renner, of Ohio.

Robert M. Sayre, of Florida.

David T. Schneider, of New Hampshire.

Talcott W. Seelye, of Massachusetts,

Robert H, Shields, of California.

Richard E. Snyder, of New Jersey.

Earl E, Sommerlatte, of Florida.
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C. Melvin Sonne, Jr., of Pennsylvania.

Moncrieff J, Spear, of New York,

William Perry Stedman, Jr., of Maryland,

Lee T, Stull, of Pennsylvania.

Godfrey Harvey Summ, of Virginia.

Malcolm Thompson, of Massachusetts.

Edward J. Thrasher, of New York.

Philip H. Valdes, of New York.

Miss Eulalia L. Wall, of Texas.

Sidney Weintraub, of New York.

Charles S. Whitehouse, of Rhode Island.

Edward H, Widdifield, of California.

J. E. Wiedenmayer, of New Jersey.

Wendell W. Woodbury, of Iowa.

Charles G. Wootton, of Connecticut.

Elmer E. Yelton, of Texas.

The following-named Foreign Service of-
ficers for promotion from class 6 to class 4:

Miss Jane S. Abell, of New Hampshire.

Richard H. Adams, of Texas,

James E. Akins, of Ohio.

Robert J. Allen, Jr., of the District of
Columbia.

Miss Marion E. Anderson, of Connecticut.

J. Anthony Armenta, of California,

James H. Ashida, of Washington.

Robert A. Aylward, of Massachusetts,

Henry Bardach, of Texas.

Richard W, Barham, of Texas.

Raymond Bastianello, of Texas.

Raymond J, Becker, of California.

John J. Bentley, of California.

Philip B. Bergfield, of California,

Roland K. Beyer, of Wisconsin,

Joel W. Biller, of Florida.

Robert R, Bliss, of Michigan,

Charles W, Brown, of California.

Max R, Caldwell, of Texas,

Alan L, Campbell, Jr., of North Carolina.

Robert V, Carey, of Colorado.

Robert J, Carle, of California,

Roy O, Carlson, of Illinois.

Frank C, Carlucel, of Pennsylvania,

Joseph A. Cicala, of Connecticut.

Walter F, X, Collopy, of Connecticut.

Thomas F, Conlon, of Illinois.

J. Btewart Cottman, Jr., of Maryland,

Robhert G. Cox, of New Mexico.

Everett L. Damron, of Ohlo,

Allen C, Davis, of Tennessee,

John G, Dean, of New York.

Thomas A. DeHart, of California,

Willard A. De Pree, of Michigan.

A, Hugh Douglas, Jr., of Rhode Island.

J, Fred Doyle, Jr., of Colorado.

Michael E. Ely, of the District of Colum-~
bia.

Alfred J. Erdos, of Arizona,

Stockwell Everts, of New York.

Thomas A. Faln, of Oklahoma,

Michael A, Falzone, of New York.

Glen H, Pisher, of Indiana,

Eric W. Fleischer, of Maryland,

Arva C. Floyd, Jr., of Georgia.

Francis L. Foley, of Colorado.

Jack Friedman, of the District of Columbia.

Alexander 8. C. Fuller, of Connecticut.

Ramon M, Gibson, of Missourl.

Wayne R, Gllchrist, of Texas.

Howard C. Goldsmith, of Ohio,

John W. Gordhamer, of California,

Ernest B, Gutierrez, of New Mexico,

Frank J. Haughey, of California.

Theron S. Henderson, of Massachusetts,

J, William Henry, of Arizona.

Henry L, Heymann, of Pennsylvania.

Benjamin C. Hilliard 3d, of West Virginia.

Wilbur W, Hitcheock, of New Jersey.

Herbert M. Hutchinson, of New Jersey.

Richard C. Johnson, of Massachusetts.

‘Wesley E. Jorgensen, of Washington,

Lewis D, Junior, of Missouri,

John M. Kane, of Illinois.

C. Dirck Keyser, of New Jersey.

Lucien L. Einsolving, of New York.

Leslie A. Klieforth, of California.

Archie 8. Lang, of Illinois.

Paul Baxter Lanius, Jr., of Colorado.

