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Resolved, That the Secretary oommunl~ate 
these resolutions to the House of Representa.· 
tives and transmit a copy thereof to the fam· 
1ly of the deceased. 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, Senator 
WILLIS SMITH came to the Senate in 1950 
after a long and v-ery distinguished ca
reer in the law. In the few years he has 
been a Member of this body he has en
deared himself to Democrats and Repub
licans alike for his warm and generous 
personality, his lofty idealism, and the 
mental clarity he has brought to every 
problem he considered. 

We were especially happy to have WIL
LIS SMITH as a member of the Subcom
mittee on Internal Security, where his 
profound knowledge of our laws and deep 
respect for the spirit of the law have 
helped us immeasurably. I deeply feel 
his death as a personal loss, and I know 
the .subcommittee will miss his-wisdom 
and quiet courage for a long time to 
come. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the resolution 
submitted by the Senator from North 

: Carolina. 
The resolution was unanimously 

agreed to. 
Under the second resolving clause the 

Presiding Officer appointed the f-ollowing 
' Senators as the committee on the part 
I of the Senate to attend the funeral of 
the deceased Senator: 

Mr. HoEY, Mr. JoHNSON of Texas, Mr. 
CLEMENTS, Mr. WILEY, Mr. GEORGE, Mr. 
LANGER, Mr. RUSSELL, Mr. BYRD, Mr. FER· 
GUSON, Mr. MCC.6.RRAN, Mr. JENNER, Mr. 
~sTLAND, Mr. VVA~. Mr. ~cCLELLAN, 
Mr. HENDRICKSON, Mr. JOHNSTON of 

I. South Carolina, Mr. BuTLER of Maryland, 
Mr. HOLLAND, Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr. STENNIS, 

I Mr. WELKER, Mr. HUNT, Mr. BARRETT, Mr. 
HENNINGS_. and Mr . . PURTELL. 

Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, as a fur
ther mark of respect to the memory of 

, the deceased Senator, I move that the 
1 Senate do now adjourn unti110 o'clock 

tomorrow morning. 
The motion was unanimously agreed 

to; and <at 11 o'clock and ·51 minutes 
a. m.) the Senate adjourned until to
morrow. Sa-turday, June 27, 1953, .at 10 
o'clock a. m. 

II ..... •• 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

.t-. 
r FRIDAY, JUNE 26,1953 
· The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

D. D., offered the following prayer: 
0 Thou eternal God, in this moment ef 

quietness, we are coming unto Thee with 
our prayer of supplication for we have 
many longings and needs which Thou 
alone canst satisfy. 

Give us a more vivid sense of Thyself 
.for if our vision of Thee is cloudy then 
nothing else is clear and w-e continue to 
walk in darkness and are baffled by the 
mystery and hard experiences of life. 

Grant that we may also have a deeper 
appreciation and understanding -of our 
responsibilities toward all the members 
of the human family whose lives are 
blighted by fear, beshadowed by sorr-ows, 
and broken by tragedies. 

We penitently confess that we are of
ten very forgetful of Thee and Thy good
ness and very indifferent and callous in 
our attitude towar-d humanity in its 
struggle for a fuller life. 

Inspire us with the spirit of our blessed 
Lord who gave Himself for the world in 
a ministry of dedication and devotion 
and in perfect obedience to Thy holy 
will. 

Hear us in His name. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of 
yesterday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate, by Mr. Ast, 

one of its clerks, announced that the 
Senate had passed, with an amendment 
in 'which the concurrence of the House 

· is requested, a bill of the House of the 
following title: 

H. R. 5134. An act to amend the Sub
merged Lands Act. 

. The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendment to 
the foregoing bill, requests a conference 
with the House on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and -appoints 
Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska, Mr. MILLIKIN, 
Mr. CoRDON, Mr. MURRAY, and Mr. AN
DERSON to be the conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 

The message also announced .that the 
Senate had passed bills of the following 
titles, in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested: 

S. 1993. An act to ~.mend the National 
. Housing Act, as amended, and the Service· 
men's Readjustment Act of 1944. as amend
ed, with respect to maximum interest rates, 

· the veterans' direct home-loan program, and 
for -otber purposes; and 

S. 2103. An act to amend the- National 
Housing Act and other laws relating to 
housing. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendment o! the 
House to a bill of the Senate of the fol
lowing ti tie: 

S. 694. An act to prohibit the display of 
fl.ags of international organizations or other 
na-tions in equal or superior prominence or 
honor to the flag of the United States except 
under specified circumstances, and for other 
purposes. 

CONTINUING THE EFFECTIVENESS 
OF CERTAIN STATUTORY PROVI
SIONS 
Mr. KEATING. M-r. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's desk the bill <H. R. 3853) to 
amend title 18, United States Code, en
titled "Crimes and Criminal Procedure," 
with respect to continuing the effective
ness of certain statutory provisions until 

. '6 months .after the terminati-on of the 
national emerg-ency proclaimed by the 
President on December 16, 1950, with 
Senate amendments th-ereto, and concur 
in the Senate ame_ndments. 

The Clerk read the title of the blll. 
The Clerk .read the .Senate amend

ments, as follows; 
Page 2, line 6, after "333) ," insert "as 

further amended by Public Law 12, 83d 
pongress." 

. Page 2, line 11, after "71) ,"insert "or such 
earlier date as may be prescribed by concur· 
rent resolution of the Congress." 

Page 2, line 11, strike out "of the kind 
giving" and insert "which would give." 

Page 2, strike out lines 16 to 22, inclusive, 
and insert: 

"'(b) Effective in each case for the period 
above provided for, title 18, United States 
Code, section 2151, is amended by inserting 
the words "or defense activities" immedi
ately before the period at the end of the 
definition of "war material", and said sec
tions 2153 and 2154 are amended by inserting 
the words "or defense activities" immediately 
after the words "carrying on the war" 
wherever they appear therein'." 

Page 3, line 10, after "333) ," insert "as 
further amended by Public Law 12, 83d 
Congress." 

Page 3, line 15, after "·71) ,"insert "or such 
earlier date as may be prescribed by concur
rent resolution of the Congress." 

Page 3, line · 15, strike out "of the kind 
giving" and insert "which would give." 

Page 4, line 8, afte~· "333," insert "as 
further amended by Public Law 12, 83d 
Congress." 

Page 4, line 13, after "71) ,"insert ·"or such 
earlier date as may be prescribed by con
current resolution of the Congress." 
· Page 4, line 13, strike out "of the kind 
giving" and insert "which would give.'' 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
The Senate amendments were con

curred in, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 

EXTENDING THE EFFECTIVENESS 
OF -CERTAIN STATUTORY PRO
VISIONS 
Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent for the immediate 
consideration of the joint resolution 
<H. J. Res. 285) to extend the effective
ness of certain statutory provisions from 
July 1, 1953, to August 1, 1953. 

The Clerk read the title of the joint 
resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the joint resolution, 

as follows~ 
Resolved, etc., Th-at the Emergency Powers 

Continuation ~ct (66 Stat. 330), as .amended, 
is hereby fut'ther amended by deleting the 
date ".July 1, 1953" wherever it appears 
therein and by inserting in lieu. thereof the 
da"f!e "August 1. 1953": Provided, That this 
amendment shall apply only with !'lespect to 
the statutes referred to in sections 1 (a) (1), 
1 (a) (4), 1 (a) (5), 1 (a) (6), 1 (a) (9), 
1 (a) "{HT), 1 (a) (14), 1 (a) (.23), l (a) (.24), 
1 (a) (32), 1 (b) (5), 1 (b) (6), 2 (b), and 
2 (c) . of the Emergency Powers Continu.ation 
Act. 

The joint resolution was ordered to be 
engrossed and read a third time, was 
read the third time, and passed, and a 
motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

COMMITTEE ON RULES 
Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent that the Com
ntittee on Rules have until midnight to
morrow night . to file any reports or reso
lu-ti-ons. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to ESTABLISHING FEDERAL AGENCY 

the request of the gentleman from Dli- FOR THE HANDICAPPED 
nois? 

There was no objection. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts asked 

and was given permission to address the 
House for 5 minutes today, following 
the legislative business of the day and 
the conclusion of ·special orders here
tofore entered. 

GERMANY SHOULD BE REARMED 

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
· unanimous consent to extend my re

marks at this point ·in the RECORD. 
· The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tl.lcky? · 

There was no objection. 
Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I am 

advised that" hearings on bills to estab
lish a Federal Agency for Handicapped 
will open before the House Education 
and Labor Committee on July 6. 

A-s -a sponsor of that bill, and a mem
ber of that committee, I congratula-te 

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan- Chairman McCoNNELL for holding these 
hearings. 

imous consent to extend my remarks at We endlessly discuss, in Congress, the 
this point in the RECORD. need for reorganization and coordil;la-

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to tion of our farftung governmental agen
the request of the gentleman from Flor- 'cies, both in the interest of better ad-
ida? ministration and efficient dispensing of 

There was no objection. public moneys, as well as achieving 
Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, if America greater results in the work of these agen

has never reaUzed it before, she should cies, in dealing with the various prob
realize now the necessity for rearming lems over which they have jurisdiction. 
Germany. We should proceed to rearm Here, in these bills, we have an ef
Germany as rapidly as possible, whether fective plan of coordinating the work 
or not the French like it, and whether of the 35 Federal agencies which, each, 
or not the Russians like it. This is the have. a piece of the handicapped pxo
time for action. We should let the world gram. I hasten to say that this bill is 
know we are alive to the stirrings of not for the purpose of throwing all of 
desperation behind the Iron Curtain. these agencies into one pot, because such 
There East Germans have fought tanks action would only cause greater chaos. 
with their bare hands. The rearming But it is an effort to make a ·start on 
of Western Germany will show them a real coordinating program and fill in 
help is on the way, and it will do much the gaps of the present Federal-State 
more-it will -give to American forces a rehabilitation and employment. of hand-
guaranty of allies who will fight. Ger- icapped programs, so they may work and 
many offers the world a source ci achieve greater efficiency in handling 
strength against communism. It is the problems of our 3il million physically 
time to use that · strength for today we handicapped. 
may be dangerously alone. If world Briefty, the bills provide-
war III were to come now, it would be First. Establishment of an independ-

. ent ·;Federal Agency for Handicapped, 
American troops wh«;> would J::ta~e to try based, for housekeeping purposes, in the 
to stem the Red tide. We cannot de- Department of Labor, and continuing 
fend Europe singlehandedly... But with the Federal-State program on a more 
German divisions in the line, all of adequate basis. 

. Europe would take heart~ regardless of - Second. Establishes the Advisory 
what they say about it today. Council on Affairs of the Handicapped, 

THE LATE HARRY P. O'NEILL 
Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Penn
sylvania? 

There was .no objection. 
Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, it 

was with grief and shock that I learned 
of the passing of our former colleague 
and my personal friend of nearly 20 
years, Harry P. O'Neill, of Scranton, Pa. 

Harry was as sincere and steadfast in 
his personal friendships as he was in his 

' warm and humanitarian feelings for all 
his fellow men. His devoted service in 
this body benefited greatly the people of 
his district and of the Nation and for 
this, as well as for his genial and lovable 
personality, he will long be remembered. 

I extend to his devoted wife and-fam~y 
my deep sympathy in :their loss of trus 
beloved man. 

XCIX-463 

composed of representatives of employ
ers, labor, those qualified in public af
fairs, farmers, and stockraisers, and the 
handicapped themselves. 

Third. Establishes the Federal Inter
agency Committee on Rehabilita-tion and 
Employment of Handicapped, to better 
coordinate the varied activities in this 
field. 

Fourth. Provides a base f.or the pres
ent President's Committee on Employ
ment of Handicapped, set up to promote 
National Employ the Physically Hand
icapped Week, established by Congress 
to set aside the first week in October 
.of each year as a period in which to 
arouse public interest in and support 
for employment of handicapped. 

Flith. Establishes cooperative enter
prises for handicapped, to apply, prin
cipally, to those bedbound, or confined 
to h'Omes, or. from 60 percent to 100 per
cent physicallY disabled, and authorizes 
$1D .million .for this purpose. I believe 
this expenditure, in the long run, would 
do much to lesse:Q. demands for public 
assistance on the part of such handi
.:apped. 

Sixth. Provides a Federal .grant of $60 
per month, through States, which may 
add an additional amount, for aid to the 
totally disabled, unfeasible for rehabili
tation. 

Seventh. Provides an initial sum of $5 
million to establish grants for training 
of homebormd handicapped persons. 

Eighth. Authorizes an expenditure of 
up to $10 million, to est ablish Federal 
services to handicapped revolving loan 
fund, from which States which have ex
hausted their funds for services to hand
icapped, may borrow, between sessions 
of their own legislatures. The purpose 
of this is, since States, for many years 
past, have exhausted funds for rehabili
tation because of the great demand for 
these services, within a few months after 
such ·appropriations nave been made, 
and are, therefore, broke almost half the 
time, and only have enough to barely 
pay administrative costs, but. nothing for 
actual services to handicf!,pped, to pro
vide a means whereby there will be no 
interruption o1 services essential to 
handicapped. 

Ninth. Establishes a division for hand
icapped in the United States Civil Serv
i-ce Commission, t0 expedite examina
tion, rating, and appointment of prop
erly qualified; but otherwise physically 
handicapped applicants. 

Tenth. Establishes an Office of Services 
to the blind, to coordinate and expand 
the varied services to blind. 

Eleventh. Provides special services for 
handicapped in all offices of the Federal
State employment serviees. 

· Twelfth. Provides for promotion of 
public safety programs, to eliminate 
causes of disease and injury in Federal 
buildings, institutions, parks, and so 
forth, and promote erection or remod
eling of buildings with ramps, in addi-

. tion to stairs and/ or elevators, to facili
ta-te passage of the orthopedically anJi 
other handicapped who require such 
aids. 

. Thirteenth. Provides that all Federal 
agencies having a .substantial part in this 
program, shall render reports to the 
agency. 

Fourteenth. Provides special programs 
for the severely handicapped. 

Fifteenth. Provides for establishment 
of rehabilitation -centers throughout the 
United States and its possessions. 

Sixteenth. Provides establishment of a 
Federal second-injury fund. 

Seventeenth. Defines a physically 
handicapped person, as well as one to
tally disabled and unfeasible for re
habilitation. 

In short, Mr. Speaker, this is a com
prehensive, overall program. The Amer
ican Federation of the Physically Handi
capped, headed by president Paul A. 
Strachan, and secretary-treasurer Mil
dred Scott, well known to many of us, 
spent many years developing the genesis 
of this program, and I am sure that they, 
and the experts and specialists with 
wh.om they are constantly in association, 
have brought about a very fine progra-m. 
the culmination of which is, the Federal 
agency for handicapped bills, and these 
deserve, on merit, the support- of the 
Congress. 
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[C:,;.~The president of the United Mine 
·workers of America, Mr. John L. Lewis, 
and Col. RobertS. Allen, syndicated col· 
umnist, along with many others, have 
also worked diligently for the enactment 
of this humanitarian legislation. · 

COMMEMORATIVE OBSERVANCE OF 
THE ADOPTION OF THE DECLARA
TION OF INDEPENDENCE 
Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the concurrent resolu
tion <H. Con. Res. 85) to participate in 
Fourth of July 1953 observance at Inde· 
pendence Hall, Philadelphia. Pa. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk react the concurrent resolu-

tion, as follows: · · 
Resolved by the House of Representative$ 

(the Senate concurring), That the Congress 
of the United States shall participate in the 
Fourth of July 1953 commemorative observ
ance of the adoption of the Declaration of 
Independence at Independence Hall, Phila
delphia, Pa., and the rededication of the 
Nation to the principles upon which the 
United States was founded. The Congress 
further requests the President of the United 
States and the Governors of the several 
States and Territories to be present on this 
occasion. Further, it is the hope of the 
Congress that this shall become an annual 
pilgrimage to the historic ground where our 
independence was proclaimed. 

There is authorized to attend and partici
pate on behalf of the Congress of the United 
States a Member from each State in the 
Senate and t ·he House of Representatives, 
such Members to be selected on the basis 
of seniority. The necessary travel expenses 
of any Member of Congress incidental to the 
performance of duties and responsibilities 
hereunder shall be paid out of the contin
gent fund of the particular House of Con
gress of which such Member is a Member. 

With the following committee amend
ments: 

On page 1, line 7, strike out all after the 
period down to and including "proclaimed." 
on line 12. 

On page 2, line 4, strike out "on the basis 
of seniority" and insert "by the President of 
the Senate and the Speaker of the House. 
respect! vely ." 

The committee amendments were 
agreed to. 

The concurrent resolution was agreed 
to, and a motion to reconsider was laid 
on the table. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. VAN PELT. Mr. Speaker, I make 

the point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Obviously a quorum 
is not present. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I move 
a call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol

lowing Members failed to answer to their 
names: 

Barden 
Blatnik 
Buckley 
Burdick 
Busbey 
Bush 

[Roll No. 67] 
Campbell 
Carrigg 
Case 
Celler 
Colmer 
Coudert 

Dies 
Dingell 
Dollinger 
Dolllver 
Dondero 
Fogarty 

,;.- } · ......... ~ ........ : ,!··-I"' . 

Gwinn .. Machrowlcz Secrest -i.li,;r; •· : • · Mr. McCORMACK. Suppose the first 
Hale ~IUler, Galif. Shelle7 Member is recognized for 1 hour and he 
Hand M1ller, Md. Small 
Heller Morrison Stringfellow consumes 10 minutes, would there still 
Hillelson Nelson Taylor be 9 hours and 50 minutes remaining for 
Hoffman, Ill. O'Konskl Teague debate? 
Horan Patterson Thompson, La. The SPEAKER. There could be, if 
Hyde • Philbin Thornberry 
Kearney Phillips TUck the Chairman of the Committee of the 
Kelly, N.Y. Rayburn Wier Whole recognizes other Members for 
King, Pa. Reed, n1. Wigglesworth that length of time. 
Klein Regan W1llis 
Lucas Richards Wilson, Tex. Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, a. 
McVey Roosevelt Yates parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall, 368 The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
Members have answered to their names, state it. 
a quorum. Mr. BROWN of Ohio. As I understand, 

By unanimous consent, further pro- Mr. Speaker, the matter to be brought 
ceedings under the call were dispensed before us is a House resolution. Will the 
with. House resolution be considered in the 

House? 
PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT 

Mr. POLK. Mr. Speaker, on yester .. 
day I was unavoidably absent from the 
:floor at the· time the motion to recommit 
was made on the bill <H. R. 5728) relat
ing to the disposal of the synthetic-rub· 
ber plants. Had I been present at that 
time, I would have voted ''no" on the mo
tion 'to recommit. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUffiY 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, a 

parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 

state the parliamentary inquiry. 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, in 

the consideration of the matter which 
'is presently to be brought up, unless a 
time for limiting debate is agreed upon 
by unanimous consent, under the law, it 
is my understanding that there can be 
10 hours of debate unless debate is ex
hausted prior to that time. Any agree
ment for a shorter period of time will 
have to be fixed by the House. 

The SPEAKER. That is correct. 
Mr. McCORMACK. A further in· 

quiry, Mr. Speaker. Under the rules ·of 
the House, it is my understanding, it 
then rests with the Chair in accordance 
with the rules of procedure to recognize 
Members for 1 hour. 

The SPEAKER. That is correct. 
Mr. McCORMACK. So that the equal 

division of time, Mr. Speaker, which or
dinarily obtains in general debate where 
a Member on each side controls and 
yields time does not exist in this par
ticular case unless an agreement is en
tered into. 

The SPEAKER. That is correct. 
Mr. McCORMACK. And if a Member 

is recognized for 1 hour, during his hour 
he may yield to other Members; is that 
not correct? 

The SPEAKER. Yes. If a Member 
is recognized for 1 hour and does not 
consume the entire hour, he can yield 
the remainder of the time back to the 
Committee of the Whole, and thus that 
remaining time would be available to 
any other Member. 

Mr. McCORMACK. In other words, 
if a Member is recognized for 1 hour, and 
consumes 10 minutes and yields back 
the remaining 50 minutes, then the 50 
minutes goes back into the pool? 

The SPEAKER. That time will be fn 
control of the Committee of the Whole 
and in control of the Chairman of . the 
Committee of the Whole_ 

The SPEAKER. It will be considered 
in Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Another par
liamentary inquiry, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. As I under
stand, the procedure will be under the 
provisions of the Reorganization Act. 
which allows 10 hours of general debate. 

The SPEAKER. That is correct; if the 
House wants to use that much time. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. That act also 
provides that the time shall be equally 
divided not between the ranking Mem· 
ber and the minority Member but in
stead between those who support and 
those who oppose the resolution. 

The SPEAKER. That is correct. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. And I presume 

under those conditions the Chair will see 
to it that the time is equally· divided, 
which I believe the gentleman in charge 
of the resolution will do anyway; but 
there will be recognition on that basis? 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is quite 
sure that the Chairman of the Commit
tee of the Whole will. see to that. 

REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 6 
Mr. HOFFMAN . of Michigan. Mr. 

Speaker, I move that the House resolve 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for im
mediate consideration of House Resolu
tion 295; and pending that motion, Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
general debate be limited to 6 hours, the 
time to be equally divided and controlled 
by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 
DAWSON] and myself. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, reserv
ing the right to object, I am not under
taking to foreclose debate, but I am sure 
many Members of the House would ap
preciate concluding debate on this reso
lution as soon as possible. The gentle
man from Michigan [Mr. HoFFMAN] has 
assured me that they want to do that. 