Myron Brockway Lawrence, of Oregon,

Edwin D, Ledbetter, of California,

Owen B. Lee, of Massachusetts.
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Edward V. Lindberg, of Virginia,

Ralph E. Lindstrom, of Minnesota.

Richard G. Long, of Illinois.

Stephen Low, of Ohlo.

Julian F, MacDonald, Jr., of Ohio.

Robert J. MacQuaid, of Pennsylvania.

Eenneth W. Martindale, of Florida,

William G. Marvin, Jr., of California,

Miss Virginia E. Massey, of Ohio.

C. Thomas Mayfield, of Wisconsin.

David H. MeCabe, of Virginia.

Franklin O. McCord, of Iowa.

Miss Elizabeth McGrory, of California,

John M. McIntyre, of Illinois,

Frazier Meade, of Virginia,

Miss Gertrude M. Meyers, of Minnesota.

John L, Mills, of Georgia.

Miss Marion K. Mitchell, of New York,

Edwin H. Moot, Jr., of Illinois,

Benjamin R. Moser, of Virginia.

Leo J. Moser, of California,

Ernest A, Nagy, of California.

Philip C. Narten, of Ohio.

Richard D. Nethercut, of Florida.

Marshall Hays Noble, of New York,

Richard W. Ogle, of Indiana.

Joseph E, O'Mahony, of New York,

David B. Ortman, of Maryland,

J. Theodore Papendorp, of New Jersey.

Chris C. Pappas, Jr., of New Hampshire,

James B. Parker, of Texas.

Raymond L. Perkins, Jr., of Colorado.

George R. Phelan, Jr., of Missouri,

Frederick P. Picard IIT, of Nebraska.

Charles H. Pletcher, of Minnesota,

Sol Polansky, of California,

Richard St. F. Post, of Connecticut.

Harry A. Quinn, of California,

Peter J, Raineri, of New York,

George E. Ranslow, of California,

G. Edward Reynolds, of New York.

W. Courtlandt Rhodes, of California.

Owen W. Roberts, of New Jersey.

Robert E. Rosselot, of Virginia.

Bamuel O, Ruff, of North Carolina.

Anthony E. Sega, of New York,

Harry W. Shlaudeman, of California,

Warren E. Slater, of New York.

Michel F. Smith, of New Hampshire,

Benjamin L. Sowell, of Maryland,

Paul K. Btahnke, of Illinois,.

Edward H. Thomas, of New Jersey.

Donald R. Toussaint, of California.

Maurice E. Trout, of Michigan.

Nicholas A. Vellotes, of California.

Abraham Vigll, of Colorado.

Jack L. Vrooman, of California.

John P. Wentworth, of Washington.

Merrill A. White, of Texas.

Charles L. Widney, Jr., of Georgia.

Frontis B. Wiggins, Jr., of Georgla.

Arthur H. Woodruff, of the District of
Columbia.

Robert C. Wysong, of Indiana.

Charles T, York, of New York.

Dan A. Zachary, of Illinois.

Charles R. Stout, of California, for pro-

motion from Forelgn Service officer of class 6
to class 5.

The following-named Foreign Service of-
ficers for promotion from class 6 to class 5
and to be also consuls of the United States
of America:

Anthony C. Albrecht, of Pennsylvania,

J. Bruce Amstutz, of Massachusetts,

Oler A, Bartley, Jr., of Delaware.

Miss Helene A. Batjer, of Nevada.

Mrs. Erna V. Beckett, of California.

Miss Eleanor Bello, of New York.

David A. Betts, of New York,

Eugene H. Bird, of Oregon.

John P. Blane, of Alabama.

Wesley D. Boles, of California.

H. Eugene Bovis, of Florida.

Arthur E. Breisky, of California.

Everett E. Briggs, of Maine.

Carleton C. Brower, of California.

Bazil W. Brown, Jr., of Pennsylvania.

Thomas R. Buchanan, of Illinois.

‘Walter 8. Burke, of California.
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Michael Calingaert, of the District of James D. Rosenthal, of California, Frederick T, Kelley, of Massachusefts.
Columbia. Charles E. Rushing, of Illinois. Edson W. Eempe, of California.