In connection with this reservation, I 
might say that if this matter can be dis
posed of today the extension of the 
Housing Authority Act, for which I un
derstand there is a unanimous report 
from the Committee on Banking and 
Currency, and as to which we have a. 
deadline, could be gotten over to the 
other body this evening, and the confer-



1953 CONGRESSIONAL RE>CORp -HOUSE ,7363 
ence report that· the gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. REES] has in charge may be · 
disposed of, it would be my purpose to 
adjourn from this evening over until 
Monday. 

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. Mr. Speak
er, reserving the right to .object, in lim
iting debate to 6 hours, do I understand · 
properly that the gentleman from Mich
igan [Mr. HoFFMAN] is going to control 
3 hours and that the minority will con
t rol 3 hours? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. With
in the discretion of the Speaker; that 
w:::.s my purpose. 

Mr. DAWSON of Tilinois. The gen- . 
tleman so stated in his unanimous-con
rent request, that 3 hours' time be con
trolled by the minority. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
Michig:.:tn [Mr. HOFFMAN] stated that in 
his unanimous-consent request. 

Is there objection to the request of 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
HOFFMAN]? 

·There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the motion. 
The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of House Resolution 295~ with 
Mr: ARENDS in the 'Chair. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol- · 
lows: 

Resolved, That the House of Representa
tives does not favor the Reorganization Plan 
No. 6 transmitted to Congress by the Presi-
dent on April 30, 1953. · 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the agree- . 
ment entered into, the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. HOFFMAN] is recognized 
for 3 hours, and ·the gentleman fro~ 
Tilinois [Mr. DAWSON] Will be recognized 
for 3 hours . . 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. SHORTJ. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, as you 
all know, Reorganization Plan No. 6, 
like all the others, was referred, and 
properly so, to the Committee on Gov
ernment Operations. Nevertheless, I 
believe that every member of that com
mittee and all other Members of the 
House believe th~t this bill dealing with 
the Department of Defense, perhaps in
terests the Committee on the Armed 
Services which is the most vitally inter
ested and responsible committee of the 
House dealing_ with this subject; and 
over on the other side of the Capitol, in 
the other body, the Committee tm the 
Armed Services .as well as the Committee 
on Government Operations is consider-
ing this plan. . 

I am deeply grateful to the gentleman 
from Michigan lMr~ HOFFMAN], in be· 
ing so generous as to yield me 15 min
utes time and I do crave the attention 
of the membership on this very vital 
piece of legislation that seriously a1Iects 
the national defense and security of our 
Nation. · · 

There is no doubt but that all Mem
bers, opponents as well as proponents o! 
the plan, are agreed there are many good 
features in this bill particularly the 
civilian portions ·of it which if adopted 
I think will result in economy, savings 

and ·increased effieiency in our Depart
ment of Def-ense.. The only fear that 
Members have is_because of the increased . 
powers granted to the Chairman of the . 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. I want to remind 
the older Members and to inform the 
younger Members of this House that 
there is no single Member of t:Q.is body · 
who has fought harder at all times in 
and out of Congress against the concept 
of an imperi.al Prussian staff, than I. 

When this plan was submitted to us I 
looked Upon .it ·with suspicion. I was 
m-ost critical about it, and I shared some 
of the fears and apprehensions that 
some Members still entertain concern
ing it. But ha-ling served for a score of 
years on the old Military Affairs Com
mittee and now as Chairman of the 
Committee on the Armed Services, and 
having lived with this problem since its 
inception, being present when we passed 
the National Security Act of 1947 and 
then amended it in 1949, after combing· 
this thing with a fine-toothed comb, it. 
is beyond my ability to imagine how. 
much of a mountain has been made out 
of a molehill. Such a tempest in a tea
pot. 

I think this plan should be adopted in 
its entirety without any modification 
whatever. Now let us see what the plan 
really does. It gives a little increased 
power to the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff which he should have in 
order to .pinpoint responsibility. Along 
with resp0nsibility should go authority. 
You can not divorce the two; they are 
one and inseparable. The Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff is just one of 
four men. You have the Chief of Staff 
of the Army, the Air }i'orce, and the 
Chief of Naval Operations. The Chair
man of the Joint Chiefs, like the other 
three, is a 4-star general or admiral; he 
has no higher rank than the other joint 
chiefs; he receives no more pay, he do'es 
not even have the vote which the other 
three chiefs of staff have. He has no 
command over them. What is his posi
tion? He is simply the chairman who· 
first draws up the agenda and second, 
presides over the meetings, and third, 
informs the Secretary of Defense or the 
President when the three joint chiefs 
cannot agree. 

At the present time the Joint Staff
and let me say that too much importance 
has been attributed to the Joint ·staff
is composed of or can be up to 70 mem· 
bers from each of the 3 branches of our 
armed services, a total of 2.10 officers; 
but at no time has there been more . 
than 129 officers on the Joint Staff. I 
dare say there is not 1 out of 10 Members 
of this House, I doubt whether a ma
jority of the members of our Committee 
on the Armed Services, can tell you who 
has been Director of the Joint Staff. · 

The Director, a three-star general or 
admiral but more or less in the back· 
ground, hidden aWay, has had the au
thority up to now to hire or fire mem
bers of the Joint Staff or to report t<> 
his Chief of Staff of what-ever branch 
of service it might be. Under the pro
posed legislation all the power that is 
given the -Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of .Staff is to approve or disapprove of 
some man put on the Joint Staff by his 
Chief ·of Staff. · The · fact of the matter 
is that even the Chiefs of Staff them· 

selves do not select the members of· 
the Joint Staff. Their personnel · offi
cers do that. The Chiefs of Staff are · 
on a high-policy level, they have grave 
decisions to make, and they cannot be ; 
weighted down with infinite detail and 
minutia. 

This plan simply gives the Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Stat! the · power 
of veto, to remove some rotten egg out 
of the case or some rotten apple out 
of the barrel. You get a few rotten eggs 
and a few rotten apples in the Depart
ment of Defense where you have 3 ~· 
million men in the armed services •. 
Sometimes you get the~ in your lodge,._ 
church, or even in Congress. The Di
rector, because he has no specific au .. · 
thority or responsibility, a rather . ob
scure position, could favor a friend or 
act against someone he did not like. But 
if there is a bad egg in the case or a 
rotten apple in the barrel, some officer, a 
hack or a hangover, who has been fa .. 
vored and who comes to his committee 
meeting at 10 o'clock in the morni;ng 
and leaves at 2 in the afternoon after 
spending half of .the time at the lunch· 
eon hour, the Chairman of the Joint· 
Chiefs of Sta:fi is ·given the authority and 
the responsibility to get rid of that man.-· 
If he fires any member of that Joint 
Staff without good reason, what would 
happen? That fellow on the Joint Staff 
fired could go to the Chief of Staff of the 
Army, the Air Force, or the Chief of 
Naval Operations, and say: "General' .. 
or "Admiral, your Chairman is going to 
fire me." Unless there was good £ause 
for the man to be fired, his Chief of Staff : 
would jump right down the throat of I 
the Chairman. That Chief of staff eould 
even go to the Secretary of Defense or ; 
he could come to the Congress of the 
United States. 

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 1 Staff works directly under the authority ; 
and direction-that is the law, "author .. 
ity and direction"---of the Deputy Sec .. i 
retary of Defense and of the Secretary ~ 
of Defense, both civilians. Of course, • 
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of l 
Staff is a military man of necessity and j! 

be presides over the group, he has only 
the same rank, he receives the same pay~ i

1 he has no command over the Joint 
Chiefs of Sta:fi, he has absolutely no 1 
vote. He acts more or less as a manager 

1

: 
in order to get efficiency and economy 
and to relieve the Joint Chiefs of Staft 
of many of the details that they now 
have to handle. : 

What is the law? Listen to this, and 
I ·quote the National Security Act of I 
1947, section 262 (c) 6, as fi>llows: . :1·j 

Section 202 (c) (6) has this provision: J·; 

"No provision of this act shall be so con- j 
strued as to prevent a secretary of a mut .. ; 
tary department or a member of the Joint 
Chiefs of staff from presenting to the Con
gress, on his own initiative, alter first so in .. 
forming the Secretary of Defense, any rec- ' 
ommendation relating to the Department ot 
Defense that he may deem proper~,. 

And ·then rome people are seeing 
ghosts and goblins. They do not exist. 
There is no substance to such wild and 
weird hallucinations. 

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff under this proposed plan is at all 
times directly responsible to the Secre
tary and Deputy Secretary of Defense, 
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both civilians. He is responsible to the 
President of the United States, his Com
mander in Chief, who is a civilian, and 
he is responsible to the Congress under 
our constant scrutiny. He is circum· 
scribed, hemmed in, and nailed down. 

Now what Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs' of Staff, I do not care whether 
it is Admiral Radford or anyone else
is going to act rashly? Incidentally, I 
am going to take advantage of this 
minute to say that Arthur W. Radford 
is a fine, Christian gentleman, and in my 
honest judgment is about the ablest, 
noblest, and the most intelligent man 
I have ever met, either in or out of uni· 
form. I know he is not going to abuse 
these powers, or anyone who succeeds 
him. No Chairman could . under the 
law. Omar Bradley , would not. One 
reason the Joint Chiefs of Staff hav_e 
not functioned more efficiently is be
cause of the lack of authority given to 
the Chairman of. the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. 

I want to, in closing, take a minute to 
point out the difference between the 
Prussian General Staff versus the Amer
ican General Staff. 

First. International environment-A 
history of German distrust of democ
racy, of a central government at the 
mercy of the chief executive, of a na
tional lust for battle, of figurehead min· 
isters of war-heavily influenced the 
history and power of the Prussian staff 
system; our heritage is one of acute 
suspicion · and distrust of the military, 
of a constitutional civilian commander 
in chief, of civilian se-cretaries with con· 
trol over the military, of checks and 
balances in the Federal system virtually 
making impossible any serious inroad by 
one .branch of the Government into 
another. 
. I studied a year in Heidelberg and a 
year in Berlin, and I have visited Ger
many, I think, a score of times iii. the past 
third of a century. I think I know what 
I am talking about. · There is nothing in 
this Reorganization Plan No. 6 that is 
comparable to a single Chief of Staff or 
the Imperial German General Staff. 

Second. A military elite-severely dis
ciplined, intensely trained, examined, 
and selected,· remaining in the general 
staff throughout a military career-was 
the heart of the Prussian staff system; 
ours has officers, not in a general staff 
corps, ·who are transferred in and out of 
staff duties, the most successful spend
ing the minor part of their military ca· 
reers in the General Staff. 

Third. Operations officers -in the Prus~ 
sian general staff had dominance over all 
other staff divisionS; these are coequal in 
the American staff system, which was 
adopted primarily from the French. 

Fourth. The Prussian Chief of Staff 
had complete control over all military 
affairs; the American Army Chief of 
Staff has no command and functions 
only as the primary military to the civil..: 
ian Secretary and Preside~t in whom 
the power is vested. - . 

Fifth. Prussian general-staff officers 
in the field reported around their 
commanders to the chief of staff; our 
field commanders are supreme over all 
officers in their commands. 

Sixth. The German Oberkommando 
under Hitler and under the Chief of 
Staff, Keitel was the Ministry for De
fense and the advisory organ of the 
Fuhrer in the exercise of his personal 
command; no comparable military or· 
ganization has ever existed in our coun
try, nor have we had any military struc
ture controlling all of our Armed Forces. 

And remember that under the law the 
three civilian Secretaries of the Army, 
the Navy, and the Air Force, or any 
member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, af- 
ter going to the Secretary of Defense, is 
free to come on his own initiative to 
Congress and present any wrong that 
has been committed, or offer any sugges
tion that might be constructive. 

Members of the House, this plan as 
submitted by the President should be 
approved in its entirety and without 
modification. It will increase the effi
ciency and reduce the costs of our De
partment of Defense. ·It will give more 
civilian control over the military. It will 
strengthen our national security. Let 
us vote down any resolution to reject 
or modify this plan in order that it can 
become the law of the land. 

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 20 minutes to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. CONDON]. 

Mr. CONDON. Mr. Chairman, obvi
ously I am in no position to match under
standing of the armed services with the 
distinguished gentleman who preceded 
me. However, I do feel that the matter 
that is before us is an extremely impor
tant one that should be considered dis
passionately and upon its merits by the 
Members of this body. 

Before going into those merits, how
ever, I think a word about the parlia.; 
mentary situation in which we find our
selves is worth while. 

This plan is before this body because 
of the passage ·out by the Government 
Operations Committee, with the recom
mendation that the House do not ap
prove, of House Resolution 295, which 
disapproves of the plan in its entirety. 

I would like to tell you why that reso
lution became necessary. 

The distinguished chairman of our 
committee, the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. HoFFMAN], introduced House 
Joint Resolution 264, which was. an ap
proving resolution of the entire plan 
with the exception of sections 1 (c) and 
1· <d>, the two sections which relate to 
the increased authority of the Joint 

. Chiefs of Staff. That resolution was ap
proved by the House Government Opera
tions Committee by a vote of 14 to 12, 
and was passed over to the Rules Com· 
mittee for a rule to come to the floor. 

I might add that ·our deliberations in 
the committee up to that time had been 
strictly nonpartisan. We have not con-
sidered whether or not we were Demo
crats or Republicans. Several of the 
more prominent Democratic members of 
that committee were on the dissenting 
12 against the chairman's Joint Reso
lution 264, and several of the Republican 
members of that committee were among 
the 14 who voted to send it over to the 
Rules Committee. 

At the time House Joint Resolution 
264, which was an approving re~olution, 

was introduced, purporting to amend the 
plan by approving all but two sections 
of it, I had some doubt as to whether or 
not that was permissive under the Reor
ganization Act of 1949 as amended. I 
expressed that doubt to the chairman 
because I felt that perhaps the proper 
way to go forward would be to introduce 
specific legislation rather than purport
ing to approve part of the plan to do 
precisely the same thing, and with that 
to introduce a disapproving resolution. 
Accordingly, I introduced the bill H. R. 
5845, which would enact into statute all 
of the plan as sent down to us by Presi
dent Eisenhower except sections 1 <c> 
and 1 (d) of the plan. I also introduced 
House Resolution 295, which is before us . 
today. 

Our Committee on Government Oper
ations by a vote of 12 to 11 also sent H. R. 
5845 to tl;l.e Rules Committee. It is my 
understanding that the Rules Commit
tee does not desire to act upon either 
Mr. HoFFMAN's resolution approving all 
but two sentences of the plan and it does 
not desire to act upon my bill enacting 
into law all of the plan as sent down by 
the President except these two sections. 

When we keep talking about sections 
under Reorganization Plan No.6, I think 
it would be well to read those sections· 
because actually there are two sentences. 
Section 1 <c> of Reorganization Plan No. 
6 reads as follows: 

The selection of the members o! the Joint 
Staff by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and their 
tenure, shall be subject to the approval of 
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Section 1 (d) reads: 
The functions of the Joint Chiefs o! Staff 

with respect to managing the Joint Staff and 
the Director thereof are hereby transferred 
to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

In other words, the part of the plan 
that we consider objectionable does two 
things. It gives the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff the right to disap
prove or to discharge any one of the po
tential 210 officers who legally constitute 
the Joint Staff itself. · In other words, 
he has the complete right of veto, and 
the complete right of approval which 
according to this general language, could 
be exercised, if he so desired, without 
even the consultation of the Joint Chief 
of Staff, representing the service in 
which that person serves whom the 
Chairman desires to eliminate. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONDON. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSON. When you say dis· 

charge, you just mean to remove the 
man from the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Mr. CONDON. That is right. 
Mr. JOHNSON. The man is still in 

the service; is that not corte.ct? 
Mr. CONDON. Yes; he is reassigned. 
Mr. JOHNSON. The man goes back 

into his particular branch of the serv
ice. 

Mr. CONDON. That is right. The 
Chairman has the right to keep him otf 
of the Joint Staff and reassign him to 
some other part of . his own service. 

Under section 1 (d), the functions of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff heretofore exer
cised by all four of them with respect 
to managing the Joint Staff and the di-
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rector thereof are tl;ansferred to the' 
Joint Chief, or the Chairman of the· 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. This means, I ' 
presume, that the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs is given statutory authority by
this bill to determine exactly what tasks 
the Joint Staff will consider in doing · 
their· top level strategic planning. ·It is 
as to the wisdom of centering in one · 
man, who after all comes from one of 
the services, the right to control the work 
of -this body which does our top level 
strategic planning. · It is as to the wis
dom of that, that many of us have raised 
a question. We have heard much about 
the fact that we are raising ghosts and· 
goblins that do not exist, and that we are 
seeing dangers that are not real. We 
have confidence in President Eisen
hower. We have confidence in the pres
ent Secretary of Defense. we· have con
fidence in Admiral Radford who is going 
to be the next ·chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, and who will exercise 
these powers, if ·we give them to him. 
But, this is not something that we are 
just doing for the present incumbents. 
We are making changes in the law which 
will continue until such time as we 
change the laws. ·I can see a situation, 
which to me is very real. 

At the present time, we have the 
world's outstanding military leader as 
the President of the United States, Gen
eral Eisenhower. Obviously, no Chair
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is go
ing to be able to influence a man like 
President Eisenhower who is so com
pletely conversant with the Department 
of Defense and with world problems. 
Such influence would be absolutely im
possible under the existing situation. 
We know that. We who are in opposi
tion to this can see that; but remember 
the time will come when we will have a 
President of the United States without 
that tremendous military background 
which President Eisenhower has brought 
to the job. We will have a President, a 
man from civilian life, a man . who does 
not intimately know the strategy'of high-· 
level planning, and a man who is not 
intimately acquainted with the Depart
ment of Defense. If we place such a 
President in office, with a determined, 
strong-minded Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, I am quite sure we are 
moving despite what our learned friend, 
the gentleman from Missouri, said, in 
the direction of the single monolithic 
Prussian-type of general staff. We are 
going to have one man who controls the 
work of the strategy planning of the 
high strategy planning board. We are 
going to have one man who could, by his 
veto, get from all three branches of the 
service, men who follow his general line 
of thinking. Those of you who have 
been apprehensive, let us say, about the 
Air Force being somehow dominated by 
naval aircraft on the issue of who will 
carry the atomic weapons by air, I urge 
you to think of the situation, if you have 
a strategic planning staff which is dom
inated by a man who would favor one 
side or the other when every member 
of that staff keeps his job at the pleasure 
of that Chairman. And to have a mem
ber of the Joint Staff working on only 
those projects that that Chairman or
ders him to work upon. That is the one 

man who would be' advising our civilian 
Secretary of Defense, and that · is the· 
one· man who woulC:l be advising the Pres
ident of the United States. 

Mr. COLE of New York. Mr. Chair
man will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONDON. I yield. 
Mr. COLE of New York. I think the 

gentleman should point out that under 
the law, the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs cannot serve for longer than a 
term ·of 2 years, with the possible excep
tion of 1 additional term, except in war
time. 

Mr. CONDON. That is perfectly true. 
I am not accusing, and none . of the 
critics, those who have advanced criti
cism, are accusing this as establishing a 
Prussian general staff. We are merely 
saying that it is a step down that road. 
And it is a step that we do not think 
we should take without full consideration· 
of what we are doing. 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONDON. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. RABAUT. The gentleman from 
Missouri [Mr. SHORT] said, using his fig
ure of speech, that if he found a rotten 
apple in the barrel, he would remove it. 
I want to know who removes that rotten 
apple today. How is it done now? 

Mr. CONDON. It is done today by the 
action of all four. We had Admiral 
Davis, the former Director of the Joint 
Chiefs, before our committee, and we 
asked him, Was there ever an instance, 
when they_ wanted to remove somebody 
under the existing system and they could 
not do it; whether he could point one 
out to us? There was simply no reply. 
He could give us not one example of 
the rotten egg or the rotten apple on 
the Joint Staff that they should get rid 
of, that they wanted to get rid of, but 
that they did not get rid of. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? -

Mr. CONDON. I yield to the gentle
man from Oklahoma. 

Mr. ALBERT. Is there anything that 
would prohibit the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs from removing an individ
ual if he differed with him on · policy 
grounds.,-is there anything in the reso
lution itself? 

Mr. CONDON. The Chairman could 
remove a man if he disagreed with him 
on policy grounds. Admiral Davis used 
the words, "We want to be able to re
move men who are incompetent or 
stubborn." 

What does the word "stubborn" mean? 
It means someone who vigorously dis
agrees with my point of view. It is the 
so-called stubborn officer who is ob
jecting. 

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

. Mr. CONDON. I yield to the gentle• 
man from Louisiana. 

Mr. HEBERT. Pursuing the tnought 
of. the gentleman that any member of 
the Joint Staff right now could be re
moved under present circumstances, 
while it was answered in the negative. 
that no one had been removed, is not 
the law to the effect that what is sup
posed to be accomplished under this 

Reorganization Act can, in fact, ·be ac
complished right now, under existing 
law? · 

Mr. CONDON. I believe that to be 
true. And the testimony of Admiral 
Davis bears it out, that they have never 
had anybody stay that Admiral Davis, 
as Director, wanted to remove. They 
were moved by concurrence of the other 
Joint Chiefs. 