John D. Scanlan, of Hawail. James E. Kerr, Jr., of the District of

Charles R. Carlisle, of Florida.
Eugene E. Champagne, Jr., of New York.
Gordon Chase, of Massachusetts.
Don T. Christensen, of California.
Richard D. Christlansen, of Michigan.
Edward M. Cohen, of New York.
Michael M. Conlin, of California.
Edwin G. Croswell, of Ohio.
James C. Curran, of Massachusetts.
Daniel H. Danlels, of Texas.
John G. Day, of New York.
Robert 8. Dillon, of Virginia.
Theodore B. Dobbs, of Virginia.
Robert W. Drexler, of Wisconsin.
Miss Sharon E. Erdkamp, of Nebraska.
Fred Exton, Jr., of California.
Charles E. Exum ITI, of North Carolina.
Thaddeus J. Figura, of Illinois.
Robert L. Flanegin, of Illinois.
Robert L. Funseth, of New York.
Miss Kathryn M. Geoghegan, of Colorado.
Maynard W. Glitman, of Illinois.
Miss Fannie Goldstein, of New York.
Benjamin C. Goode, of Ohio.
Robert Earl Gordon, of Oregon.
Walter V. Hall, of Virginia.
Mrs. Winifred T. Hall, of New Jersey.
Miss Jessie L. Hartnit, of Washington.
Miss Elizabeth J. Harper, of Missourl.
Miss Theresa A. Healy, of New York.
Roger P, Hipskind, of Illinois.
Thomas J, Hirschfeld, of New York.
Wallace F. Holbrook, of Massachusetts.
Robert M. Immerman, of New York.
George W. Jaeger, of Missouri.
James T. Johnson, of Montana.
Donald A. Johnston, of New York.
Adolph W. Jones, of Tennessee.
Ellis O. Jones, III of Connecticut.

P. Jones, of Texas.
Edward E, Keller, Jr., of California.
Charles S. Eennedy, Jr., of California.
Thomas F. Killoran, of Massachusetts,
James A. Klemstine, of Pennsylvania.
Robert M. Kline, of Connecticut.
Tadao Kobayashi, of Hawail.

B. Lambrakis, of New York.
Peter W. Lande, of New Jersey.
Joseph P. Leahy, of New York.
Herbert Levin, of New York.
Gerald Floyd Linderman, of Ohio.
Robert Gerald Livingston, of Connecticut.
John Lloyd, III, of New Jersey.
Alan Logan, of California,
Peter P. Lord, of Massachusetts.
J. Daniel Loubert, of Maine.
James Gordon Lowenstein, of Connecticut.
Walter H. Lubkeman, of New York.
David A. Macuk, of New Jersey.
Miss Mary Manchester, of Texas.
Charles E, Marthinsen, of Pennsylvania.
Robert W, Maule, of Washington.
Paul B. McCarty, of California.
Mrs. KEathryn Z. McCoy, of Indiana.
Elwood J, McGuire, of Connecticut.
Miss Mary Willis McEengzie, of Virginia.
Miss Charlotte M. McLaughlin, of Wash-

ington

William F. McRory, of Georgla.

Mrs. Marian D. Miller, of New Jersey.
Robert Marden Miller, of California,
Jay P. Moffat, of New Hampshire,
James B, Moran, of Washington,
Richard H. Morefield, of California.
Byron B. Morton, Jr., of New Jersey.
Willlam G. Murphy, of Massachusetts.
Beauveau B. Nalle, of Virginia.

Jay R. Nussbaum, of New York.

John L. Offner, of Pennsylvania.
Charles R. O'Hara, of Maryland.
James A. Parker, of Maryland.

John Marshall Pifer, of Virginia.

Miss Isabelle Pinard, of California.
Mark S, Pratt, of Rhode Island.

Roger A. Provencher, of Colorado.
Charles N. Rassi of M: husetts.
Miss Elizabeth J. Rex, of Pennsylvania.
Edward B. Rosenthal, of New York.

Peter Semler, of Virginia.

Spiros A. Biafacas, of Florida.

David E. Simcox, of Kentucky.