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONDON. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. SHAFER. Does not the Secretary 
of Defense have the determination in 
respect to removing these people, after 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff decide they are 
to go? 

Mr. CONDON. I assume that the 
Secretary of Defense is over the Joint 
Chiefs, and if he wanted someone out, 
his decision would prevail over that of 
the Joint Chiefs themselves. 

Mr. SHAFER. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. CONDON. Who are some of these 

people who have been referred to as 
seeing ghosts and goblins? It is cer
tainly not just one freshman Demo
crat from California. I backed into this, 
and I am here before you today simply 
because I felt we might have to have the 
disapproving resolution in order to bring 
this matter to the attention of the entire 
House. 

Mr. Ferdinand Eberstadt, who was the 
Chairman of the Hoover Commission on 
the Department of Defense, was one of 
the principal witnesses before our com
mittee. 

This is what Mr. Eberstadt said: 
My opposition to this part of the proposals 

is not based on any belief that putting them 
into effect would immediately create an all
powerful military Chief of Staff with a gen• 
eral staff who might be tempted to influence 
or even dominate the civilian life of the 
country. It would be ridiculous to say that 
the proposals, in and of themselves, go that 
far. It is true, however, that their trend is 
clearly toward the creation of a. supreme 
military Chief of Staff with a. general sta1f. 
My objections are based on this trend and on 
the dangerous possibilities inherent in the 
proposals from the point of view of the secu· 
rity of our Nation in the present precariOU$ 
position of the world. 

That is what Mr. Eberstadt, the head 
of the task force, that spent months in 
consideration of the Department of De• 
fense, says about the trend that this 
proposal makes, the trend which we are 
trying to stop here on the floor. 

The question of the opinion of Presi
dent Hoover was brought up during the 
course of our hearings. References were 
made to the effect that he believed this 
or that. Finally, on Saturday, the last 
day of the hearings, we received the fol
lowing letter, which is part of our record. 

The letter is addressed to our chair
man, the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
HOFFMAN], and from it I read the fol
lowing statements: 
. I had intended to take no part in the divi• 
sion of opinion upon the reorganization of 
the Department of Defense Plan No. 6, but a 
misunderstanding regarding a. telephone con• 
versation seems to require that I do so. ~-· 

I therefore wish to state- . 

This is a former President of the United 
States of America, who perhaps knows 
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more about reorganization of. the execu
tive department than any other person, 
whose influence on previous decisions on 
other plans has had extreme weight with 
this body, this is ex-President Hoover 
speaking: · 

I therefore wish to state that I am in full 
agreement with the plan except--

Except-
for the point raised in the presentation by 
Mr. Ferdinand Eberstadt with whom I fully 
agree. 

In addition to Mr. Eberstadt and ex
President Hoover we had as witnesses 
before us raising the same doubts and 
taking practically the same position, 
such gentlemen as Gen. Robert Wood 
Johnson, retired brigadier general of the 
Army and chairman of the board of 
Johnson & Johnson; Thomas K. Fin
letter, former Secretary for Air; Adm. 
Charles M. Cooke, Gen. Merritt A. Edson, 
and others; representatives of the Army
Navy League, representatives of the Vet
erans of Foreign Wars. So this is not a 
fantasy; or, if it is a fantasy, if it is 
ghosts and goblins, men and organiza
tions of tremendous substance see the 
same ghosts and see the same goblins. 

Here is one thing that worries me, it is 
going to be said and it was said in our 
committee that 90 percent of the plan is 
good, only 10 percent is bad, so therefore 
because I believe in getting the 90 per
cent, although I do not like the 10 per
cent, I am going to vote to let the plan 
become effective. But that is not the 
only alternative; we do not have to take 
the part· of the ·plan that is bad in order 
to get the part that is desirable. 

If this resolution is adopted by the 
requisite number of votes, 218, and the 
plan itself is disapproved in its entirety, 
there is a bill before the Rules Commit
tee right now which has received the 
approval of the subcommittee of the 
Committee on Government Operations, 
and that bill can be brought to the floor; 
there would be no objection to it. That 
bill would go on the Consent Calendar. 
That bill cou)d be acted upon immedi
ately, and we could get everything that 
is of substance and we could eliminate 
those things that we think have. potential 
if not immediate actual dangers. 

I want to emphasize my position very 
clearly in that respect by standing here 
and urging the adoption of my disap
proving resolution. I do so because I 
intend to attempt to get to this floor a. 
bill which will allow us to enact into law 
everything about which there is little or 
no criticism, everything about which we 
believe to be good; and I do not think 
anyone voting for my resolution of dis
approval need feel that somehow it will 
be interpreted as a vote against the ad .. 
ministration, as a vote against the otber 
portions of the plan, because I want to 
emphasize and reemphasize that I am 
not against which some say is 90 per
cent, although I do not believe it is 90 
percent; I am for the six Assistant Sec .. 
retaries of Defense; I am for the aboli
tion of the various boards that are being 
abolished by this plan and whatever_ I 
have just referred to as favorable. Let 
us act upon such legislation. It can be 
enacted by this body and will later be 
enacted by the other body. 

Mr. ·chairman, I yield back the bal .. 
ance of my time. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. HILL
ELSON] be permitted to extend his re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HILLELSON. Mr. Chairman, I 

should like to point out that the prime 
reason for opposition to Reorganization 
Plan No.6 seems to be the fact that this 
will create a general staff based on the 
old Prussian general staff plan. I take 
exception to this reasoning, and should 
like to point out first, the plan contains 
no provision that will give the Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff any control 
whatsoever-any command-over the 
other members of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. 

Second, the plan does not change the 
statutory provision that all four· of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff shall be the prin
cipal military advisers to the Secretary 
of Defense, the National Security Coun
cil, and the President. 

Third, nothing in the plan would per
mit the Chairman to have a vote in the 
deliberations of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Fourth, no provision of the plan mod
ifies in the slightest the statutory duties 
imposed upon all four of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff by section 211 of the National 
Security Act. 

Fifth, no provision in the pl~n enlarges 
the size or influence of the Joint Staff, 
or so weakens the service staff systems. 
or creates an Armed Forces General 
Staff Corps, so it cannot become the 
overall Armed Forces general staff 
which so many of us have fought to 
prevent. 

In my judgment, if Congress will keep 
its eye on these five things and sees that 
the executive branch does not get au
thority to modify these various restric
tions on the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the 
Joint Stair, we need not have any fear 
about a single commander of all the 
Armed Forces or an Armed Forces 
general staff. 

I should like to go on record as being 
in favor of the Presidential Reorganiza .. 
tion Plan No. 6 reorganizing the Depart
ment of Defense. 

PLAN NO. 6 OF 1953 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman,. I yield myself 15 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, perhaps I am in what 
might be termed an unenviable position. 
If I understand the sentiment of my Re
publican colleagues on the Committee
and if. I do not correctly state their po
sition I am sure they will correct me
it seems I am the only Republican on 
the Committee who disapproves of this 
plan. It does not follow, however, that 
I think I have either all of the knowl
edge, the patriotism, or all any other 
good quality that is possessed by the ma
jority members or the Comiiiittee: I 
come here in all humility. I pretest be
cause and only because the solution of 
the issue affects the constitutional pow
ers of the Congress. In my judgment it 
opens the door to a military control of at 
least 75 percent of our expenditures. I 

cannot let a matter of this kind pass 
·without challenge. I just cannot bring 
myself to turn my back on the Honorable 
Herbert Hoover, former President of the 
United States, in order to vote for a plan 
recommended, endorsed, and approved 
by Dean Acheson. More of that later. 

But, as the debate goes on, please re
member-please do not forget-that a 
chart showing the proposed plan was in
troduced in the record of the hearings 
and ordered printed. I have here an 
exact copy of it. On the desk lays the 
copy that went down to the printer. On 
page 251 of the hearings you will find 
what purports to be a copy of that chart. 
But from the copy as printed it is diffi
cult to get a true picture of what the 
chart discloses ~ Why or how it got in 
the record in that way, in that form, I 
do not know, any more than I know-al
though it was offered and received in 
evidence and also read in the record
how what purports. to be a copy of a 
letter from Herbert Hoover on page 260 
of the hearings, got in the record in 
the form it did. 

I only refer to those things to show you 
just how difficult it sometimes is to, on 
the printed page, portray the full mean
ing of an exhibit. 

The most distinguished orator of the 
House-comparisons are hardly proper
a very distinguished orator of the House, 
our good colleague from Missouri [Mr. 
SHORT], stated a few things this morn
ing which are not in accord with the 
record. Then he stated one thing which 
is misleading though he intended no 
such result. He said the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff has no vote, 
which is true. Neither has anyone else 
on the staff. There is no question of 
voting. If the members cannot agree, 
they go elsewhere for a solution. 

He also referred, and this has been 
answered by the gentleman who just left 
the floor, to one bad apple in the barrel. 
Sure. Nobody wants to keep that apple 
in there. But is there a single Member 
of this body who thinks for one moment 
that on the staff as presently constituted 
any member could remain if the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, the Secretary of Defense, 
or the President did not want him? Of 
course not. So there is nothing to that 
argument. The gentleman did not ap
pear as a witness before our committee. 

When this plan was first brought up 
and referred to our committee, the gen .. 
tleman came to me in company with an
other member of his committee and sug .. 
gested that we give consideration to the 
matter. He wanted to know if we would 
object if members of his committee came 
over to our hearings. Do you know what 
my proposition was? I said, "We will 
come over to the committee room over 
at the Armed Services and let you hold 
the hearings." Could anyone do any 
more? · 

Later on he advised me that he had 
been down to the White Honse at least 
three times; that the matter was very, 
very dear to the heart of the President. 
Finally, the day before the hearings 
closed, he wrote me a letter saying that 
he would like to testify the next morn
ing. I immediately answered the letter, 
sent it over by special messenger, telling 
him we would be very glad to hear him. 
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The next morning he came over with a. Then what did the Founding Fathers 
letter which he delivered in person say- do next? They established the office of 
ing he did not desire to appear. And I the President, the Executive, the man 
know he did not intend to create that who is to enforce the laws which the 
impression, but do not let anyone lead Congress writes. Then having in mind 
you to believe that members of the com- what they escaped from in the Old World, 
mittee on Armed Services did not have they went one step further and . they 
an opportunity to appear, if they de- provided a judicial department, which 
sired, and testify, So much for that. should have the authority and the duty 

Before discussing the plan and the o:: interpreting the laws or any admin
manner in which it comes up, and to in istrative orders issued by the Executive, 
some slight degree advise you of the laws passed by Congress, executive orders 
gravity of the situation, let me speak Issued by the President. -
a little generally. Why have we a Con- Washington and his colleagues, his as
gress? Why are we here today? We sociates of those early days, did all that 
are here because our forefathers in their man could -do, so far as we know now, 
wisdom, having been oppressed and per- to protect us ·against our own follies, 
secuted abroad, and having come to this our own foolishness, our own lack of at
country, a wilderness then, to escape tention to our duties and our business. 
persecution and oppression, to have .Not a Member of this House came here 
freedom of action and liberty and to and became a Member until he had held 
worship as they saw fit, established cer- / up his hand and had taken the oath 
tain things by the Declaration of In- administered by _the Speaker to uphold 
dependence. Remember. And then and defend the constitutional processes. 
later on, some years, they wrote a Con- Added to that oath, do you remember, 
stitution. Over in the Library is a copy was the provision "without reservation." 
of it, maybe the document itself, I do That is how we got a Constitution and 
not recall, but I do remember it is "Geo. that is why I am here today, because 
Washington, President" the - Delegate from the bottom of my heart, .from my 

. from Virginia who first signed. But, own experience, and as I read history 
what was the Constitution for? It was I am convinced that -the Constitution is 
to implement the desires expressed in still the best guidance for any people 
the Declaration of Independence. It under any government. 
was to give us an outline of the princi· What have we done? We have yield
pies which, if followed, would give our ed to pressure groups, have we not, farm
people freedom, prosperity, contentment, ers, laborers as represented by individ
and happiness, the things which all peo· uals or organizations, postal employees, 
pie desire, and which we, as a people, veterans, oh, this group and that group, 
from that day on, progressively have en- one after the other, a long parade. They 
joyed to a greater degree than any other come befor.e Congress, and I do not ob
people anywhere at any time. ject to their coming. I think it is well 

Why do I refer to that? Only because that they do come. It is their right. We 
today we are taking another step on the are supposed to be a part of that Gov
downward road. I think the Scriptures ernment and to follow the policies which 
had it the _ broad and easy road which our constituents desire us to follow. No; 
leads to destruction, rather than the hard · I do not object to lobbying. What I am 
and narrow one which leads to the right talking about and what I am objecting 
end. _ to is the blind following that we as Mem· 

In that Constitution, in _order that bers of Congress sometimes yield to those 
there might never be a dictator, to guard groups and hence get legislation designed 
against the evils of government which to favor first this group and then that, 
existed in the Old World and from which leaving out of consideration always the 
they had escaped, they laid down certain overall welfare of our people. 
principles. Because they knew that the But the strongest pressure group, the 
power to issue orders and write laws, and strongest pressure, the most effective 
interpret and , execute those laws, if pressure, comes not from the represent
vested in one man, would destroy liberty, atives of those special groups-oh, no; 
the very first thing they did in the first no, no-but from the administration . . 
15 words in the Constitution was to state Have my Republican friends forgotten 
that the legislative power was vested in their words of condemnation all through 
a Congress. Recently, and again today, the Roosevelt and the Truman adminis
we are ignoripg that provision; we are trations when our people referred to the 
following a reorganization plan. While Congress-and I came here when there 
the Constitution vests the legislative were 89 Republicans, that was all. There 
power, the power to write laws, in the was no struggle over committee assign
Congress, and while the Constitution ments. We were begged to take this one, 
states specifically that the only way a that one, and one more, please. Do you 
proposal can become law is after it has remember what we said, what our con
received a ·majority vote · from each stituents said, what the people said? 
House of the Congress, today we are pro· uoh, that Roosevelt rubber-stamp Con
ceeding under a Reorganization Act gress made up of yes nien-yes men
which permits a President of the United yes men." 
States to write a law unless, within a The CHAIRMAN. The · gentleman 
specified time, either the House or the from Michigan has consumed 15 minutes. 
Senate vetoes it. We have reversed the Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
constitutional process of legislation •. and Cpairman, I ·yield myself 5 additional 
you cannot get away from it. Orders minutes. 
from the White House, no matter who-is Mr; Chairman, it took us so long, so 
there, will never induce me to vote or go long .to get' this bill before the House 
along with an unconstitutional pro• and the .road was so hard and so difficult 
ceeding. that I do not hesitate today to take all 

the time· I think I might need, and 
further I am willing that anyone who 
desires to go to lunch or go out in the 
halls or visit or anything you want to do, 
may do so. You cannot talk to the gal
leries under the rules of the House, but 
if the galleries want to listen, I cannot 
prevent that. 

Mr. Chairman, what else have we done. 
This is just general. I am just trying 
to bring us down to date. We have en
slaved our people. First, we bankrupted 
the Nation; and then we enslave our 
people by imposing tax burdens that are 
burdensome. Then, we send the Repub
lic's men to war in Korea. You say we 
did not? Well, we did not stop it~ · 
Today, as I stated before, we are on this 
road which leads, in my judgment, to a 
further surrender of the constitutional 
legislative power. Recently, we had an 
amendment to the reorganization bill, 
which, as I tried to explain before, re
versed the legislative process. Still more 
recently, we had the Brown bill. What 
does it do? It creates a commission to 
study the present situation and guide the 
Congress as to what -it should do with 
reference to legislation in · the future . 
All right, well and good, but the impli· 
cation that one of - my constituents 
placed upon _it is indicated by his ques
tion to me which was-why does not the 
Congress do that job itself instead of 
farming it out and paying someone else 
to do it? 

Then we had the Halleck bill that was 
passed by the House. What does that 
bill do? That bill creates another com
mission. To do what? To take over the 
functions of the House Committee on 
Government Operations-a subcommit
tee of which has been studying that very 
issue for weeks. Again we shirk our re .. 
sponsibility. Do you get the point? 
Step by step this Congress--shall I say 
either because of a lack of ability or 
because we are indolent?-keeps passing 
these jobs to these special committees 
and commissions. 

That is not the end of the story. The 
Constitution says that everyone shall 
have the right of petition. If I read the 
press right this morning, the great Com
mittee on Ways and Means, on which my 
colleague the gentleman from New York 
has served with distinction for some 
thirty-odd years-a gentleman who cer
tainly knows ·something about the past 
history and the present ways and means 
legislation, a man who introduced the 
first bill in this session-as I say, the 
great Committee on Ways and Means 
was rebuffed. His bill went over to the 
Committee on Rules. I do not know 
whether the Committee on Rules heard 
him or not, but, in any event, they did 
not give him the right to come to the 
fioor, but the members of the Committee 
on Ways and Means should not feel bad
ly about that. The Committee on Gov
ernment Operations has been treated 
worse. Our committee, as the gentleman 
from California has told you, went to the 
Committee on Rules by means of a letter 
and we asked in substance, "Please, may 
we be heard on an application for a 
rule?" I was advised the next day-and 
they got the letter because I took the pre
caution of calling the clerk who ascer· 
tained whether our written request was 
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there, and it was-and I am not criticizM to get it before, but did not get it until 
ing all the members of the Committee on this morning. 
Rules because I understand the chairM Something like this was submitted to 
man himself, the gentleman from Illi- the Joint Strategic Services Committee, 
riois [Mr. ALLEN], was the man who serving on the Joint Chiefs of Staff or
shoved it in his pocket. All right. So ganization. Do you get it? That is the 
you have what? You have an adminisM subcommittee, you might say, of the 
t ration which is telling two committees overall Joint Chiefs of Staff organizaM 
of the House-and the command is carM tion. And I do not care what anyone 
ried by our leadership down to the Com- sa.ys to the contrary, that is the record. 
mittee on Rules-that two committees of They disapproved of this plan. And yet 
the House just cannot be heard. it is brought here with the intimation, 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the · if not with the direct statement, that it 
gentleman has again expired. passed muster fn the defense organiM 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I yield zation. 
myself 5 additional minutes, Mr. ChairM How do you like it? And who ap-
man. proves of it? This chart that I have 

I am sorry, I will have indigestion for shows that on nine propositions which 
a month if I do not get this off my chest. came before the Eberstadt Task Force 
The rest of you, on other committees, Committee-and, by the way, recomM 
can sit back and smile, if you want to, mending this plan-is the Nelson RoekeM 
but you may be next on the list. feller Commission. We had their con-

What was the use of Washington and elusions, we had their report, but when 
his associates writing a Declaration of we asked for the record to show the facts 
Independence if now oomeone in the on which that report was based they 
Presidential omce-and I care not who said "No"; and we never had them. 
he is-someone in that office says, "No, How many days did they meet? W'e 
you cannot even be heard unless you do do not know. The record shows ·here, 
what I want." and you will find it on page 100 of the 

I will put most of the rest of this into hearings- · 
the RECORD, but let me get back now to The CHAmMAN. The time of the 
the bill · gentleman from Michigan has expired. 

Do you know what the bill is? · There Mr: HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
are minor defects in this. Like all re- Chairman, I yield myself 2 additional 
organization plans, it is not specific. minutes. 
And you will never get a reorganizaM The record shows on page 100 of the 
tion plan that is, because it only asks hearings that the Eberstadt Commission 
for a grant of power to do what those held hearings for 150 days, and they 
in charge of that particular activity came UP-here ·is Eberstadt's testimony, 
want to do now and what they think page 99, and I wish you would listen 
they may want to, do in the future. That to- this: 
s_ituation grows out of the very nature Mr. HoLTZMAN. would you say, from your 
of the beast of reorganization-that conversation with Mr. Hoover and your gen
plan of doing business. eral knowledge of this particular problem, 

Ths plan, in its overall aspect, was not that the Commission. the Task Force of the 
objectionable to many, ·but there are two Hoover Commission, was opposed to provi
sections, subsections (c) and (d) of sec- sions (c) and (d) of section I? 
tion 1. which are . bad-which are bad. Mr. EBERsTADT. I think the Task Force of 

the Hoover Commission, without any ques-
The orator from Missouri, from the tion at all, would have disapproved subdivtM 

Ozarks, as he would put it, is absolutely sion (c) and (d) and I read you the com
wrong when he tries to convince you mission's recommendations on that subject 
that the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs- and there is nothing in the report to indicate 
of Staff cannot do much of anything, that the Commission would have approved 
The Chairman, under those two sections, it. There is a great deal to indicate that the 
has the right-let me put it this way. minority group would have approved it, but 
Under those two sections, the tenure of not the Commission. 
omce, the appointment of office of all Minority group. There it is again. 
members of the Joint Staff, 210 of them, Nine propositions fundamental on this 
the men who formulate the policy, who plan and on the nine Mr. Acheson disM 
supply the ammunition for the activities approved, and the plan goes along with 
of the Defense Department, say what five in opposition to the Hoover Com
should be done and how it should be mission. 
done-the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs I say to my good friends who have 
of Staff has the authority to put the been talking.-the Hoover letter was read, 
veto on the appointment of each and I will read it once more. He is referring 
everyone of them. to this Eberstadt testimony: 

You give me the power to say who shall I had intended to take no part In the dl-
be elected to the House and how long vision of opinion upon the reorganization 
YOU shall serve-and that is the ques- of the Department of Defense Plan No. 6, 
tion in its simple form; that is the but a misunderstanding-
issue-you give me that power as we give Somebody misunderstood and mis-
it to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs. . quoted-
of Staff, and you are through, if I do . 
not like the cut of your hair or the color regarding a telephona conversation seems 
of your necktie. And there is not any to require that I do so. 
argument there, there cannot be any He made the statement:· 
argument about it. I am in full agreement with the plan ex-

Whose plan is it? This plan was cept for the point raised in the presenta
never written by the administration. I tion of Mr. Ferdinand Eberstadt with whom 
will tell you by whom it was written; or r fully agree. · 
rather I will tell you who did not ap-- Now I say to my good friends who have 
prove of it. I have it right here. I tried been goin~ along with the Hoover com-

mission's recommendations, holding up 
the Hoover Commission and its task 
forces as the grounds for your approval 
of legislation, I ask you now, Are you 
going along? Are you going along with 
the Hoover Commission? Are you going 
along with Mr. Hoover who, because of 
newspaper reports, felt impelled to make 
this written statement? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio.. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I yield. 
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from Michigan has again ex-
pired. · 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield. myself 10 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The gentleman 
by his glance and his attitude seems to 
be pointing his question to me and I 
would Iike to answer it .. He asked the 
question whether I am going along with 
Mr. Hoover. !certainly am. I am going 
to support this plan which Mt. Hoover in 
his letter said he supported, because the 
only question we have before this pouse 
is whether. or not we are going to adopt 
this plan in its entirety or reject it rn 
its entirety; and the sections. (c) and (d) 
are not here for debate or for amend
ment or change, This cannot be amend· 
e.d or changed. 

The ex-President has said he favored 
the plan in its entirety, and I am going 
along with him and I hope the gentle
man from Michigan will do likewise. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. AP· 
proved the plan in its entirety. 

Mr. ROOSEVELT; Mr. Chairman, 
will the· gentleman yield? 
. Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. No, not 
now, in just a minute. Did you hear 
that? Did you hear that? That ex. 
President Hoover said he favored the 
plan in its entirety. 

In order that there may be no mis
understanding, what did he say? 
· I therefore wish to state I am in iull ac· 

cord with the plan except-

- Does "except" mean anything to you? 
Except for what?-
except for the point raised in the presen
tation of Mr. Ferdinand Eberstadt, with 
whom I agree. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The exception 
is not before the House, as the gentle
man well knows. 

Mr. ROOSEVEL'l". Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield at that point? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Not 
yet; I want to correct the REcoRD. 

The first thing the gentleman from 
Ohio said was that by my glance-and 
I guess it was words, I am not sure about 
that-but by my glance, and I guess by 
my words he thought I was addressing 
my question to him. In all humility and 
with sincere apologies, let me say per
haps I looked that way, but I was looking 
at Republicans generally. I did not no
tice the gentleman, although that seems 
an impossible statement to make, and I 
was in no way referring to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I appreciate 
the gentleman's remarks. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Will the 
gentleman address the Chair? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Michigan will proceed. 
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Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I have no objection to the 
gentleman addressing the Chair and ask
ing me to yield. 

Do you see the situation? As a loyal, 
not original but ultimately Eisenhower 
man, our good friend from Ohio still 
says that Mr. Hoover endorses the plan. 
What do you think about it? You can 
think it over. You can read the RECORD. 
The intimation, the implication is, of 
course, that if Mr. Hoover were given 
the privilege of voting he would vote for 
it. Do you think he would with provi
sions (c) and (d) in it? 

I leave the case here. I am not so
liciting votes. I am fully aware of the 
ultimate result. I am only desiring to 
put in the RECORD for future Congress
men who may be more experienced and 
know more about the facts that here 
again today we are taking another step · 
away from constitutional government. 

Earlier this week, in a case which in
volved the rights of a soldier seized by 
military police in Pittsburgh and taken 
to the Far East for trial, in issuing a 
writ of habeas corpus commanding that 
the soldier be brought back to Pitts
burgh, Judge Holtzoff said: 

One of the foundation stones of the Re·
public is that the civilian power shall at 
all times be superior to military power. 

It is the duty of the Congress as well 
as of the court to preserve constitutional 
government. 

Not a single witness appeared in de
fense of provisions (c) and (d) of sec
tion ·1 of Reorganization Plan No .. 6, 
which give additional arbitrary power 
to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, other ·than officials of the Execu
tive De_partment, unless it be said that 
Admiral Leahy was such a witness. 

Admiral Leahy's testimony-hearings, 
pages 207-225-was to the effect that, 
·during World War I, no such power was 
exercised by any individual other than 
the President; that the procedure then 
followed proved to be effective; that two 
wars had been won while it was in effect; 
that the President and the Secretary of 
'Defense now had all necessary authority 
to accomplish desired objectives, Qut 
tliat, if the President wanted the power, 
he, Admiral Leahy, would give it to him, 
evert though he thought it unnecessary 
and might lead to disastrous results. 

On the other hand, persons of national 
prominence, men of experience, who had 
demonstrated their ability, both in ci
vilian Ufe and during wartime, came at 
their own expense and because of their 
deep concern and fear of the danger 
inherent in subsections (c) and (d), to 

·oppose those provisions. 
Let me quote some of the testimony of 

these witnesses, who, judged by any 
standard, admittedly were competent, 
qualified, and knew whereof they spoke. 

Ferdinand Eberstadt, who was · chair
man of the Hoover Commission Task 
Force on the National Security Organ
ization, said: 

I feel sure that some--possibly many..:.. 
of those who conceived these proposals inay 
not have thought tbe~ consequences 
through. The statement In 'the report of 
the Rockefeller committee that their rec
ommendations "are consistent with the 

basic principles of the reports of the Com
mission on Organization of the Executive 
Branch (the Hoover Commission) and ·its 
Task Force on National Security Organiza
tion" confirms my opinion in this connec
tion. If my analysis as to the. effect of 
those paragraphs of the proposals with 
which I have dealt is correct, they_ conform 
more closely to the recommendation of a 
dissenting minority of the Commission 
headed by its Vice Chairman, the former 
Secretary of State, Dean Acheson, than to 
the recommendations of the majority, 
headed by its Chairman, President Hoover. 

Mr. Eberstadt added that the sub
stance of subsections (c) and (d) was 
"undesirable at any time and in any 
circumstances. At this time and in 
present circumstances, I regard it as ex
tremely hazardous." 

General Johnson asked the Congress 
to "see this issue in its proper historical 
perspective,'' Only by so doing, he said, 
could the Congress see "its true nature 
and danger." General Johnson told the 
committee that these pr.ovisions "would 
have the inescapable result of making 
the so-called Chairman"-of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff-"a Chief of Staff." 
From a man of General Johnson's back
ground and conservative . reputation 
these words should cause a calloused 
Congressman to stop in his tracks. 

Hearings on plan No.6, page 44: 
Few indeed are those who realize the ex

tent of the direct and indirect power of the 
military in our Nation today. Few are those 
who realize how determined, dangerous, and 
nearly successful was the military's effort 
to gain control of key areas of our economy 
in World War n. 

Hearings on Plar.. No: 6, page 49: 
As one deeply concerned over our future 

national security, I cannot but observe that 
your committee is faced with a most grave 
and serious issue. You are being asked to 
do, by reorganization, that which I am cer
tain Congress would never do by legislatioa. 
You are being asked to adopt the devices of 
totalitarianism which Congress, with its 
wisdom, has always resolutely opposed. 

You are being asked to adopt what the 
Hoover Commission and its task force on 
national security rejected as dangerous to 
America. . . 

You are being asked to adopt that which 
the Hoover Commission minority, consisting 

-of Mr. Dean · Acheson and others, recom
mended as a key feature of the power of the 
Chief of Staff of the armed services. 

Former Secretary of the Air Force 
Finletter was seriously concerned. In 
his opini"On, the proposed arrangement 
would "interfere with the proper pres
entation of the case of airpower." 

Hanson W. Baldwin ranks as one of 
the best known of the Nation's military 
writers. Mr. Baldwin takes s~rious issue 
with this reorganization plan. Accord
ing to Mr. Baldwin: 

The post of Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
should, perhaps, be abolished, rather than 
strengthened. It has taken on duties and 
prerogatives and prestige _ never intended, 

· and it has had little compensating counter-
value • . 

Commentator David Lawrence writes: 
The provision-

Subsections (c): and (d) of section 1 
of the plan-

. is the one that would set up the .equivalent 
of a Prussian general staff :with a single 
mllitary man at its head. 

An article by David Lawrence, and'' 
published yesterday, a copy of which was 
inserted 'in the daily copy of the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD at page 7336, pointed 
out that by an approval of plan No. 6 
the Congress-
will confirm its own .abdication of the legis
lative function on matters of governmental 
organization. No President hereafter will 
seek amendments of basic law if he feels he 
can get away with .a single package of amend
ments of his own choosing by simply calling 
it a reorganization plan. 

• • • • • 
The vice of the current Defense Depart

ment plan is that it puts one man next to 
the Secretary of Defense, enabling him not 
only to influence the latter with respect to 
his own views but also to support them by 
recommendations from a staff of "yes men" 
who can be chosen by the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs over the protests of the Joint 
Chiefs themselves. 

• • • • 
Worst of all, the present situation in the 

. House illustrates how the Executive can 
force the repeal or amendment of basic laws 
without affording Congress an · opportunity 
to modify a single phrase or to delet e a 
single paragraph without voting down the 
whole thing. 

The Veterans of Foreign Wars, offi
cially communicating its position to the 
Congress, referred to this reorganiza
tion plan as "the methods that stimu
lated militarism, enslaved the"-Ger
man-"nation that tolerated them, a.nd 
lost two great wars. They are methods 
that are, in practice and theory, un
American"-hearings, page 42. 

Heari:t;Igs, page 41: 
If the pertinent provisions of Reorganiza

tion Plan No.6 go into effect, the JCS Chair
man will have practically every power that 
would have been accorded a Chief of Staff of 
the armed services as proposed by the Dean 
Acheson minority of the Hoover Commis
sion. 

In fact, a point-by-point analysis of the 
Acheson minority's recommendation will 
disclose how faithfully the development of 
the JCS Chairman's role has coincided with 
the Acheson proposal for a Chief of Staff of 
the armed services. It is most important 
to realize that the idea of making the Joint 
Staff subordinate to the senior military om
cer, who presides over the JCS, as proposed 
in Reorg-anization Plan No. 6, did not have 
its origin in the Rockfeller Commission re
port, but rather in the Acheson minority re
port to the Hoover Commission. 

General Merritt A. Edson, one of the 
few general offices who holds the Con
gressional Medal of Honor, implored the 
Congress to "look upon the present pro
posal not as a complete entity but as a 
part of a yet uncompleted plan. It is 
one thing for Congress to reverse its 
stand of 1946 and to create a single com
mander of the Armed ·Forces and an 

-overall National General Staff of the 
Prussian type, which it has steadfastly 
refused to do. It is something else again 
to suddenly become a ware sometime in 
the future that it has reached the same 
end through its failure to recognize the 

.importance of numerous and apparently 
isolated pieces of legislation such as the 
one now under consideration." 

These men know that there. exists ex
tremely substantial grounds for their 
fears. We have only to refer to the Bu
reau of the Budget's own publication The 
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United States at War, page 129, with 
foreword by Harry S. Truman: 

As shown by the industrial mobilization 
plan, it was the doctrine of the Army that 
'the military should take direct control of 
all elements of the economy needed for war, 
once war was declared. Under "total" war, 
this would include total control of the Na
tion, its manpower, its facilities, its econ• 
omy •. 

None of these men-no, not one-has 
ever shown any symptoms of _being sub
ject to delusions, illusions, or hallucina
tions. 

Each knows whereof he speaks. None 
is . seeing ghosU3, ghouls, goblins, as 
charged by our Ozark orator, or setting 
up a straw man, as intimated by the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. VINSONL 

Each and every one is a realist. Each 
has been successful in his chosen profes
sion. 

Certainly neither the ability nor the 
patriotism of any one of them can be 
questioned. 

The considered judgment of each, 
based upon his experience, his knowl
edge of public affairs, of the military 
service, is that the plan, so long as it car· 
ries subsections (c) and (d), opens the 
doors to "total control of the Nation, its 
manpower, its facilities, its economy." 

The paragraph just quoted ends with 
this statement: 

The Army never gave up the effort to in• 
crease its control in these areas. 

That purpose it still has today-June 
26, 1953. 

Having heard the witnesses, having 
read the stenographer's transcript of the 
testimony and the exhibits, I cannot, I 
will not, turn my back on my former 
President, Herbert Hoover, the Hoover 
Commission, the Eberstadt task force, 
Eberstadt himself and the opinions of 
such distinguished men as Gen. Robert 
W. Johnson, Thomas K. Finletter, Adm. 
Charles M. Cooke, Jr., Maj. Gen. Merritt 
A. Edson, Adm. Richard R Edwards, 
Adm. Ernest J. King, and of the Veterans 
of Foreign Wars, in order to follow Dean 
Acheson. 

Mr. DAWSON of Dlinois. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentle
man from Massachusetts [Mr. Mc
CoRMAcK]. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 
the position I take is as an individual. 
The Democratic Party, as far as I know, 
has taken no position on this particu
lar matter. It is one for individual 
Members to vote upon in accordance 
wit~ their own views and without regard 
to information on the position of the 
leadership. So, Mr. Chairman, I am 
speaking not as assistant minority 
leader or whip, but in my individual 
capacity as a Member of the House. 

When I started to consider this re
organization plan I was in a sort of two 
states of mind. Naturally there is the 
presumption that runs in favor of any 
plan submitted by a President. Then I 
read in the newspapers about a Prussian
ized general staff and all those things, 
which caused my mind to become rather 
curious. The more I went into the hear
ings the more I became convinced I 
should vote for the plan. 

I am not afraid of the power given 
to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 

Staff. He certainly should have the 
power to prepare the agenda. There is 
no veto power, as I understand it. The 
power of approval will not be used ar
bitrarily. Those things come up 
through many avenues and in many 
ways. I am not at all afraid of the ar
bitrary use by the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff of any powers given to 
him by this plan. 

Mr. CONDON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. CONDON. As a matter of fact, 
under existing law without this plan, 
the Chairman approves the agenda, is 
that true? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I suppose so. 
Mr. CONDON. The gentleman states 

the power will not be used arbitrarily. 
It there anything in the plan offered 
here that puts any limitation on the 
powers we are. giving him? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I thoroughly un
derstand and respect my friend's view; 
I just disagree with him. I have no 
disturbed feelings about this particular 
plan so far as sections (c) and (d) are 
concerned. If anyone else has, I 
thoroughly respect their views but dis
agree with them. 

I think it is the proper thing to do. 
I think the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff should be put in a position of 
dignity and strength because the na
tional interest in our country is involved 
in this and we have to have, particularly 
in the military field as well as the civil
ian field, some kind of direction and 
authority under the law. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. As a matter of fact, 
the members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
can propose any matter that they want 
to go on the agenda and the chairma:o. 
must place that on the agenda because 
the chairman has no vote. And they 
do have the vote to put it on the agenda. 

Mr. McCORMACK. That is my un
derstanding. 

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the 
gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. Does not 
the gentleman know that the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff never decide a matter by 
vote; never take a vote by deciding to
gether? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I think that is 
exercising very good judgment; that 
there should be, on such an important 
matter, a matter of unanimity. Those 
things have been discussed before. We 
have the same problem here. The lead
ership of both parties has the same 
problem. There are consultations going 
on all the time. Views of Members are 
obtained and sought in human conduct 
with one another. We cannot take the 
-Joint Chiefs of Staff and separate them 
from any other human-conduct, and we 
realize that there is not only consulta
tion among the Joint Chiefs of Staff, but 
other generals and other -o:mcers in all 
branches of the service. _ 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will .the 
gentleman yield?. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the gen
tleman from· Minnesota. 

Mr. JUDD. Is it not true that in deal
ing with matters· involving the internal 
workings of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
under present arrangements· they have 
to act unanimously or as a group; but 
when it comes to strategic plans ·and de
cisions, .they maintain their independent 
positions if they are not in agreement, 
and one of the functions and duties of 
the chairman is to report to the Presi
dent when it is impossible to get agree
ment on such issues among the three 
Joint Chiefs of Staff; is that not cor
rect? 

Mr. McCORMACK. That is my un;. 
derstanding.-

So far as control by the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff is concerned, 
let me call your attention to a matter 
that happened only a few weeks ago. 
One of the Joint Chiefs of Staff is Gen
eral Twining of the Air Force. General 
Twining appeared before the Senate 
Committee and he was asked his views 
on the 143 Air Force group, and he came 
out absolutely in favor of it. These men 
are not going to be subjected to domi
nation. These men have given their 
whole careers to the service. They are 
men of strength and dignity and of 
character; they are men that are not 
going to have their views domina ted by 
anyone if they have fixed views involv
ing the national interest of this country. 
They are going to assert them. And, 
General Twining did only the other day 
before he was confirdmed. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the 
gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Will this reorganiza
tion plan give any better protection to 
an omcer in the Armed Forces who wants 
to come before ·this Congress and testi
fy? Will it give him any more protec
tion than it gave to Admiral Denfeld 
when he was shanghaied out of the 
Navy? 

Mr. McCORMACK. Take the case of 
Admiral Fechteler only a few weeks ago, 
when he was removed 15 or 18 months 
before the termination of his service on 
12 hours notice. But, in answer to the 
gentleman, I do not think it will, but 
that is human conduct, unfortunately. 

Mr. GROSS. · But there is a provision 
in the Unification Act which provides 
that a member of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff can come before Congress and tes
tify. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 
asks me a question, and I am telling you 
I know all about it. I am saying in prac
tical operation I do not think this will 
protect him any more than anything 
else, but I do not know what you can do 
to protect him any more than anything 
else. I was with Admiral Denfeld when 
he was removed. 

Mr: GROSS. So was I. 
Mr. McCORMACK. I was for him 

strong. 
Mr. GROSS. So was I. 
Mr. McCORMACK I did not think 

it was right. I said so at the time; I say 
so now. We had the illustration of Ad

.' mira! Fechteler only a few weeks ago 
~ under another administration. I do not 
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know how·you aTe going to correct that, 
and this plan should not' be confused 
with that, because that is another mat
ter. 

But, the .principal question revolves 
around the general staff. I read it in 
the newspapers and I looked into it, and 
Mr. Eberstadt admitted in the questions 
I submitted to him . that this plan does 
not establish a general staff. You will 
find it on page 92 of the hearings and on 
page 93. After a number of questions he· 
admitted he feared it was a trend in that 
direction but he definitely said that it did 
not even establish a general staff. Even 
my good friend, former Secretary Fin
letter, whom I admire very much, and 
who led the fight for the 143 Air Force 
grouP--and I fought shoulder to shoul
der with him and had it put through in 
the last Congress-opposed it, but he 
frankly admitted that this did not estab-:
lish a general staff. l said to him: 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Secretary, I take it 
from your statement, expressing your views, 
that you are not presenting to this co~m.it
tee the argument .or thought that this par-: 
ticular plan does produce in itself a single, 
monolithic establishment but, in connection 
with the past history, going back to the orig~ 
inal Unification Act and the amendments 
thereto, that if this plan is put into opera
tion you fear that it is a trend in that di
rection and that later on it might develop. 

Mr. FINLETTER. I would put it this way, Mr. 
McCoRMACK: I think it confirms the trend 
toward centralization of power in the De
partment of Defense and the diminution o! 
the responsibilities of the sev-eral services. · 

Mr. McCoRMACK. But it doesn't .in it,. 
self-- · 

Mr. F'INLETl'ER. No. 
Mr. McCoRMACK. Produce a single, mono

lithic establishment? 
Mr. F'INLETTER. It does not; no. 

It seems to me that that settles this 
question of a general staff or fear of a 
Prussianized general staff. I cannot 
conceive of that in America . . We all re
member that under Bismarck the gen
eral staff served a civilian, but when · 
Bismarck died and they had weak civil
ian leaders, that is when. the military 
took over; and they had a weak legisla
tive body. But here we have not only 
the Secretary of Defense. and the Presi
dent but we have the Congress of the 
Unitec! States, a separate and independ
ent branch of onr Government. ~owe 
have many salutary controls over any 
arbitrary exercise of power. 

While I thoroughly respect the views 
of my friends who differ with me, there 
is nothing about this that scares me. I 
think we ought to go along with the plan. 
After it goes into operation, then the 
responsibility for its administration 
rests. as we will all agree and you will 
'Rll admit, upon President Eisenhower 
and the present administration. 

I am for the plan. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 

Chairman, I yi-eld 15 minutes to the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. RIEHLMAN]. 

Mr. RIEHLMAN. Mr. Cnairman, we 
have heard considerable heated debate 
about two sections of the reorganization 
plan which is before the House this af
ternoon for consideration. 

First, may I say very humbly to the 
Members that I . do not come here this 
afternoon _as a great expert on military 
affairs. 

Mr. JONAS · of illinois. -Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIEHLMAN. I yield.-
Mr. JONAS of lllinois. Do I correctly 

understand that the plan that has been 
submitted by the President canna:t be 
amended on the floor of the House? We 
have to take it as isZ 

Mr. RIEHLMAN. That is correct. 
You have to vote it either up or down. 