Thomas W. M. Smith, of Massachusetts.
Miss Nancy L. Snider, of California.
Richard L. Springer, of Ohio.

Miss Margaret A. Stanturf, of Missourl.
Mrs, Helen S. Steele, of California.
Franklyn E. Stevens, of California.

Roger W. Sullivan, of Massachusetts.
George H. Thigpen, of California.

Francis Hugh Thomas, of Pennsylvania.
Miss Tomena Jo Thoreson, of North Dakota,
Miss Thelma R. Thurtell, of California.
Frank M. Tucker, Jr., of Pennsylvania,

D. Dean Tyler, of California.

Julius W. Walker, Jr., of Texas.

Willlam Watts, of New York.

Norman M. Werner, of Texas.

Mrs. Marguerite G. Whitehead of Washing-

ton.

Joseph Charles Wilson, of Ohio.

Raymond S. Yaukey, of Maryland.

Albert L. Zucca, of New York.

The following-named Foreign Service offi-

cers for promotion from class 7 to class 6:

Madison M. Adams, Jr., of Alabama.
Danlel W. Alexander, of Washington.
George Aneiro, of Ohio.
Julio Javier Arias, of Arizona,
Terrell E. Arnold, of California.
Thomas H. Baldridge, of Iowa.
David P. Banowetz, of Loulsiana.
Thomas J. Barnes, of Minnesota.
John M. Barta, of California.
Norman E. Barth, of Illinois.
Eugene J. Bashe, of California.
Frank C. Bennett, Jr., of California.
Harry E. Bergold, Jr., of New York,
Richard C. Blalock, of Oklahoma.
Carroll Brown, of Alabama.
David W. Burgoon, Jr., of Illinois.
Alanson G. Burt, of California.
Harry A. Cahill, of Virginia.
Robert 8. Cameron, of California.
‘William Clark, Jr., of California.
John R. Clingerman, of Michigan.
Ernst Conrath, of Wisconsin.
Richard T. Conroy, of Tennessee.
Goodwin Cooke, of New York.
Emmett M. Coxson, of Illinois.
Robert P. DeVecchi, of Pennsylvania.
Lloyd L. DeWitt, of California.
Miss Rose M. Dickson, of New York.
Robert B. Dollison, of Florida.
Robert W. Duemling, of California.
Charles E. Duffy, of Iowa.
‘William L. Dutton, Jr., of Iowa.
‘Willlam J. Dyess, of Alabama.
Miss Regina Marie Eltz, of Alabama,
Thomas O. Enders, of Connecticut.
Miss Mary L. Eysenbach, of Connecticut.
Miss Margot J. Fellinger, of New Jersey.
Charles E. Finan, of Washington.,
Howard V. Funk, Jr., of New York.
George A. Furness, Jr., of Massachusetts,
Herbert Donald Gelber, of New York.
James L. Gorman, of Oregon.
John M. Gregory, Jr., of Virginia.
Philip J. Griffin, of the Distriect of
Columbila.
John C. Griffith, of Connecticut.
John ©O. Grimes, of the District of
Columbia.
Brandon H. Grove, Jr., of New Jersey.
Kent H. Hall, of California.
Kenneth O, Harris, of West Virginia.
Douglas G. Hartley, of the District of
Columbia.
Ashley C. Hewitt, Jr., of California.
Thomas J. Hill, Jr., of Massachusetts.
Michael P. E. Hoyt, of Illinois.
Edward Hurwitz, of New York.
Robert E. Jelley, of California.
Alton L. Jenkens, of Massachusetts.
Mrs. Lucy N. Johansen, of Oregon.
Peter E. Juge, of Louisiana.

Columbia.
John W. Kimball, of California.
Robert Kurlander, of New York.
Frederick H. Lawton, of New Jersey.
Alan F. Lee, of Illinois.
Melvin H. Levine, of Massachusetts.
‘Wingate Lloyd, of Pennsylvania.
Roger 8. Lowen, of New York.
Edward J. Maguire, Jr., of California,
Edward J. Malonis, of Massachusetts.
Miss Barbara J. Marvin, of California.
Wade H. B. Matthews, of North Carolina.
Henry Ellis Mattox, of Mississippl.
James A. Mattson, of Minnesota.
W. Douglas McLain, Jr., of Illinois.
Francis Terry McNamara, of New York.
Noble M. Melencamp, of Kansas,
Alan G. Mencher, of California.
Herbert T. Mitchell, Jr., of North Carolina.
John C. Monjo, of Connecticut.
Richard B. Moon, of Missouri.
John T, Morgan, of Illinois.
Gottfried W. Moser, of New York.
Richard F. Nyrop, of Minnesota.
Robert B. Oakley, of Louislana,
Occar J. Olson, Jr., of Texas.
Ronald D. Palmer, of Michigan.
Thomas J. Pape, of Texas.
Lawrence Pezzullo, of New York.
Homer R. Phelps, Jr., of New York.
Dale M. Povenmire, of Ohio.
Frederick D. Purdy, of Pennsylvania.
Walter G. Ramsay, of Virginia.
William E. Rau, of Ifissouri.
George B. Roberts, Jr., of Pennsylvania.
John T. Rogerson, Jr., of Florida.
Bernard J. Rotklein, of Minnesota.
Valentine E, Scalise, of New York.
Roger C. Schrader, of Missourl.
Glenn E. Schweitzer, of California,
Leslie Andrew Scott, of New York.
Richard C. Searing, of New Jersey.
Arthur P. Shankle, Jr., of Texas.
Robert Lee Shuler, of Virginia.
John P. Shumate, Jr., of California.
William L. Simmons, of Missiesippl.
Kenneth N. Skoug, Jr., of Minnesota.
Clint E. Smith, of New Mexico.
Joseph L. 8mith, of Indiana.
Walter Burges Smith II, of Rhode Island.
Wayne S. Smith, of California.
C. Richard Spurgin, of Illinols.
Linwood R. Starbird, of Malne.
Andrew L. Steigman, of New York.
Daniel P. Sullivan, of Virginia.
John J. Sullivan, of Massachusetts,
Francis J. Tatu, of California.
John J. Taylor, of Tennessee.
James M. Thomson, of Minnesota.
Donald C. Tice, of Eansas,
Blaine C. Tueller, of Utah.
Louls Villalovos, of California.
Donald B. Wallace, Jr., of Indiana.
Leonard A. Warren, of Nevada.
Ronald A. Webb, of California.
5 Alfred J. White, of the District of Colum-
ia.
Albert W. Whiting, of Kansas.
Marshall W. Wiley, of Illinois.
James P. Willis, Jr., of California.
Herbert Gilman Wing, of Pennsylvania.
Brooks Wrampelmeler, of Ohio.
Edward E. Wright, of Louisiana,
The following-named Foreign Service offi.
cers for promotion from class 8 to class T:
Morton I. Abramowitz, of Massachusetts.
David Anderson, of New York.
Gustav N. Anderson, of New York.
Robert E. Armstrong, of Illinols.
Rodney E, Armstrong, of California.
James E. Baker, of Maryland.
Carl A. Bastiani, of Pennsylvania.
Richard D. Belt, of Ohlo.
Calvin C. Berlin, of Ohlo.
Donald P. Black, of California.
Thomas D. Boyatt, of Ohio.
Thomas Stanley Brooks, of Wyoming.
Charles F. Brown, of Nevada.
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Robert L. Bruce, of California.

John Allen Bucke, of Indiana,

Garrett C, Burke, of Iowa.

John A, Bushnell, of Connecticut.

Homer M, Byington III, of Connecticut,

Thomas J. Carolan, Jr., of Maryland.

David W. Carr, of Massachusetts,

George F, Carr, Jr., of Texas.

Allen E. Caswell, of New York.

George W. F, Clift, of California.

Temple G. Cole, of Kentucky.

Francis B. Corry, of Wisconsin.

John P. Crawford, of Ohio.

Robert B. Duncan, of New Jersey.

Thomas P. H. Dunlop, of North Carolina.

Ollie B. Ellison, of Illinois.

Ralph Estling, of California.

John A, Ferch, of Ohio.

Harvey Fergusson, of New Jersey.

Richard H. Flanagan, of Massachusetts.