Mr. JONAS of Illinois. Then what is 
the purpose of House Resolution 295? 

Mr. RIEHLMAN. As I understand, 
House Resolution 295 is a rejection reso
lution. If we vote for the resolution we 
will reject the plan. If we vote against 
the resolution we will be voting for the 
plan. 

Mr. JONAS of Illinois. If we vote for 
House Resolution 29-5 we will reject the 
plan? 

Mr. RIEHLMAN. We will be reject
ing the plan; that is correct. 

Mr. JONAS of Illinois. The plan the 
gentleman refers to is the reorganization 
plan as submitted by the President in its 
entirety? 

Mr. RIEHLMAN. That is correct. 
Mr. JONAS of Illinois. If we vote the 

other way, then the plan is adopted? 
Mr. RIEHLMAN. The plan will be

come effective after the 29th of Jun~ 
1953. . -

Mr. JONAS of Illinois. What is the 
number of votes required? If we reject 
the plan, does it require the vote of -a 
majority of all the Members? 

Mr. RIEHLMAN. To reject the plan, 
it requires a constitutional majority of 
the Members of the House, 218. 

Mr. JONAS of Illinois. To approve it, 
it requires the same? 

Mr. RIEHLMAN. No. We do not 
need a majority to approve it. This is a 
rejecting resolution. -

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIEHLMAN. I yield to the gen
tleman from Minnesota. 

Mr. JUDD. Is it not true that our 
committee voted out this resoluti<;m to 
disapprove with the recommendation 
that it not be passed by the House? 

Mr. RIEHLMAN. That is correct. 
Mr. JUDD. It was voted out in order 

to. bring the issue to the floor, with a 
maximum of 10 hours of debate, so the 
whole matter could be aired. The com
mittee did not want to cover anything up. 
The committee recommended that the 
disapproving resolution do not pass. 

Mr. RIEHLMAN. That is correct. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. RIEHLMAN. I yield to the gen

tleman froin New York. 
Mr. JA VITS. Is it not a fact that, if 

we vote this reorganization plan, the 
Congress nevertheless retains complete 
control over the Joint· Chiefs of Staff and 
the Department of Defense? There is no 
power of Congress being given up on 
that. 

Mr. RIEHLMAN. That is exactly true. 
Mr. JAVITS. And is that not the nub 

of the argument? 
Mr. RIEHLMAN. It certainly is ·so 

far as I am concerned. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 

Chairman, will the gentleman yield?. 
Mr. RIEHLMAN. I yield. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. It is 
also true, i:; it not, that if the plan ts 
rejected today, the President on Monday 
could send it down to us again with sec
tions C and D deleted? 

Mr. 'RIEHLMAN. That is true~ 
Mr. Chairman, I think it would be wise 

and appropriate, after all the discussion 
we have had here this morning, that we 
calmly and quietly take a look at exactly 
what the Constitution· provides for the 
Congress and for this Government of 
ours, and to examine· carefUlly all the 
hysteria we have seen about the crea
tion of a Chief of Staff and the general 
statr. 

The opposition to ·Reorganization 
Plan No. 6, according to testimony at 
the hearings on the plan, is centered on 
paragraphs (c) and (d) of section 1. It 
is based on fears that those sections will 
accomplish the building up of a single 
Chief of Staff as a general staff. 

It seems to me, however, that in fall~ 
ing victim to these fears, Members are 
failing to recognize two fundamental 
·facts: First, the clear authority of the 
civilian control of our military estab
lishment; and second, the clear inten
tion of ·all of our Commanders in Chief 
since the birth of the Nation, to see that 
there is no ascendancy to a positior. of 
dominance of profe~sional military per
sonnel. The Constitution states that the 
President shall be the Commander in 
Chief of our Armed Forces and that the 
President shall have the power to ap
point officers of the Armed Forces. Thus, 
in the President rests always the ulti
mate domination of a man selected by 
the people over the professional military 
group. 

The Constitution also states that the 
Congress may establish certain rules for 
the government and regulation of the 
Armed Forces. Under that constitu
tional authority, the Congress estab
lished the Defense Department and cre
ated the post of Secretary of Defense. 
Then in 1B49 the Congress took a most 
significant step when it amended the 
act of 1947 and stated that thereafter 
the Secretary of Defense should nave 
authority, direction, and control over all 
aspects of the Department of Defense. 
On that day, when that bill was enacted, 
all residual power not given to him by 
the previous law in 1947 came to rest 
in the Secretary of Defense. · 

In giving this authority to the Secre
tary, the Congress makes him clearly 
the dominant force in the Department. 
He controls everything, and, controlling 
everything, he certainly controls, if he 
wishes, assignments and terms of duty 
on the Joint Staff. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIEHLMAN. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSON. Is it not a fact that 

the reason for the amendment in 1949 
was that the Secretary of Defense, be
cause the former statute failed to give 
him the power that he needed to carry 
out his duties, was just ineffective and 
we had to give him more power. Also, 
is it not true that the reason that the 
law was passed and the amendments 
made was to give the Secr~tary better 

. . 
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control of the administration of the very 
important office that he had. 

Mr. RIEHLMAN. That is correct. 
Mr. JOHNSON. And under Mr. For

restal, you will r.emember, and he ex
pressed this in our committee, all he was 
doing was presiding over a debating so
ciety. He asked for powers which the 
Congress did not give him, ·but his suc
cessors received the powers that Mr. 
Forrestal thought were essential to make 
the office successful and to help protect 
the security of the United States. In or
der to make the Secretary of Defense ef
fective he must have the power to car
ry out the duties imposed on him. This 
law gives minor duties to the Chairman 
of the JCS as well as powers, which will 
make him more useful and effective. 

Mr. RIEHLMAN. That is correct. 
Let me go on to say that through this 

authority, he could arrange the method 
by which the Joint Sta:fi could do their 
work and even under whom their work 
would be done. In other words, just as 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
JOHNSON] has said, the law provides that 
the Secretary of Defense could remove 
any one of the members under and work
ing with the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
Through his authority he could arrange 
the method in which the Joint Staff 
would do their work, and even under 
whom their work would be done. In 
other words, by law the Secretary of De
fense could move in personally and di
rect the accomplishment of that which 
the reorganization plan proposes in sec
tion 1 (c) and (d). He could direct the 
Joint Chiefs to permit the Chairman to 
have a veto power over appointments to 
the Joint Staff, and ' he also could re
quire the Joint Chiefs to permit the 
Chairman to organize and manage the 
work of the Joint Sta:fi. So why the 
great fuss over these two subsections? 
To me, while subsections (c) and (d) 
delineate in the law who can do wha~ 
there certainly is no change in the over
riding civilian authority of the Secretary 
of Defense. So, to me, by giving this 
authority to the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs, we are giving him no more than 
the Secretary of Defense himself could 
give him, but we are laying it down 
clearly in the law. 

It is always well, where we can, to 
make the law clear. So I feel that it is 
right and proper that we should have 
these changes written in the law, changes 
which first were suggested by the Rocke
feller committee, a predominantly civil
ian committee, which stated that it 
hoped to increase the ability of the Joint 
Chiefs of Sta:fi to serve as the top mili
tary planning and advisory group by 
clarifying the role of the Chairman, and 
then by improving the subordinate staff 
structure. Their recommendation was: 

The Chairman of the Jojnt Chiefs of Staff, 
without detracting from the function of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff as a group to serve as 
the principal military advisers to the Sec
l'etary of Defense, should be given the au
thority and responsibility 'for organizing the 
subordinate structure of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff and the Joint Staff in such a way as to 
help the Secretary of Defense to discharge 
his total responsibilities. 

Let me repeat that important clause, 
"without detracting from the function 
of the Joint Chiefs of Sta:fi as -a group to 

serve as the principal military advisers 
to the Secretary of Defense." ~ere is 
the key clause, and the key protection 
to the specific thing we wish continued
that is, we want joint study, joint plans, 
joint decisions, and joint advice. And. 
those feur important factors will be con
tinued. There is no change in them. 

In examining the problem of the work
ing arrangements of thE! Joint Staff, the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Chairman, 
it is well to remember the actual situa
tion which exists today. There are 4 
regular members of the Joint Chiefs of 
Sta:fi, the Chairman, and the designated 
Chief of each of the 3 military services. 
Three of these individuals, the military 
chiefs, are partially absorbed in their 
responsibilities to their services, and do 
not have time to spend in the simple job 
of management of the Joint Staff. Ad
ditionally, each of these three individuals 
is physically located in the heart of his 
own organization, as he must be in order 
to exercise his functions of command. 
Conversely, the Chairman is physically 
located with the Director and with the 
Joint Staff, and is-wholiy and complete
ly absorbed in the problems of national 
defense planning as are the Director and 
the Joint Staff, as distinguished from 
being involved in the problems of day
to-day operations of the individual serv
ices. Common logic and good manage
ment very reasonably dictate that this 
individual, already charged by the Con
gress in the National Security Act with 
the responsibility for providing the 
agenda for meetings of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff and assisting the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff in the prosecution of their busi
ness as promptly as practicable, should 
certainly have at his disp.osal the simple 
right of management of the work of the 
Joint Staff to assist him in his vital role, 
so important to the Nation, and so dif
ferent from the role of each of his 3 
coequal colleagues. 

It should also be remembered that the 
"man on horseback" certainly does not 
emer.ge under this plan. Here we have 
a chairman, established by law in 1949, 
but specifically deprived of a vote and 
specifically limited by the law to three 
specific statutory duties in addition to 
being a member coequal to other mem
bers of the Joint Chiefs. These statu
tory limitations were deliberately set lest 
there be a possibility that, by his posi
tion of eminence, he might be trans
formed into a Super Chief or a single 
Chief of Staff. The statute specifically 
deprives him of any command powers 
over any of the other members of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, either while they 
sit as members of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff or while they act as the individual 
military chief of their respective services. 
Further, all of the functions for stra
tegic planning vested by law in the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff continue to be vested 
equally in the four members of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, none of them are vested 
in the Chairman as ·an individual. · Also, 
a most significant and important func
tion-the function of being the principal 
military advisers to the Secretary of De
fense, the National Security Council, and 
the President, continues to be vested 
equally in all members of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, and not in the Chairman 

individually. Thus- the Chairman re• 
mains exactly the same entity the Con
gress created in 1949, a coequal member 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, but without 
vote, and now to be charged additionally 
only with the responsibility -of managing 
the work of the Joint Staff for the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, and given a veto power 
over assignments to the Joint Staff to. 
assure that, regardless of service affilia
tion, a Joint Staff member will recognize 
that his planning assignment must be 
discharged to his country's interest first, 
his service second. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. RIEHLMAN. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSON. Did any witness 

whatever who came before the gentle
man's committee claim that the present 
situation of the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff was a Prussian system? 

Mr. RIElll..MAN. Not under the pres~ 
ent situation, there was no question 
raised about this subject. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Only that it ''indi· 
cated a trend'' in that direction. 

Mr. RIEHLM:AN. I{ paragraphs (c) 
and (d) under Section 1 should become 
law it would be approval of a trend that 
way. 

Mr. JOHNSON. But no one specifi
cally said it was such now. 

Mr. RIEHLMAN. No. 
Mr. JOHNSON. But they claimed 

that if paragraphs (c) and (d) were to 
become law that it might start such a 
trend. 

Mr. RIEIUMAN. It was a fear and 
only a fear; and I refer to the state
ment by a distinguished member of the 
committee, the gentleman from Massa· 
chusetts, Mr. McCoRMACK, just before I 
took the floor of the House, in which he 
cited a colloquy between himself and 
Mr. Eberstadt and also Mr. Finletter in 
which both of them stated emphatically 
that the enactment of this reorganiza. 
tion plan would not bring it about; how
ever; they had a fear that it might be a 
trend which would but not of itself bring 
that about. 

Mr. JOHNSON. I heard that discus
sion; that is why I asked the question 
now to be sure I had the correct import 
of it. 

Mr. RIEHLMAN. Further, another 
significant prerequisite to danger is ab
sent under this plan. The Congress has 
never delegated to the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff any command function; it has 
never intended that the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff as such, or the Chairman thereof 
should have any military command 
function. There did develop adminis
tratively subsequent to 1948, when Sec
retary Forrestal negotiated the Key 
West and Newport agreements, a situa
tion which caused some confusion as to 
lines of authority as between the mili
tary and civilian chiefs of the services. 
This, however, was not statutory con
fusion but was administrative and is 
being corrected administratively, fur
ther strengthening civilian control. 

Summarizing, then, what do these two 
subsections do, and what do they not do. 

They do permit the Chairman to man
age the work of the Joint Staff, thus 
permitting him to present his agenda 
items to the Joint Chiefs in a workman· 
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like and proper niannet, and the Joint Committee, r urge you to defeat -House the executive officer of the Joint Chiefs 
Chiefs may add to or subtract-items· from Resolution 295. of Sta:ff who had charge of the unified 
this agenda. ·They do permit him to Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair· command in Korea. General Collins 
veto the appointment to the Joint Staff man, I yield such time as he may desire responded to the Secretary of the Army 
of anyone with whom he knows he can· to the gentleman from Pennsylvania and said in e:trect that "It is none of your 
not work. It is only these two things [Mr. KELLEY]. business. I am operating for the Chiefs 
which were intended by the Rockefeller Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. of Staff and they are in charge of the 
committee, and by the Secretary of De·· Chairman, I cannot in conscience vote unified command in Korea." 
fense; it is only these two things intend· for Reorganization Plan No. 6 as long as I call to your attention another in· 
ed by the President, and with all of the it contains section 1, paragraphs (c) cident when the ammuniti9n shortage 
safeguards so painstakingly written into and (d). was reported to the Senate Committee 
the law in 1947 and again in 1949 as re· These two paragraphs place in the on the Armed Services. Both Mr. Pace, 
gards the Joint Staff, the Joint · Chiefs, hands of the chairman of the Joint Secretary of the Army, and Mr. Lovett, 
and the Chairman thereof; it is only Chiefs of Staff the selection of the staff Secretary of Defense, said that they did 
tliese two things which can result. and regulation of its tenure.' To me, not know anything about it because the 

If it is these things and these alone this places too much authority in the Van Fleet cablegrams never came to 
which are done, what are the things hands ·of one military man. He could their attention. Why? They went 
which are not done? What are the dan· relieve from duty anyone disagreeing from Van Fleet in the field direct to the 
gers we ~re told will appear, which in with him. Also, he could enforce uni· Joint Chiefs of Sta:tr. They bypassed 
fact do not exist and cannot develop? formity of opinion on the staff, thus de· the Secretary of the Army, the Secre· 
:Let me summarize them: priving the Nation of the protection tary of the Navy, the Secretary of the 

First. The Chairman may not assert honest difference of opinion and debate Air Force and the Secretary of Defense 
any command power, either over his own . provide. and that was why that shortage of am· 
parent service;"or over the Joint Chiefs. - This is another instance of the mili· munition was not known to the Secre· 
He .had no such powers under the law; tary grasping for power in the Govern· tary of Defense or to any of the Secre· 
he gets none here. · ment. This creeping militarism some taries of the Army~ Navy, or Air Force. 

second. The Chairman moves to no day, if not stopped, will invade the con· Mr. CONDON. Mr. Chairman, will 
new position of eminence on the Joint stitutional rights of our people. It will the gentleman yield? 
Chiefs. The 1949 law said he has no result in a breakdown of the Republic. Mr. HOLIFIELD. I would prefer to 
vote; he gets none here. His status re- It is natural after 13 years of war and go ahead first. 
mains that of a coequal member. threats of war that the influence of the Mr. CONDON. That does not have 

Third. There is no diminution of Military Establishment should assume anything to do at all with the reorgan· 
civilian control over him. He remains large proportions in the a:trairs of the Na· ization plan. 
in exactly the same ·relationship to the tion. As years pass, more power is Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
Secretary, the Security Council and the centered in their hands for the obvious refuse to yield to the gentleman. 
President as the Congress established purpose of protecting the Nation. Un· The Joint Chiefs of Sta:tr prepare the 
for him in the 1949 law. less their authority is curbed by the plans at this time for any kind of_action 

Fourth. The plan does not transfer to Congress, it will never cease to grow. in.the field of war. They bring that mili· 
the Chairman any·of the statutory func- Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair· tary advice to the President, the Na .. 
tions of the Joint Chiefs of Sta:tr. They man, I yield 15 minutes to the gentleman tiona! Security Council, and the Secre· 
remain responsibilities of the Joint from California [Mr. HoLIFIELD]. tary of Defense. These men are civilians 
Chiefs, and his responsibility as regards Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I with the exception of a few who serve on 

1 b 1 have asked the Department of Defense the National Security Council, who are 
them is as a coequa mem .er on y, no · to br1'ng up a chart showi·ng the si'tuati'on 'l't b t th · ·t f th more. m1 1 ary men, u e maJOri y o em, 

Fifth. The plan in no way affects the as it now exists in relation to the line including the President, of course, and 
basic statutory responsibility of the of authority and the situation as it will the Secretary of Defense, are civilians. 

exist after the plan goes into effect. To The Secretary of Defense, in turn, brings 
Joint Chiefs of Sta:tr as a group to be those who might question the use of this the line of command directly to the Sec· 
the principal military advisers to the chart I refer them to page 241 of the . retary of the Army or the Secretary of 
President. hearings at which point I questioned the Navy or the Secretary of the Air 

Sixth. There is no enlargement of the Mr. Adams, counsel for the Secretary of Force, whoever is chosen to be the execu .. 
size of the Joint Staff, set by law in 1949 Defense as follows: tive in command in charge in the field. 
at 210 members and remaining at that Mr. HoLIFIELD. I would like to ask this In Korea, for instance, at this time, Gen .. 
size under the plan; nor of added au· question, Mr. Adams: Has this been an at- eral Ridgway ·would receive his orders 
thority to select or choose members to tempt on the part of the Secretary of De-- from the Secretary of Defense; to the 
the Joint Sta:tr. All he can do is veto fense and the White House to prepare by secretary of the Army to General Ridg
the selections presented to him. chart form the reorganization plans and way. The line of command would go 

Seventh. There .is no change in the structure and line of responsibility plans back there, not across to the Joint Chiefs 
statutory safeguards to protect the his· which are anticipated by the present pro- of Sta:tr. Now this plainly shows that in 
toric combatant functions of our famous visions of the National Security Act and by f t th . th J . t the modification of the Key West agree- the place o s reng enmg e oln 
fighting units such as the Marine Corps ment which has been ordered by the Prest- Chiefs of sta:tr in a :Prussian military 
and naval aviation. dent and by the plan which has been put way, you are interposing between the 

Eighth. There is no change in the before us? · Joint Chiefs of Sta:tr and the military 
statutory requirement that the three mil- · Mr. ADAMs. Yes, sir; Mr. HOLIFIELD. action in the field the Secretary of De .. 
itary departments be separately admin· Mr. HoLIFIELD. Yes. There is no attempt fense, the President, the National Secu .. 
istered. to engage in any deception on these charts rity Council, 7 additional Secretaries o! 

In short, Reorganization Plan No. 6 as by showing them, is there? Defense who act as aides to the Secre .. 
submitted by the President is a care· Mr. Adams said that the chart was tary of Defense and the Secretaries of 
fully worked out plan to make possible prepared as a result of the President's the 3 services. 
the improved management of two im· request to portray the ·manner in which . Now you ask the question, "If there is 
portant segments of the great Defense they were going to put 'Plan No. 6 into a disagreement among the Joint Chiefs 
Establishment. First, it proposes to per· e:trect and that it was a clear presenta· of Sta:tr, what happens?." Well, here is 
mit the Secretary of Defense to stream· tion of what they were going to do. exactly what happens. 
line the internal business and manageri· - You will note on this line here · that If one or· the Secretaries of the Army 
al organization of the Department to the Joint Chiefs of Sta:tr and the sta:tr who sits on the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
achieve economy and efficiency, and, sec- below which comprise 129 may be raised wishes to appeal a debision of the chair· 
ond, it is designed to permit improve- to 210. man of the Board, he can go first to his 
ment in the vital role of national defense I will point out that at the time of the own Secretary. Second, if it happens to 
planning by permitting the more effi- Koje-do Island riots, Mr. Frank Pace, be the Army, he goes to the Secretary 
cient supervision and operation of the Secretary of War, ·asked General Col· of the Army. Third, he can go to the 
principal research and study arm ·of the lins: "How did this happen without my Secretary of Defense over the Chairman 
Joint Chiefs of Sta:tr. Members of 'the knowing about it?'' Gener.al Collins was of the Joint Chiefs of Sta:tr. Fourth, he 
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can go to the Armed Forces Policy Coun
cil which is composed of the service sec
retaries and the service chiefs and the 
Secretary of Defense. Fifth, he can go to 
the Joint Secretaries. Sixth; he can go 
direct to the President. 

Now, all of these methods of appeal 
are statutory except the fifth which is 
provided by regulation, the appeal to tbe 
Joint Secret~ries. And, seventh and last, 
but not least, he can go to the Congress. 
of the United States through the Com
mittee on Armed Services of either body. 
So, you see there is absolute protection 
for an appeal in case there is a division 
of judgment in the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Mr. CONDON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr . .CONDON. I hate to differ with 
the gentleman, but you are not implying 
that those two charts, the before-and
after charts, have any relationship to the 
Reorganization Plan No.6, are you? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I am implying that 
and I am stating it, and if the gentleman 
will turn to page 241 he will see. 

Mr. CONDON. May I read from the 
record at page 240? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. No, because on page 
241 Mr. Adams testified that this chart 
was prepared. as part of the implementa
tion of the President's directive to put 
the plan into effect. Now it is not con
tained in the plan but is part of the im
plementation. I never said it was con-
tained in the plan. . 

Mr. CONDON. That was. supposed to 
be the result of what happened when 
they reached the Key West agreement. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Exactly, and the 
President has said in his message that 
he has ordered a modification of the Key 
West agreement which is part and parcel 
and duties and responsibilities of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. · 

Mr. CONDON. But it is not part of 
plan No. 6 then? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. It is not part of 
plan No. 6 and I did not intend to con
vey that impression. It is part of the 
implementation of the President's direc
tive to put plan No. 6 into effect, and it 
was so testified before our committee by 
Mr. Adams, the Assistant Counsel of De
fense; that it was brought to the Com
mittees on Armed Services of the House 
and Senate and to the two Government 
Operations Committees for the purpose 
of showing them the plan which the 
President had approved, the method, the 
organizational structure, by which the 
plan would be implemented, and it is in 
that light that I present it to the Com
mittee of the Whole House. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gen~ 
tleman from Maryland. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. Is there anything 
to prevent the President from putting 
into effect these provisions that are 
drawn up on the chart as of ·this mo ... 
ment? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I cannot answer 
that question with authority. I can only 
say this much, that the President has 
requested, that plan No. o be passed so 
as to convey to the Secretary of Defense 
certain responsibilities and certain stat-

utocy authority which he does not have 
at the present time. He has also asked 
that certain authority be put into the 
hands of the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff in the way of adminis
trative authority over the Joint Staff be
low, the approval of members, and so 
:forth, which does not now exist in stat
ute. Therefore, it is part and parcel 
of the whole plan, in my opinion. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. The gentleman will 
agree~ however, that the President does 
have authority at the present moment 
to organize the Defense Department so 
that it will carry out this chain of com
mand? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I will neither agree 
nor disagree. I trust the gentleman's 
statement is right. However, that does 
not affect the logic of my argument, 
which is that this is a method of lining 
up responsibility along with power. 
Heretofore, it has been divorced, as is 
shown in the chart indicating its pres
ent status. The Joint Staff serves the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff who now have their 
line of command direct to the unified 
command in the field. They do not go 
through the civilian secretaries of the 
services. 

Mr. DAWSON of Dlinois. Mr. Chair .. 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gen .. 
tleman from Illinois. 

Mr. DAWSON of lllinois. Did I cor .. 
rectly understand the gentleman to say 
that what he was explaining was a di .. 
rective already issued by the President? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. What I said was 
that the.President in order to implement 
this plan has issued directives, and he 
said in his mess.age to Congress that he 
would issue directives to implement the 
plan. Presidential directives are nec
essary. 

Mr. DAWSON of Dlinois. Then it fol .. 
lows that the. President now has the 
power to issue the directives to make 
true what the gentleman has been ex .. 
plainirig for the last 15 minutes. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I will not agree or 
disagree, but I say it is not pertinent to 
the argument as to whether he can now 
or not. I . am merely · showing how the 
plan will be put into effect. 

Mr. DAWSON of Dlinois. Then why 
put it in as a part of the plan? 

Mr. CONDON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield 2 · 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gen .. 
tleman from California. 

Mr. CONDON. Is it not true that Mr. 
Adams, the Deputy Counsel of the De
partment of Defense, came before our 
committee and said that the Key West 
agreement is now in the process of being 
modified? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. That is right, ac
cording to the President's directive. I 
just got through saying it. 

Mr. CONDON. They expect to have 
it completed soon, and they can do that 
without Reorganization Plan No.6? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. What does that 
have to do with it? I am showing the 
lines of authority. 

Mr. CONDON. I will agree that most 
of what the gentleman has said about 
that. under the Key West agreement, has 
nothing to do with the argument here 
today. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan~ Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?. 

Mr. HOLIFIElD. I yield. 
. Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I call 
the gentlemarrs attention to the state
ment of the gentleman from Missouri 
appearing in the RECORD at page 7175. 
He said-and it is the same as we heard 
in our hearings-that the President now 
has authority to do these things but he 
wanted to get the good will of Congress 
or find out what the Congress intended. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. The gentleman 
may take the responsibility for his own 
statement. . 

Mr. RIEHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 
. Mr. HOLIFIELD. I yield to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. RIEHLMAN. He may have the 
authority, but is it not a fact that the 
main reason for wanting this change is 
to bring about a better working arrange .. 
ment, where you can pinpoint authority 
and bring about efficiency? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. The President has 
said he wants to clear up the line of 
authority, to eliminate the confusion 
which existed before, when the Joint 
Staff, below the Joint Chiefs of Staff
that is, the Planning and Strategy 
Board-have had four people telling 
them what to do. He wants them now 
to have one person. That person will 
be the Director of the Joint Staff acting 
under the direction of the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. · 

When I questioned Admiral Davis, who 
was a former director of the staff, he 
said it was desirable that the Chairman 
have that authority because in times 
past there had been been confusion of 
authority from the Joint Chiefs to the 
Joint Staff. · Therefore, he asked for 
that authority. He explicitly approved 
sections c and D of plan No. 6. 

In the few minutes I have left I would 
like, if I might, to explode this German 
Prussianized general staff idea. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. · Before 
the gentleman gets onto that subject, 
inasmuch as the President now has the 
authority, will the gentleman tell me, in 
answer to the question of the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. RIEHLMAN], how he 
can do any more by our just saying 
"Yes"? 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. The President has 
asked for additional authority and these 
directives go along with the additional 
authority he has asked for. In the com
posite whole it makes a workable ar .. 
rangement. The joint chiefs of staff of 
the Prussian staff of the German na
tion was composed of men who were 
carefully selected - career men- and 
once they were chosen for the general 
staff, they served on it all of their lives, 
unless they were .removed for cause. 
Very few of them were removed. It was 
a very tight little group. They served all 
their lives. They exercised not only ad .. 
visory capacity but they exercised com
mand capacity. The Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, as setup in this plan, is an advisory 
military body to the President and to the 
Secretary of Defense. They serve for 
a term of 2 years with the possibility of 
renomination for 2 -additional years. 
Four years is the maximum which they 
can serve on the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
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Therefore, they are constantly· rotated 
back to command positions. Therefore, 
you have a very great difference between 
the American Joint Chiefs of Staff and 
the old Prussian general staff. 

There is another great difference in 
America. We have a heritage of distrust 
and suspicion of the military. There
fore, we have provided there shall be 
between the military forces and the 
civilian people of the United States a 
civilian command of authority. ·Th.is in
tervening civilian command and author
ity is placed in the President of the 
United States who is Commander in 
Chief and the Secretaries of the Army, 
Navy, and Air Force who also must be 
civilians. This condition did not exist 
in Germany. There were no civilians 
between the Prussian staff and the Ger
man armed forces, and therefore there 
was no intervening authority between 
the military · forces and the German 
people. Mr. Chairman, I present at this 
point five paragraphs describing the dif
ferences between the Prussian general 
staff and our own Joint Chiefs of Staff: 
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PRUSSIAN GENERAL STAFF 

AND AMERICAN STAFF SYSTEM 

First. The national environment-a 
history of German distrust of democ
racy, of a central government at the 
mercy of the chief executive, of a na
tional•lust for battle, of figurehead 
ministers of war-heavily influenced the 
history and power of the Prussian staff 
system; our heritage is one of acute sus
picion and distrust of the military, of a 
constitutional civilian commander in 
chief with limited powers~ of civilian sec
retaries with control over the military, 
of checks and balances in the Federal 
system virtually making impossible any 
serious inroad of one branch of the Gov. 
ernment into the province of another. 

Second. A military elite-severely dis
ciplined, intensely trained, examined 
and selected, remaining in the general 
staff throughout a military career-was 
the heart of the Prussian staff system; 
ours had omcers, not in a general staff 
corps, who are transferred in and out of 
staff duties, the most successful spend
ing the minor part of their military 
careers in the general staff. 

Third . . Operations omcers in the Prus
sian general staff had dominance over 
all other staff divisions; the staff di
visions are co-equal in the American 
staff system, which was adopted from 
the French. 

Fourth. .The Prussian chief of staff 
had complete control over all military 
affairs; the American Army Chief of 
Staff has no command and functions 
only as the prime military adviser to the 
civilian secretary and the President, in 
whom all power over the military in the 
executive branch is vested. 

Fifth. The German oberkommando 
under Hitler and his chief of staff, 
Keitel; was the ministry for defense as 
well as the advisory organ and executive 
arm of the Fuhrer in the exercise of his 
personal command; no comparable mili
tary organization has ever existed in our 
country, nor have we ever had any mili
tary structure commanding all branches 
of the Armed Forces. A civilian struc
ture of organization has always exer-

cised command over the military forces 
and I hope that this condition will al- · 
ways exist. 

The CHAIRMAN." The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 
· Mr. DAWSON. Mr. Chairman, at this 

time I yield 15 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. KILDAY]. 

Mr. KILDAY. Mr. Chairman, one of 
the cardinal principles of our form of 
government in the United States is that 
the military shall always be subordinate 
to civilian authority and that they shall 
be subject to civilian control. That 
principle came into being when our 
Government and our Constitution were 
first formed; and . it was provided that 
the President should be Commander in 
Chief of the Army and. the Navy. As 
you know, I live on the southern border 
of the United States. I know what hap
pens when the military gains ascendancy 
in any country. I know that the Re
public soon disappears and forms of de
mocracy do not last very long, and you 
are likely to have a dictatorship. 

Your Committee on Armed Services, 
Mr. Chairman, has always been very 
careful to keep civilian control of the 
military. In all of the laws we have 
passed you will observe that we have 
seen to it that civilian control shall be 
maintained. If I thought for a moment 
that any portion of this plan minimized 
civilian control, I would be in opposition 
to the plan which has been submitted. 
A careful consideration of the plan shows 
that is not the case; in fact, the opposite 
is actually true. We have lost sight 
somewhat of the reorganization and the 
elimination of these overlapping boards, 
commissions, panels, and what not to 
provide authority within the Secretary 
and the delegation of it to the assistants 
to be carried out in a proper executive 
manner. 

As you may know, the National Secu
rity Act of 1947 was written by the Com
mittee on Expenditures ill the Executive 
Departments, now the Committee on 
Government Operations. At that time 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
HoFFMAN] was chairman of the commit
tee, it being the 80th Republican Con
gress. I believe that had it been pos
sible at that time for your Committee 
on Armed Services to have written the 
bill we would have used some different 
nomenclature, and I am quite sure that 
nomenclature is one of the principal 
dimculties with which we are faced 
today. It was an unfortunate thing to 
refer to this committee of the Chiefs of 
Staff as the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Had 
it been called the Joint Committee on 
National Defense or anything else in the 
world except the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
the suspicions that arise because of the 
fear of the Prussian concept of the gen
eral staff would never have existed. 

Another place where there was a mis
take in nomenclature vias in calling the 
Joint Staff a staff. It is not in any sense 
a military staff. It is true it is a staff, 
in the sense that our secretaries con
stitute our staff, but in the military con
cept of staff it is not. A staff formu
lates policy. That policy is then sent 
down the line. It is delegated down 
the line for performance. · 

The Joint Staff are the spademen, 
they are the ones who do the pick-and
shovel wcrk, in collecting information, 
coordinating it; not passing it down for 
observance, but passing it up to the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff for consideration, that 
they might formulate policy to be passed 
down. 

It may be news to some of you that 
the gentleman from Missouri [Mr. 
SHORT] and I find ourselves in this case 
in complete agreement as to the nature 
of the Joint Staff. In my opinion, the 
gentlemen who take the position, here 
on the floor, that they fear the forma
tion of a Prussian-type general staff, 
under the provisions of this plan, are 
sincere. On the other hand, I know 
some of those who first raised that ques
tion and first implanted it in the minds 
of sincere and conscientious people had 
another objective in view. 

Back in 1947 the Air Force was very 
anxious to secure unification. And you 
see the type of unification which they 
secured. We united 2, the Army and the 
Navy, and we got 3, the Army, the Navy, 
and the Air Force. I thought marriage 
was the c.nly legitimate relationship in 
the world . in which you could unite 2 
and get 3. But here the Congress of 
the United States found a way to do it, 
with the military. 

The Air Force is no longer interested 
in unification. Why should they be? 
They have autonomy. As to the Navy 
and the Army, the Navy was always op
posed . to unification. The Army did 
not care. But we have three military 
services that are autonomous. They do 
not care anything about getting together. 

Are we going to sit here and permit 
them to continue to provide that a Navy 
man shall wear one kind of undershirt 
and an Army man shall wear another 
kind of undershirt? Are we going to 
sit here and let them continue to say 
that when a soldier is in a hospital he 
shall have one type of blanket and a 
sailor another one and an airman an
other one? Are we going to continue 
triplification in all of the activities and 
functions of the armed services? 

This plan tends to give the Secretary 
of Defense, whoever he may be, the 
power to knock heads together and 
make them carry out a true unification. 
Therein I think is one of the real objec
tions of those who started the campaign 
against this plan. You will remember 
it ran on for weeks before there was 
anything said .in Congress about oppos
ing this plan, while they were devising 
strategy on the outside. 

The next thing I think which is in the 
minds of those who oppose this plan are 
the charts that the gentleman from 
California [Mr. HOLIFIELD] had here 
a while ago. Here is what happened in 
that connection. After the act was 
passed in 1947, the three Chiefs of Staff 
could not agree on anything. The Pres.; 
ident took them down to Key West and 
told them to get together, a way from 
the infiuences of Washington, and come 
to an understanding as to how they 
would work under the Security Act of 
!947. That act gave the Secretary of 
Defense the power to fix roles and mis
sions, and the understanding was that 



7376 CQNGJU:SSI.ONAL }U:CO]lD - HOU:SE June 26 

if they came up with anythJng reason
able with reference to roles and missions · 
that the Secretary of Defense would 
issue his directive for assigning roles and 
nussions in accordance with the agree
ment made. At Key West these military 
men came up with this executive agent 
for unified commands, and the S~re
tary of Defense placed that in the di
rective assigning roles and missions. · 
For the first time in the history of the 
United States anything approaching a . 
Prussian-type General Staff came intp 
our military under the Key West agree
ment. True, the President can change · 
that by directive without the passage 
of any law. But that i~ onl:y one portion 
of this reorganization plan. The other 
portions are of equal and vital impor
tance, also, as the hassle that we have 
had here about the Prussianized staff in
dicates. The objections made by the . 
military departments show that they 
are not impotent people; they are pretty 
powerful people, and . any Executive . 
needs to be backed up by the Congress 
of the United States when he attempts 
to do something su.ch as the President · 
is attempting here. 

In that Key West _agreement they 
came up with this executive agent for 
unified command. He was one of the 
Joint Chiefs, of course,. and he reported. 
back to the Joint Chiefs so that as the 
gentleman from California was relating 
with reference to ~mmunition shortage,._ 
and the Koje Island uprisings, of which. 
the Secretary of th~ Army knew nothing 
and was told that the view of the Joint. 
Chiefs of Staff was that the information· 
did not come to him because the Chief 
of Staff of the Army was not acting as 
Chief of Stati of the Army but was acting 
as executive agent of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. · 

The great di:ffi~ulty here, this thing 
about the right to fix the term or elimi- · 
nate men from the Joint Staff is the ve
hicle by which it is attempted to avoid 
proper unification and to get within our 
military system the first appearance of 
a Prussian type. of military system in the 
United States. 

Let us not lose sight of this· fact: In 
1949 amendments to the act of 1947 
were proposed. The bill came to the 
Committee on the Armed Services and 
at that time in order to safeguard the 
services from those things which it is. 
stated here are feared under this re-. 
organization plan we put in six definite 
limitations on the power of anybody in 
the Department of Defense in dealing 
with the Armed Forces of the United: 
States. No one of these six is in · any~· 
wise amended, altered, or. weakened •. 
If any one of them was I do not believe 
one member of the Committee on the 
Armed Services would support this plan •. 

Those six limitations are: . 
(c) (1) Notwithstandh:ig any other pro

visions of this act, the combatant functions 
assigned to the military serv1ces by sections 
205 (eL 206 (b), 206 (c), and 208' (f) hereof 
shall not be transferred, reassigned, abol
ished, or consolidated. 

(2) Military personnel shall not be so de
tailed or assigned as to impair such com-
batant functions. · 

( 3) The Secretary of Defense shall not. 
direct the use and expenditure of ~ds o:r 

the De-partment of defense in such manner . Mr. KILDAY. I yield to the gentle .. 
as to effect the results prohibited by para- man from California. 
graphs (1)' and (2) of-this -subsection; Mr. JACKSON. would the gentleman 

(4) The Departments of the Army, Navy, . say that the same circumstance obtained · 
and Air Force shall be separately adminls- ~ 
tered by _ their respective secretaries under in the· case Df one of our greatest Marine 
the direction, authority, and control of the generals, ·winner of a Congressional ' 
Secretary of Defense. · · Medal of Honor, Maj; Gen. Merritt. Ed• . 

(5) Subject to the provisions of para- son, who had the temerity . to come to 
graph (1) of this- subsection no function : congress, 'to come to a committee of 
which has been or is hereafter authorized Congress and ask that certain things be 
by law to be performed by the Department ' t b d h. h f 
of Defense shall be substantially transferred, done or no e one W lC he elt were 
r~assigned, abolished or consolidated until favorable or unfavorable to the future 
after a report in regard to all pertinent de- . of the maintenance of the Marine Corps? 
tails shall have been made by the Secretary l\.1:r. KILDAY. I am ·sorry, I am not 
of Defense to the Committees on Armed familiar with the case of. General Edson. 
Services of the Congress. It did not transpire before our commit-

(6) No provision of this act shall be so tee. It may have transpired before some 
construed as to prevent a Secretary of a 
military department or a member of the other committee. 
Joint Chiefs of Staff from presenting to the . Mr. JACKSON. I think I cari say to 
Congress, on his own initiative, after first . the gentleman that because Oeneral Ed· 
so informing the Secretary of Defense, any son came to a committee of Congress 
recommendation relating to the Department to give his opinion, it cost him a great : 
o.r Defense that he may deem proper: career in the Marine Corps and cost 
. All six of those limitations-and they . America a great general. 

are very substantial limitations upon the . Mr. KILDAY. I do ·not subscribe to 
power of the secretary of Defense or the that sort of punishment against anyone 
Joint Chiefs of Staff-remain in effect · who appears before CDngre8s. I do not 
if this reorganization plan is approved; . think you will find that is limited to one 
so, therefore, it is not possible for the administration or limited to one depart .. · 
t,hings it is stated are feared to transpire . ment of · Govern-ment: 
if this reorganization plan is adopted. Mr. HO~AN of Michigan. Mr. ~ 
On the other hand we strengthen the Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the 
control of the civilian Secretary of De- · gentlewoman from Indiana [Mrs. 
fense, we continue civilian control of the · HARDEN]. 

Iililitary and continue our traditional Mrs. HARDEN. Mr. Chairman~! amJ· 
system and promote efficiency in the for Reorganization Plan No. 6. I hope it 
Department of Defense. I believe the · will be adopted in its entirety. 
plan should go into effect in the Ian- · · Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimoUs con .. 
guage in which it was submitted to the sent that the balance of my time be 
Congress by the President of the United · allotted to the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
States. BROWN] and tbat such time be in addi-
. Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the tion to the time that will be ~:~rllotted to 

gentleman yield? the gentleman from Ohio. 
Mr. KllJJAY. I yield to the gentle- Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 

man from Iowa. Chairman, I am constrained to object to ' 
· Mr. GROSS. Th:e·gentleman has cor- that request. _Those who favor the plan 

rectly stated the law that supposedly-· have ali;eady had or. will have more than . 
protected Admiral Denfeld in his right three times as much as those who are 

. to come before the Congress and present : against the plan. 
his views. May I ask the gentleman this . The CHAffiMAN. May the Chair say 
question: What happened to Admiral · to the gentleman from Michigan that we 
Denfeld when President Truman fired will try as. hard as posSible to see that 
him? Did the Congress come to his 1{here is an equal division of time as be .. , 
defense and give him protection under · tween those who are for and those who . 