Carroll L, Floyd, of California.

Alec L. France, of Ohio.

Jay P. Freres, of Illinois.

Norman H. Frisbie, of Massachusetts,

Robert E. Fritts, of Illinois.

Peter F. Frost, of Connecticut.

Robert H. Frowick, of Connecticut.

J. David Gelsanliter, of Ohio.

Alan A, Gise, of Indiana.

Philip H. Gray, Jr., of Vermont.

Robert T. Grey, Jr., of Connecticut.

George G. B, Griffin, of South Carolina.

Eurt F. Gross, of Wisconsin.

John B. Gwynn, of the District of Co-
lumbia.

Joseph M. Hardman, of Oregon.

Douglas James Harweod, of Connecticut.

Walter A. Hayden, of New York.

Keith M. Heim, of Nebraska.

Peter T. Higgins, of California.

David C. Holton, of Virginia.

Hume A. Horan, of the District of Co-
lumbia.

Serge P. Horefl, of California.

Richard H. Howarth, of Pennsylvania.

Richard C. Howland, of New York.

Marvin W. Humphreys, of the District of
Columbia.

Dee Valentine Jacobs, of Utah.

Louis E. Eahn, of California.

Robert E. EKaufman, of the District of
Columbia.

Geryld B. Krogfus, of Minnesota.

Kenneth A. Kurze, of Rhode Island.

Paul L. Laase, of Nebraska.
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John J. LaMazza, of New York.
William E. Landfalr, of Ohio.
Norman D. Leach, of California.
Stephen J. Ledogar, of New York.
Mark C. Lissfelt, of Virginia.
Jon 8, Lodeesen, of Tennessee,
Arturo 8. Macias, of Wisconsin,
Harry Macy, Jr., of Florida.
Richard R. Martin, of the District of
Columbia.
James K. Matter, Jr., of Michigan.
John D. McAlpine, of Illinois.
David W. McClintock, of California.
Howard M. McElroy, of New York.
George A. McFarland, Jr., of Texas.
William G. Miller, of Rhode Island.
Miss Priscilla E. Mitchell, of Indiana.
Robert J. Morris, of Iowa.
André J. Navez, of Massachusetts.
Richard A. Neale, of Michigan,
Edward V. Nef, of the District of Columbia.
Joseph K. Newman, of New Jersey.
Albert W. Noonan, Jr., of Illinois.
William Ophuls, of Florida.
Gerald G. Oplinger, of Pennsylvanlia.
James Ozzello, of Washington.
Robert P. Paganelll, of New York.
Miss Alison Palmer, of New York.
Jack R. Perry, of Georgia.
Robert F. Pfelffer, of New York.
Thomas R. Pickering, of Pennsylvania.
William Pollk, of New York.
Peter Andrews Poole, of New York.
Henry E. Powell, Jr., of Georgia.
Russell O. Prickett, of Minnesota.
Anthony C. E. Quainton, of Washington.
Kenneth N. Rogers, of New York.
David Rowe, of Maryland.
George L. Rueckert, of Wisconsin,
Thomas J. Scanlon, of California.
Charles W. Schaller, of Wisconsin.
William C. Sergeant, of Florida.
Carl G. Shepherd, of New York.
Pierre Shostal, of New York.
Robert Siegel, of New York.
Michael B. Smith, of Massachusetts.
Richard W. 8mith, of New York.
Roger A. Sorenson, of Utah.
Frederic N. Spotts, of Massachusetts.
John W. Stahlman, of Ohio.
Paul E, Storing, of New York.
Donald P. Swisher, of California.
T. Elkin Taylor, of Georgia.
Richard W. Teare, of Ohio.
Nathaniel B. Thayer, of Massachusetts.
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Alan R. Thompson, of the District of
Columbla.

Richard 8. Thompson, of Washington.

George R. Tolles, of Ohlo.

Thomas M, Tonkin, of Ilinols.

Joseph W. Twinam, of Tennessee.

Matthew H. Van Order, of Minnesota.

Thomas H, Walsh, of Texas,

John A, Warnock, of California.

E. Allen Wendt, of Illinois.

Olin 8. Whittemore, of Michigan.