~h~l:winnAY. My time is about to are against. · , 
expire. I was present during the pro.. · Mr. HOFFMAN ·. of Michigan. But, 
ceedings which resl:llted in the dismissal Mr. Chairman, I am objecting .. to this 
of Admiral Denfeld. The gentleman · z:'e~:.s~hairman, I yield i.O mi~utes. to · · 
from Iowa was not. There were many · 
things involved in the dismissal of Ad- the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. BENDER]. 
miral Denfeld in addition to his ap.. . Mr. BENDER. Mr. Chain:.nan, I . am_ 
pearance before the committee and the not here as -a military expert. I do not 
testimony which he gave. A question . claim to know all the answers, but I shall 
arose as to his future usefulness in eon-· cite as my authority in support of Reor- · 
nection with the then Secretary of the ganization Plan No. 6. the greatest mill- · 
Navy. There were a number of things · 1{ary expert· of our time. The one man 
involved there. As the gentleman from· in the world who stands out as the great 
Massachusetts stated, there is no way ~uthority on military matters is our own . 
in which that can be changed. · You· President. l;f . you- want testimony for, 
cannot alter the- mental attitudes o!· this plan,. all you have ·to do is to ·come 
people and of executives . . Admiral over here to the desk and obtain the. 
Fechteler was relieved, and I do not-say · ~earings of .the committee, and yo:u will 
that President Eisenhower did not have, find in five pages his statement regard .. , 
the absolute right-- to :relieve him . . I ·· ing this legislation. He wants it; he. 
think he is entitled to have his own- needs i't; he is ·asking for it, and as a · 
Chief of Staff and Chief of Naval Opera.. . member of this committee I ani all for 
tions. · giving it to him. It-is ·his plan. · 

Mr. JACKSON. -Mr. Ch~irman, wiU: Mr. H~ERT~ - :Mr. · Chairman, will_ 
the gentleman yield?. . · ' , the .gentleman y-ield? 
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Mr. BENDER~ - I yfeld ·to ·the- -gentle- 

man from Louisiana. 
Mr; HEBERT. Is the gentleman re- ' 

!erring to the President's letter to the · 
gentleman {rom Dlinois [Mr. ARENnsJ? 

Mr. BENDER. I am referring to the ' 
President's letter to the committee in re
gard to this plan. 

Mr .. HEBERT. The gentleman means · 
his submissio-n. - · · · 

Mr. BENDER. His letter in support 
of Reorganization Plan No. 6. 

Mr. Chairman, no problem before the 
American people today is more important 
than the defense of our country. It is 
the one overriding issue on which there 
can be no partisanship, no concern for 
personalities, _ and no narrowness of out- · 
look. There were many questions of 
fundamental policy before the voters of · 
our country last November. This was by 
far the most important. The provision 
of the most effective defense for this 
Nation-and all the free nations of the 
world-was the crucial issue of the presi
dential and congressional campaigns . . 
Men and women all over the world 
watched our voting. They watched it to 
see whether ·or not the people of this 
Republic were prepared to put first 
things first. There was no question 
about our choice. We picked Dwight D.· 
Eisenhower overwhelmingly. The man 
who had laid the groundwork for a coali
tion of forces throughout the free world 
was chosen to head this Nation by the 
largest vot.) ever given to any candidate 
for the Presidency. He traveled 
throughout this country, as a living sym
bol of America's determination to·defend 
freedom everywhere. Wherever he trav
eled, the Nation's defense was uppermost 
in America's mind. 

Defense is still our primary concern.
We are here considering a proposal tore
organize the Defense Department of the 
United States. In a larger sense, this 
proposal transcends the boundaries of 
our country. It concerns the entire free 
world. Upon the success or failure of our 
Military Establishment, may rest the 
future of we~tern civilization. 

The plan we are considet:ing will vest 
fn the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff the right to manage the Joint Staff· 
of our defense system. · It will abolish 
many boards and commissions now in 
operation. It will restate the lines of au
thority and vest responsibilities in clearly 
defined areas. 

I cite these subordinate elements · of 
the plan because they are the founda
tion of the entire program. Military 
operations do not permit the luxury of 
prolonged . debate. Defense decisions 
cannot be channeled through the maze· 
of intricate Government bureaus. If 
there is any one lesson we have learned 
in our investigations of Government op
erations to date, this is it. Responsibil
ity and productivity are two sides of the 
same coin in the-building of a defense 
system. _ 

Congressional committees have al-. 
ready made this point clear. Every ele
ment o{ our preparedness_program, from 
the purchase of rope to the delivery of 
ammunition, requires coordination in 
place of confusion. Decisions to be: 
reached at the highest level "Of our chain 
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of command cannot ·escape this require
ment. There ·is no room in any effective 
governmental organization for a system 
where final authority and · ultimate re
sponsibility cannot be determined. Red 
tape, evasiveness, delays -are the invaria
ble guideposts to defeat. Military· his
tory is full of such examples. It was one 
of the factors in the Maginot Line think
ing of World War II. It was responsible 
for much of the chaos in the early days 
of World War I. 

Today, we as civilian legislators must · 
know the facts of military life. There is 
no second clear chance for a modern 
military machine to regroup its forces. 
We have been told in published state
ments that the atomic bomb dropped at 
Hiroshima was the equal of 20,000 tons 
of TNT. The hydrogen bomb which re
cently obliterated a Pacific island had· 
the destructive power of 5 million tons 
of dynamite. We cannot grasp this dif
ference in any tangible way, but it must 
register day and night upon the con
science of every man ·and woman who' 
sits in this Congress. In the terrible 
event of a third world war, which we 
pray to God will never occur, there will 
never be another miracle of Duri.kerqtie. 

Above and beyond every other man iri 
our country, our President is the one man 
who knows the meaning of these· facts. 
He was called to the Presidency precisely 
because ne knows them. What he has 
proposed to the Congress in this plan to 
reorganize- the Defense Department is 
the product of his experience. It is ex
perience learned on the fields of battle, 
in the planning room, and through con
sultation with the greatest military and 
civilian minds of our generation. The 
objections which have been raised to the 
President's proposal are based on the 
fear that the he.ad man in the arrange
ment may become a military dictator." 
Nothing could be further from the pur
pose of this plan. Every emphasis has 
been placed by this administration upon 
the civilian control of the Defense Es
tablishment. Our Secretary of Defense 
was recruited from top-level industrial 
management. He was chosen to empha
size the need for strong civilian direc
tion of our country's defense effort. He 
has been supported by the national ad
ministration in a manner which no man 
in a comparable position has been sus
tained for years. Does this indicate a 
disposition to establish a military leader
ship? 

I ~peak from deep personal conviction 
w_hen I say that this is an issue of publiC. 
confidence. Our people want the assur
ance that their defense program is un
der direct and responsible authority. 
The President of the United States has 
made this program his primary concern. 
He has given to Congress a blueprint for 
our protection designed to prevent an
other Pearl Harbor. The man who com
manded the greatest combined force in 
history is asking us to approve a plan 
on which he must be recognized as the 
greatest authority in the world. 

. I trust him. The people of America 
who gave him the greatest vote in the 
history of our country trust him. our· 
friends in every corner of the world trust 
him. Can this 83d Congress do less?. 

In closing I beg of you to read the · 
expert testimony of the greatest military 
authority of our times in support of this 
program, the words of our own Presi- . 
dent, Dwight Eisenhower. 

President Eisenhower says: 
By taking this action to provide clearer 

lines of responsibility and authority for the 
exercise of civilian control, I believe we will 
make significant progress toward increas
ing proper accountability in the top levels 
of the Department of Defense. Our second 
major is effectiveness with ecoriomy. 

To all of which I say, amen. 
Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair

man, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle
man from Louisiana [Mr. HEBERT]. 

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, it is 
seldom and on very, very rare occasions 
that I ask the indulgence of the House, 
but I ·consider this proposed reorganiza
tion plan so important that I could not 
restrain myself from coming before you 
in the hope that I could contribute some
thing to the discussion at hand. 
· I have no delusions as to the outcome. 
But I believe it is essential and impor
tant that the record may be made in this 
·case so that those Congresses who come 
after us may look back at the things we 
have said and the things we have warned 
against. 

There has been much confusion in
jected into this discussion.' Confusion 
which is understandable. There has 
been a maximum of minimizing of the 
fears some of us entertain who oppose 
taking another step in the direction of a military man on horseback. The gen
tlemen who have spoken today would 
have you believe this is· a new issue-· 
this fear that we express. They fail to 
tell you, however, that that fear has 
been in the American people since 1903 
when the concept of a general staff was 
first advanced to the American people. 
They fail to tell you that step by step, the 
things we predicted when this move
ment began are unfortunately coming to 
pass. · 

Immediately after World War II, this 
proposal of a general staff was made un
der the so-called Collins plan and was 
rejected emphatically by the Congress. 
Undaunted by this official failure, the· 
proponents who have as their objective 
that military inan on horseback. that 
Chief . of Staff of a general sta:ff, came 
before the Congress under tl:ie guise of 
the so-called Unification Act. There 
they gained for the first time the recog
nition of a general staff. At that time 
those who feared for the future warned 
that within the next year or two the· 
same individuals, these same protago
nists, would be back to make another 
step. Were we wrong? In 1949, they 
returned and nibbled away again. Hav
ing established the concept of the gen
eral staff, they then wanted a Chief of 
Staff of a Joint Chiefs of Staff. Failing. 
in that, they did accomplish getting a 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
At that time, fear and apprehension was 
again expressed on this floor by some of 
the men, who perhaps know as much if 
not more about the military, as to the 
fears . they entertained for the future. 
Here we see them back in 1953 nibbling 
~way a little bit more, and seeking a little 
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bit more, but yet more daring power than 
ever before. 

Why certainly we fear for the future. 
Nobody has said on this floor, and no
body has been so audacious as to express 
an opinion that this particular bill, this 
unprecedented power, given to an indi
vidual, constitutes the establishment of 
a · Prussian chief of staff. Nobody has 
mid that. Nobody contends it. But we 
do say it is another step in that direction. 
We do say unless you call a halt some
t ime, you will wake up and find your
selves with a Prussian chief of staff. 
Can anybody testify that when the camel 
·gets his nose under the tent that the 
camel is entirely in the tent? Of course 
not, but there is certainly a justifiable 
fear that he wili get in the tent eventu
ally. 

When you have a sore, are you justi
fied in calling it a cancer? Certainly 
you are not. You are indeed justified 
fn fearing that it might become a cancer, 
and unless you take steps to remedy and 
heal the sore you may have the cancer. 

This is a nibbling job, a piecemeal job, 
step by step. The Chinese had what I 
think they called the water treatment, 
in which a drop of water was dripped, 
dripped, dripped on the head of an in
dividual until he became insane and ulti
mately died. We are being given the 
water treatment, drip by drip, drip, drip, 
drip, and now is the time to call a halt. 

I think it very interesting to refer 
back to things that happened the last 
time when this matter was before us, 
and why it is here now. It is interest
ing to note that when this proposal first 
came to the Congress in 1949 · the 
Chairman of the Hoover Commission, 
ex-President Hoover, and the Chairman 
of his Task Force, Ferdinand Eberstadt, 
both rejected this plan of power to the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
And, strangely enough, there was a gen
tleman who did advocate such a pro
posal as is now being advocated here 
today, and this gentleman submitted a 
minority report, as the vice chairman 
of that Task Force of the Hoover Com
mission, and this gentleman, speaking 
for the minority, said this: 

We cannot agree with the recommenda
tions of the other members as to the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff-

Meaning the entire Commission, 
headed by Mr. Hoover, and the Task 
Force, headed by Mr. Eberstadt. These 
gentlemen said: 

We feel this Commission should go one 
step further and recommend to the Con
gress the creation of a single Chief of Staff 
over the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 
- Mr. HEBERT. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. JACKSON. Is the gentleman also 
aware that in his testimony on this very 
matter, that is of such great import to 
many of us today, that in 1949 General 
Bradley himself sought to allay concern 
that was expressed at that time by 
stating that the proper role of the Chair
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff could 
not possibly be construed as dangerous 
because he would not have a staff, and 
without a staff he could not become a 

single Chief of Staff. That, to me, is 
entirely inconsistent with what is hap
pening today and certainly lends cre
dence to the fears that many of us had 
in 1949. 

Mr. HEBERT. The gentleman bas 
put his finger on it. I remember the 
testimony of General Bradley very well, 
and today we are told to advocate what 
General Bradley admitted would lead to 
the concept of the General Staff. 

If I may continue, the gentleman who 
headed the committee in opposition to 
Mr. Hoover and Mr. Eberstadt further 
recommended: 

Accordingly we recommend the post of 
Chief of Staff for the armed services. 

And further: . 
The Joint Staff would be subordinate to 

him. 

To whom? Subordinate to whom? 
Subordinate to the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs. And this gentleman 
further said this : 

He would be called the Chief of Staff and 
not Chairman, responsible head, principal 
adviser, or some other temporizing title. 

It may be of interest to you that the 
gentleman who headed that opposition 
and recommended this type of govern
ment who so strongly recommended a 
Chief of Staff with vast power was a 
man named Dean Acheson. 

Many weird and strange things have 
been happening in this House, in these 
halls, in the last few days. But I confess 
I never thought I would so soon see the 
Republican Party marching as a solid 
phalanx under the banner of Dean Ache
son, especially after what has been said 
about him in the past from the Republi .. 
can side of the aisle. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to compliment 
and bring to testimony one individual 
in this House for whom I have perhaps 
the greatest admiration. He has been 
very kind to me since I came to this body 
14 years ago. I have revered him, be
cause he is a man of wisdom and judg
ment and knows our military, He is a 
man of vision. He is, indeed, a man of 
wisdom and a man of experience, and in 
1949 this able man of vision easily fore
saw what was going to happen when the 
distinguished gentleman from Georgia 
[Mr. VINSON] observed to then Secretary 
Johnson in the hearings on this partic
ular bill: 

You polish up the Chairman-

Meaning the Joint Chief of Staff
but as a matter of fact and in reality he be
comes practically a chief of staff. 

He also had this to say: 
'\/hat is worrying me, while we may put 

limitations on the Secretary of National De
fense under this act saying that an overall 
Chief of Staff shall not be set up, yet in the 
reorganization plan that and many other 
things could be accomplished, neverthele~s; 
and it would require 218 votes against it in 

. the House or 49 votes in the Senate to keep 
from going through~ I am worried about 
that. 

And he had every reason to be wor
ried about that. As the distinguished 
gentleman from Texas has told you, that 
last reorganization act was handled as 
a legislative bill. He failed to tell you, 
however. whr it was handled as a legis· 

lative matter; he failed to tell you that 
the Armed Services Committee was so 
concerned over establishing this military 
man on horseback that it did not desire 
to act on any such legislation and acted 
only after they were informed that un
less they did act the President's reorgani
zation plan No. 8 would be put into ef
fect. 

Why, then, would we oppose this bill 
before us The Secretary of Defense, his 
deputy, Mr. Kyes, and undoubtedly the 
President of the United States have been 
sold a bill of goods they have been taken 
for a ride, and I quote from the Nelson 
Rockefeller report which says this: 

The recommendations embodied in a re
po:r;t submitted herewith are consistent with 
basic principles of the report of the Com
mission. 

They all accepted this at face value; 
the President endorsed it, Mr. Wilson 
endorsed it, and Mr. Kyes appeared be
fore our committee to give us a little 
briefing on why it should be approved. 
But to these gentleman who I believe are 
among our finest patriots and our finest 
citizens-! would say that all politics is 
not outside of the uniform; some of the 
best politics I have seen played in my 
time here has been in the uniform; and 
while those gentlemen, I agree, are giants 
in the industrial forest, I submit they 
are babes in the political woods, especial
ly when there is a uniform behind each 
tree in those woods. 
· Much has been made of the fact that 
the individual would not abuse this 
power. The gentleman from Texas un
wittingly admitted the danger when he 
referred to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts and saying in effect you cannot 
change human nature, and he referred 
to the case of Admiral Denfeld. I agree 
that you cannot change human nature, 
but why put a weapon in the hands of 
an individual for temptation when we 
recognize the weaknesses of human 
nature? 

The argument has been made that Ad
miral Radford is a man of ability and 
integrity and can be trusted. I subscribe 
to that, but I wonder what inspired the 
unprecedented action of naming Admiral 
Radford 3 months prior to the time that 
he was to take this office. I will tell 
you why it was done: It was perfectly 
obvious that it was an attempt to evapo
rate into thin air the opposition which 
was coming from many <>f those who 
heretofore have opposed this plan; in 
fact, I was told, ''You trust Radford, 
don't you?" "Why certainly I trust Ad
miral Radford; I think he is one of the 
finest and most courageous leaders in 
this country today; I think he is a man 
of honor, a good man, an able man, but 
I would not give my own brother such 
power and I would be fearful of myself 
with such power." I told Admiral Rad
ford that on his last trip here. I had 
quite a talk with him because he knows 
that I am a devoted admirer of his. I 
said, "Raddie, l will trust you until the 
end, but I am not going to give you such 
power because after Radford, what 
then?" 

Has the day ·come when we legislate 
for men and individuals? Has the day 
come when we have forgotten the con
cept of this Government-that this is 
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a government of law and not of men? 
Have we forgotten the admonition of 
the Founding Fathers and the Federalist 
papers which warned us not to legislate . 
for individuals? I say to you, most em
phatically, I trust Admiral Radford, but 
I cannot say that I will trust his suc
cessor. Nobody even knows who he will 
be? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Louisiana has expired. 

Mr. DAWSON of illinois. Mr. Chair
man, I yield the gentleman 7 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, I re
peat I am devoted to Admiral Radford. 
I oppose this plan not that I am devoted 
to Admiral Radford less but that I am 
devoted to the concept that this is a 
Government of law instead of men 
more, and we should direct our steps to 
the proposition that we cannot come in 
here every time a new administration 
assumes power and write into law stat
utes for the satisfaction of present in
dividuals that are binding in the future 
on individuals not yet named. We legis
late for the good of all, we write laws 
for posterity and we protect the integrity 
of . our liberty in the framework of a 
statutory Constitution. Will we today 
throw that concept of government out of 
the window. Today we hear the ge.ntle
man from Missouri very eloquently say, 
when he defends his position, that in a 
barrel of apples there might be 1 or 2 
bad apples. Then we hear him ask 
whether we are going to refuse a man 
the power to pluck the bad apples from 
the barrel in order to save the good 
apples. I say to the gentleman from 
Missouri, Is that not what is being denied 
this House today? For the most part 
we are in agreement on the general plan, 
although I do not think it is too effec
tive, and accept it without enthusiasm. 
What we object to is the bad apple 
in this barrel and we are being denied 
the right to remove the bad apple in 
the manner in which this bill is brought 
to the fioor. 

Nobody can be harmed by passing the 
rejection resolution because, as has been 
so aptly said, the President can send 
the reorganization plan back here on 
Monday without these obnoxious sec .. 
tions. The Rules Committee has an op
portunity also to report a bill by which 
the House could express itself. The 
Rules Committee at the moment seems 
to be vigorous in its desire to have the 
majority of the House express its will. 

No, Mr. Chairman, I refuse the cup 
of nectar because .! fear the hemlock in 
it. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HEBERT. I yield to the gentle
man from Maryland. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. I should like to 
compliment the gentleman from Louisi .. 
ana on his very clear and fine presenta
tion of this matter. I desire to associ
ate myself with the thoughts he has ex .. 
pressed so well. 

Mr. HEBERT. I thank the gentle .. 
man. 

Mr. WINSTEAD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HEBERT. I yield to the gentle .. 
man from Mississippj. 

Mr. WINSTEAD. I also want to com .. 
pliment the gentleman from Louisiana, 
a member of the Committee on Armed 
Services. There is not a more able 
member of that committee than he is. 
I feel if nothing else was said here to
day, all of us could well afford to sup
port this resolution which would nullify 
Reorganization Plan No. 6. 

Mr. HEBERT. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HEBERT. I yield to the gentle

man from California. 
Mr. JACKSON. May I say to the gen

tleman that I had requested some time 
on this matter, but any time I might 
take or anything I may say would be just 
repetition of what the gentleman has so 
ably presented to the committee here 
today. I should like to associate myself 
with him in his opposition to this take
it-or-leave-it legislation. I sincerely 
trust there will at least be a representa
tive voice in the House of Representatives 
in protesting the section and the subsec
tions of the bill to which the gentleman 
has made able reference. 

Mr. HEBERT. I appreciate the gen .. 
tleman's remarks. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HEBERT. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. In the 
book "The United States at War
Development and Administration of the 
War Program by the Federal Govern
ment" put out by the Bureau of the 
Budget, referring to page 129, I would 
like to ask the gentleman if the Army 
and the economy under that paragraph 
states his views? 

Mr. HEBERT. Does the gentleman 
want me to read this? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Yes. 
Mr. HEBERT. This is "The United 

States at War." On page 129 appears a 
title "The Army and the Economy" which 
reads as follows: 

As shown by the Industrial Mobilization 
Plan, it was the doctrine of the Army that 
the military should take direct control of all 
elements of the economy needed for war, 
once war was declared. Under "total" war, 
this would include total control of the Na
tion, its manpower, its facilities, its economy. 
Starting with this simple and "logical" con
cept, and being absolutely certain from 1939 
on that war was coming, it was natural that 
the generals and colonels and majors, even 
those drawn from civilian life, were dissatis
fied with the President's slow approach to 
war mobilization and with his reliance upon 
civilian personnel in all of the posts which 
were concerned with labor, industry, public · 
opinion, and the economy. In spite of these 
decisions by the President, the Army never 
gave up the effort to increase its control in 
these areas. 

I would say to the gentleman that in 
principle this is exactly the thing we are 
trying to defeat today. The concept of 
the general staff and all-out military 
control has been projected since 1903, 
and 50 years later they are still trying. 