A. Norman Williams, of Michigan.

Roderick M. Wright, of California,

Michael G. Wygant, of Massachusetts.

Joseph R. Yodzis, of Pennsylvanta,

The following-named persons, now For-
eign Service officers of class 2 and secretaries
in the diplomatic service, to be also consuls
general of the United States of America:

D. Eugene Delgado-Arias, of Florida.

Henry Clinton Reed, of Ohio.

George D. Whittinghill, of New York, now
a Foreign Service officer of class 3 and a
secretary in the diplomatic service, to be also
a consul general of the United States of
America.

Joseph A. Todd, of Alabama, for reappoint-
ment in the Foreign Service as a Foreign
Service officer of class 3, a consul, and a sec-
retary in the diplomatic service of the United
States of America, in accordance with the
provisions of section 520(a) of the Foreign
Service Act of 1946, as amended.

Miss Geraldine B. Stibbe, of Ohio, for ap-
pointment as a Foreign Service officer of
class 3, a consul, and a secretary in the
diplomatic service of the United States of
America.

The following-named persons for appoint-
ment as Foreign Service officers of class 4,
consuls, and secretaries in the diplomatic
service of the United States of Amerlea:

Valentin E. Blacque of Minnesota.

Miss Margaret Wiesender, of Wisconsin.

Morris H, Lax, of Maryland, a Foreign
Service Reserve officer, to be a consul of
the United States of America.

The following-named Foreign Service Re-
serve officers to be secretaries in the diplo-
matic service of the United States of
America:

John B. Brady, of California.

Frederick P. Jessup, of Connecticut.

Joseph W, Smith, of Maryland,

EXTENSIONS OF REMAR

Challenges Confronting Our Nation

EXTENSION OF REMAREKS

HON. ALEXANDER WILEY

OF WISCONSIN
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
Monday, March 19, 1962

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, the Na-
tion—if it is to meet the great challenges
of survival and progress—must, in my
judgment, be aware of the threats to
our security; understand and appreciate
the scope of our strength; retain a con-
fidence in our ability to meet the threats
to our survival; and be ready and willing
to dedicate the necessary energies and
resources not only to meet the challenges
to survival but also to fully exploit the
great opportunities of this fast advanec-
ing age.

In attempting to keep the promises—
as well as the threats of this great age

in prospective—I reviewed such facts in
a weekend broadcast over Wisconsin
radio stations. I ask unanimous con-
sent to have excerpts of this address
printed in the REcorbp.

CHALLENGES CoONFRONTING NaTioN
(Statement by Senator WiLEY, of Wisconsin)

Today we and the Nation lve in times
of crisis, of unparalleled progress, of real
challenge, and of great promise.

Living in such a complex age—recently ad-
vanced further by a revolutionary break-
through into space—we need, then, a new
perspective and understanding of the in-
fluences, conditions, and forces shaping our
destiny.

Realistically, we as Individuals, of course,
need to—and must—give fundamental con-
sideration to our immediate environment:
Our jobs, homes, families and efforts to
Turther improve our ways of life.

In a fast-advancing, rapidly changing
world, however, there is also a need—in fact
a responsibility—for attempting to under-
stand—and to deal with—the larger scope
challenges that confront us. Our success in
dealing with these broader problems may

KS

well have a determining effect upon not only
success in handling personal problems but,
indeed, our survival,

What then are these major factors exert-
ing direct, and indirect, influences upon our
lives?

PRESERVING THE PEACE

First, let’s take a look at the No. 1
challenge—that of preserving the peace, or,
conversely—preventing world war III.

Around the globe, the Communists con-
trol one-third—or about 1 billion—of the
people, and one-fourth of the land of the
earth.

Fanatically, the Reds are dedicated to con-
quering the world. For this purpose, they
continue to mobilize the controlled people
and resources Into a gigantic military
machine.

As a leader of the free world, the United
States—serving also as a front-line anti-
Communist force—finds it necessary to (a)
maintain a mighty jet-nuclear-missile space
defense; and (b) cooperate with free world
allles—in military alliances—to prevent the
outspreading of communism,

Behind such a protective military shield,
we are also attempting to create the eco-
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