Mr. Chairman, I will a vail myself of 
the remaining time to demonstrate that 
you just cannot casually throw this prop .. 
osition off. This is no red herring. It 

is legitimate fear that we have. The 
section objected to reads: 

The selection of the members of the Joint 
Staff by the Joint Chiefs of Staff and their 
tenure shall be subject to the approval of 
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Now, could any language be plainer? 
You give me the veto power and I will 
play hell. You see what has happened 
so many times in the United Nations with 
the veto power, and you see in effect what 
is happening in Korea today with the 
potential power of veto on the part of one 
man. In substance it means this, that it 
would be just as logical for us to accept 
a statute whereby we say that the tenure 
and approval of the members of the staff 
in our congressional offices are subject to 
the approval of the Speaker of the House. 
That is what it amounts to. Under this 
concept you have one individual sitting 
over the commanders, the Chiefs of Staff 
of the Army, the Air Force, and the Navy, 
and in eff~ct telling those individuals 
"You can or you cannot have such an 
individual on your staff." That is, in
deed, absolute unification. It is dicta .. 
torship. It is a military man on horse
back, and God forbid the day we should 
ever see that man riding in this country, 

Mr. JUDD. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HEBERT. I yield to the gentle .. 
man from Minnesota. 

Mr. JUDD. Well, the whole concept 
of the joint staff is that they are not 
staff members of the individual chiefs. 
Each of those chiefs has a staff from 
1,000 to 1,500 in his department in the 
Pentagon. 

Mr. HEBERT. This is the elite staff 
which leads eventually to the Prussian 
system. There is no place in our Amer .. 
ican system of civilian dominance and 
control for one man in uniform, whether 
he be Air, Army, or Navy, to be vested 
with such military power on such a high 
level. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen
tleman from Indiana [Mr. BROWNSON]. 

Mr. BROWNSON. Mr. Chairman, it 
is very difficult for a comparatively new 
Member of the House to follow in debate 
the distinguished gentleman from Loui
siana, long-time member of the Commit .. 
tee on Armed Services who has studied 
military matters for so long and is so 
experienced in all the intricacies of the 
Military Establishment that he can sense 
the ambitions and desires of their per
sonnel. 

I rise in opposition to the resolution, 
House Resolution 295, and in favor of 
President Eisenhower's Reorganization 
No. 6 of 1953. 

The term "general staff" has been 
bandied around rather freely in this de
bate today. In the armed services of 
the United States an officer who has 
demonstrated aptitude for staff work is 
singled out and detailed for a brief or 
prolonged period as an adviser to a gen .. 
eral officer in a command function. He 
is then detailed to the General St:;tff 
Corps, if he is an Army officer, for in .. 
stance, and temporarily lays aside his 
own insigne of the Infantry, Field Ar
tillery, Signal Corps, or whatever his 
branch may be, and puts on the insigne 
of the General Staff Corps, a large silver 
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star with the great seal of the United
States superimposed in ·the center. This 
is an entirely different concept than the 
sinister German General Staff idea of 
lifetime service in an exclusive elite 
corps. 

Unfortunately, I have not had the 
years of contact with the armed services 
which make the gentleman from Louisi
ana who preceded such a recognized ex
pert in this field. My only claim to 
knowledge of the military would have to 
be tased on my brief experience as a· 
Reserve Officer since 1935 and my 5 
years of active duty with the Air Force 
and the Army during World War II. 

Since the General Staff Corps is un
der such indiscriminate attack today, ·I 
feel that I must admit to you that I am 
a wartime graduate of the Command 
and General Staff School at Fort Leav~ 
enworth and that I was detailed for 
nearly 3 years to the General Staff 
Corps. I have served on the general 
staffs of Gen. omar Bradley, Gen. Court
ney Hodges, and Gen. Frank Milburn; 
and I must confess to you that I have · 
yet to see any attempt on the part of 
any of our military leaders to propose 
or to work in any way for the domina
tion of the military over the civilian in 
the United States. 

I ask you in the name of God, are we 
being fair when we stand here and in
sinuate that every man that wears the 
uniform, more specifically our generals 
and admirals, is working and plotting 
toward a military dictatorship? Are we 
being reasonable when we even hint that 
a sizable minority of those in our Mil
tary Establishment have so far-forgotten 
their obligation to defend the Constitu
tion? Have we forgotten that they too 
have sons in Korea, that they· too .desire 
peace and have as much to lose from a 
military dictatorship as any of the rest 
of us? 

I do not believe that any Member of 
· the House really believes that any of the 

dire predictions made in this debate to
day will ever come to pass. I think there 
is a tendency to erect a gigantic straw
man, a bugaboo, against which some can 
aim fierce speeches in an attempt to 
bring emotionalism to the front to re
place reason in this discussion. 

The gentleman who preceded me used 
several analogies and similes as he tried 
to develop a step-by-step progression to
ward military dictatorship. After ·his 
careful discussion of ancient Chinese 
torture, perhaps you will bear with me· 
while I tell you the story of two dis
tinguished explorers who feared to take 
a step in the right direction. 

These two intrepid gentlemen were· 
lost near the northern boundary of the 
great Sahara Desert. The younger of 
the two suggested that they follow their 
compass due north in order to save 
themselves. "We know we are not far 
from the northern edge of the desert " · 
h~ said, "surely a short trip north win 
bring us to vegetation and water." 

"Goodness no," his elder companion 
protested, ''the North Pole is that way. 
My friends at the Explorers Club have 
told me men. freeze to death up there. 
I refuse to take a step in the wrong 
direction." As far as · I know. they are 

still on the-Sahara debating the issue if 
they have not died of thirst. 

Before we decide that Reorganization· 
Plan No. 6 is even a step in ·the wrong · 
direction, let us examine carefully some 
of the facts that prove the straw man, 
erected by the opponents of this plan, 
actually offers less danger to the secu
rity of our country than the confused 
lines of authority which exist today in 
the Department of Defense. 

Yes; let us stop and think reasonably 
and maturely about what these steps are 
that we are being asked to take today. 

During the past few weeks there has 
been a most important discussion con
cerning one aspect of President Eisen-· 
bower's Reorganization Plan No. 6, ef
fecting certain important changes in the 
organization and administration · of the 
Department of Defense. Distinguished 
citizens in private life, retired leaders of 
the military, and Members of the Con
gress have generally approved most of 
the provisions of that plan, but there is 
a · diff-erence of opinion about the items 
set forth in paragraphs (C) and (d) of 
section 1 dealing with the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and his relation
ships to the Secretary of Defense, the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, and the joint staff. 
A very large part of the testimony pres
ented to the Committee on Government 
Operations within the past few day's has 
related to this particular · point. 

A favorable statement of the oppo
nents of paragraphs (c) and (d) is that 
these particular provisions will lead in
evitably to the development in our Amer
ican military system of what they refer 
to ominously as a Prussian-style general 
staff under a single, all-powerful chief of 
staff. The proponents of the reorgani
zation plan have assured the committee 
with equal certainty that they, too, are 
opposed to the Prussian-type general 
staff and that nothing in the plan could 
possibly lead to its development. The 
arguments of neither of these groups of 
witnesses satisfied me completely and, 
within the limited time available, I have 
tried to find out for myself why there was 
such a marked disagreement between 
their respective evaluations. 

My first conclusion is that the Ameri
can people will do well to fear a Prussian 
type of General Staff, therefore we 
should consider whether or not Reorgan
ization Plan No. 6 will result in such an 
all-powerful General Staff very care
fully. 

Obviously, there is nothing wrong with 
a military staff in itself. Such a group 
performs the same basic role in the mili
tary establishments of all nations. A 
staff is simply a group of military per
sonnel who assist the commander of a 
military force. Even Persia, Greece, and 
Rome, with their military forces which 
seem very small and quite simply organ-· 
ized by modern standards, developed in- · 
formal military staffs. 

The great military monarch, Frederick 
the Great, in the 18th century, laid the 
foundations of the German staff. He, 
himself, instructed a number of young 
officer candidates; in 1765 he founded ·an 
academy of nobles for training in diplo
macy and military art; and later he es .. 
tablished a war academy and personally. 
wrote its regulations ·and set forth its, 

course of instruction. · This was the 
foundation of the German general staff, 
as it was · known in later years. The 
members were chosen when young as a 
kind of elite ·corps to form a national 
planning organization. They were care
fully kept from battlefront command 
until middle age and never carried the 
kind of · field responsibility by which we 
test the commanding officers of our own 
forces. The environment in which they, 
the German elitists, were raised is for
eign to anything in the experience of an 
American officer. 

I think it ls not without significance 
that the first man to testify in the hear
ings that the proposal before us would 
endanger our form of government went 
on to say that when Germany int~·oduccd 
the great general staff plan it had the 
Reichstag, which he said was, at that 
time, one of the great parliamentary 
bodies of the world. This, to me, is an 
astonishing statement. The German 
general staff had at least a century 
start on the Reichstag, and the Reichs
tag never reached a stage of greatness. 
The Reichstag before the First World 
War is said by authorities on the subject 
to have been no more than a fifth wheel. · · 
After the First World War the Weimar 
Reichstag was flouted by any group in 
Germany that felt so inclined. To find 
punier legislators than they were, the 
members of the Reichstag would have 
to look eastward. The Congress of 
the United States had more muscles 
when it was born than the Reichstag was 
ever able to work. up in the moments of 
its greatest virility. 

The problem of Germany was not that 
of the form of its general staff . . It Is true 
that between von Scharnhorst's reorgan-· 
ization of the Prussian Army in 1807 and. 
the years before World War I the Ger
man general staff system grew amazing
ly. But a~ Scharnhorst, von Gneisenau, 
and von Moltke built upon the work of 
Frederick the Great, they worked hand 
in hand with the absolute rulers of Prus
sia and Germany until their influence 
became dominant in the government, 
even outside the field of military affairs. 
No legislature had the power to repre
sent · civilian popular opinion, and the 
restraining hand of suc~1 a body as the 
Congress of the United States was en
tirely absent. 

The social and economic systems of 
Prussia and Germany fortified the mili
tary system, creating a military caste 
of truly overawing prestige. The gen
eral staff in Berlin was able to control 
all the army commands, and they . used 
their power effectively. This caste con
sidered war to be a necessary and desir
able national enterprise, and the making 
of war to be their monopoly. They be
came known for their arrogant and dic
ta to rial methods, and finally they came 
to suborn the civilian aspects of govern
ment to their own militaristic purposes. 
Throughout more than a hundred years 
of war and peace, the· Prussian govern
ment symbolized arbitrary, militaristic 
and aristocratic power. It is notabl~ 
that the two countries· which imitated 
the Prussian . system. were Japan and 
Russia. . . . . 

What has been the traditional Ameri
can attitude toward a military staff? If 
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one had time to read the debates in the 
Constitutional Convention and in the 
State conventions called to ratify the 
new Constitution, he would-realize how 
deeply rooted is the American fear of 
militarism and how firm the intention of 
our people to subordinate the military to 
the civilian arms of government; He 
would see clearly that any proposals to 
build any semblance of a Prussian type 
of organization would have received 
short shrift. From the beginning, the 
American distrust of military power and 
influence stood in marked contrast to the 
militarist caste that has always domi
na ted Prussia. 

In 1796 the Congress established a 
central staff to include one major gen.:. 
eral, a brigadier general, an adjutant 
general, a quartermaster general, and 
a _paymaster general. By European 
standards, this was not a general staff. 
During the entire 19th century we had 
no general staff, even by our own stand
ards. Each technical and administra
tive service chief was independent of his 
fellows. A general staff was proposed 
only after the Spanish-American ·war 
had revealed serious command weak· 
nesses in the American Army. 

Secretary of War Elihu Root persuaded 
the Congress to enact suitable legislation 
to create a general staff in 1903. Show
ing himself to be completely aware · of 
the nature of popular concern over any 
growth of our Military Establishment, 
he said at that time: 

No one ever knew of the American Army 
seeking to make itself a political agent. No 
one ever knew of the American Army seeking 
to make itself a pretorian guard to set up 
a president or an emperor. No one ever 
knew of the American Army seeking to throw 
off the civil control of the military arm 
which our fathers inherited from England 
and which is ingrained in the desires, the 
prejudices and the instincts of the Anglo
Saxon race. 

We can now look back over half a cen
tury of troubled times and find that he 
accurately judged some ingrained Amer· 
ican traits. 

Indeed, it can be said that only with 
great caution have we taken steps to 
make of the armed services a single 
hard-hitting unit. Only after the whole 
Nation became aware of the fact that 
one service frequently did not know what 
another was doing, and learned the 
tragically high cost in men and money, 
did we begin to batter down the walls 
of prejudice and suspicion, and move 
toward a unified Department of Defense. 
I say we moved toward that goal. De
spite great efforts by strong and selfiess 
men, we have not reached it. 

Many of you are familiar with there· 
suits of last year's Bonner subcommittee 
and this year's Riehlman subcommittee 
hearings on waste and ine:fficiency in 
procurement and warehousing by the 
Armed Forces. It is ironical that the 
distinguished gentleman from Louisiana 
headed a subcommittee which likewise 
pointed out the terrible waste, duplica· 
tion, and lack of coordination in the 
armed services, yet today, when a remedy 
is offered by our President, a man with 
vast experience in both administration 
and the military, he chooses to oppose 
this move toward economy and e:fficiency. 

We are a long way from arriving at 

the kind of commonsense economy in 
military supply management demanded 
by the taxpayers. Even the top military 
men testifying before our committee 
agre~d with me that what we really need 
is some way to bump Army, Navy, and 
Air Force heads togetheJ.·. I say that 
before we begin to worry about some evil 
military plot to take over the country 
we had better get the service to the point 
where they can cooperate to do their 
jobs, or the people may do some dic
tating. The people of this country might 
be a little surprised to find that this 
tempest is caused largely by the proposal 
to give the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff a little more administrative 
power at the working level in order to 
pinpoint authority and establish clearly 
drawn lines of responsibility. · 

I think it is noteworthy that Mr. Fin
letter thought this measure would 
strengthen civilian control. Mr. Eber· 
stadt fia tly denied any fear that the plan 
as it now appears before us would create 
a supreme military staff with a general 
staff. He was concerned about what he 
termed "a trend." More specifically, 
he feared what we might do in the future. 

The Members of Congress who have 
compared the histories of Germany and 
the United States in the 20th century 
understand as well as I do that in the 
development of the relations between 
military and civilian agencies those two 
countries show quite opposite traits. 
Consistently and consciously, the United 
States has continued to declare .for civil
ian supremacy; Germany for military 
supremacy. It is this basic fundamental 
difference, visible throughout their his
tories, which we must remember in eval· 
uating our military organization and its 
future development. 

In deciding the issue before us we 
must consider, not the tradition of ana· 
tion that is diametrically opposed to ours, 
but our own long tradition of civilian 
supremacy. This is the important point 
in the debate. No matter what the staff 
organization used in Prussia or Germany 
from the time of Frederick the Great 
to World War II, that staff would have 
become, in practice,. something that 
would have revolted the people of this 
country. Contrariwise, officers trained 
in the Prussian tradition would find it 
intolerable to work in the offices of our 
present Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

The central airils of Reorganization 
Plan No.6 are to confirm and strengthen 
the powers of the civilian Secretary of 
Defense and to improve the administra• 
tive structure of his vast Department, 
not to Prussianize the Department. In
deed, they could not Prussianize the De
partment, even if they so desired. A 
civilian President-not a Kaiser-is the 
superior of the civilian Secretary of De
fense. Immediately under him are the 
civilian Secretaries of Army, Navy, and 
Air Force, and the civilian Deputy Sec
retary. The Congress of the United 
States-by no means a figurehead legis
lature-is equally charged with the Pres
ident to maintain the proper powers of 
the civilian Secretary and to perpetuate 
the provisions of our Constitution which 
guarantee civilian control over the Mili· 

tary Establishment. Back of these offi
cers of the Government are the people 
of whem Lord Bryce said: 

In no country can a military despotism 
• • • be deemed less likely to_ arise-

Than in the United States. 
Caesarism is the last danger likely to men

ace America. In no nation is civil order more 
stable. None is more a-verse to the military 
spirit. 

May I say, in conclusion, that every 
word of the mesEage which that great 
soldier-turned-civilian, President Eisen
hower, wrote to accompany Reorganiza
tlon Plan No. 6 breathes this same strong 
belief in the essential character of our 
institutions. It is impossible to conceive 
that anyone who favored military dom
ination in our national affairs would 
write in such terms. I advise · that we 
dismiss fears of encroaching Prussian
ism a..'t'ld support the proposals in this 
plan without reservation. 

The detailed explanation of proposed 
changes in organization and functions 
set forth in the plan convinces me that 
it will strengthen the civilian officers in 
the Department of Defense, and that the 
Joint Chiefs will be given better chance 
to do their technical job of strategic 
planning. I for one want that job done 
well. I would ask only that the riature 
of their organization reflect the most 
recent lessons of hard experience. 

Unless the entire American tradition 
becomes altered to the point where our 
citizens, through their elected officials, 
express th~ir preference for military 
rather than civilian control of their 
Government, we need not fear Prussian
ization. I think that no Member of this 
House will live to see such a revolution 
in the American tradition. 

Mr. DAWSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
15 minutes to the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. VINSON]. 

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, it is 
always a pleasure to listen to my distin· 
guished colleague, the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. HEBERT], who served on 
the old Committee on Naval Affairs with 
me, and who is serving with me now as a 
member of the Committee on Armed 
Services. During that time one thing 
I have observed about my good friend, 
the gentleman from Louisiana, is that 
on occasion he is adroit in dropping 
bombs and disturbing thoughts here on 
the fioor of the House. That is what 
we witnessed this afternoon in a very 
vivid fashion. He is a skillful debater. 
He knows how to put his finger on the 
sore spots. So he could think of no 
other line of attack than to bring in the 
name of Dean Acheson, and he was try
ing to get across to the committee that 
this is an Acheson plan. Let us see, let 
us see what the Acheson plan was. The 
gentleman from Louisiana was trying to 
tell you that if you followed this plan, 
you were going down the same road ad
vocated by Dean Acheson. I might say 
I think I heard some word dropped along 
that line by the distinguished chairman 
of the committee. Perhaps my hearing 
might not be too keen, but I thought 
I heard him mention the name 
''Acheson." 
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Now, let us see; This is no Acheson 
plan. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VINSON. I yield. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The 

gentleman would not for one moment de .. 
prive a man of the opportunity of dis .. 
approving a plan? · 

Mr. VINSON. I would- not for one 
moment deprive my distinguished friend 
from Michigan from trying to muddy 
the water as much as_ he. pcssibly can, 
irrespective of the facts. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Will 
the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. VINSON. Not at this time. The 
gentleman has all the time·. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I will 
answer the gentleman, don't worry. 

Mr. VlNSON. So my good friend from 
Louisiana [Mr. HEBERTl says: "Beware 
of this. This is the Acheson plan. You 
are following along the footsteps and the 
suggestions of Dean Acheson.'" 

What are the facts? Mr. Acheson, 
Mr. Meade, Mr. Pollock, and Mr. Rowe 
were members of the Hoover Commis .. 
sion, and it is true that they filed a mi .. 
nority report. Here is what they said: 

Accordingly we recommend the post of 
Chief of Staff of the Armed SeJ:vices. He 
would have staff functions only, not com
mand functions. He would be statf adviser 
to the Secretary, who should mak.e the deci
sions, and to the President, whenever the 
latter so requests. ·He would preside over 
the JCS, with the power to initiate and ter
minate discussions. 

Now, let me quote further: 
The Joint Staff would be subordinate to 

him. He would be called the Chief of Staff 
and not "chairman," "r.esponsible head," 
.. principal adviser," or some other temporiz
ing title. We would emphasize his impor
tance by his rank. His would be the post to 
which every young professional soldier, able 
officer, and air man would aspire, instead of, 
as now, to be the B.ead o:r a separate service. 

So I want to say to my colleagues here 
that this plan proposed by this adminis
tration, which I am wholeheartedly sup .. 
porting-! think I know something about 
the legislation in connection with the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff-is not in the slight .. 
est degree related to the. plan proposed 
by Mr. Acheson and his subcommittee. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, let us see what 
this plan does. If there ever was, in the 
years that I have served here, a case that 
warrants the statement that the moun .. 
tain has labored and brought forth a 
mouse, it is the opposition to this pro .. 
posaL Every kind of excuse and oppo .. 
sition and fear and apprehension has 
been brought forward in opposition to 
this plan. The sole objective of this 
plan is to get efficiency in the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. I venture the assertion 
that there is more likelihood of there 
being a trend to a single Chief of Staff, 
if the Joint Chiefs. of Staff are prohib .. 
ited by the failure of Congress to give 
them the tools with which to do the 
work. If we continue on and let this 
matter run as it is, then you will hear a 
hue and cry that the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff system is not good; let us get one 
that is good and get one along the single 
Chief of Staff conceptL 

Let us see what this is all about. 

·As previously - indicated it was my 
privilege, as chairman of the Commit .. 
tee on Armed Services in 1949 to present 
to the House a bill dealing with the 
structure of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
so I know something about the Joint 
Chiefs. I know the key points upon 
which the Joint Chiefs of Staff are built. 
It is important in this discussion to as .. 
certain what the plan does. But let us 
first see what it does not do for when 
we get that out of the way then we can 
see what it does. 

First, the plan contains no provision 
that would give the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff any control what .. 
soever, any command, over the other 
members of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Second, the plan does not change the 
statutory provision that the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff shall be the principal military 
advisers to the Secretary of Defense, the 
National Security Council, and the 
President. 

Third, nothing in the plan will per .. 
mit the chairman to have a vote in the 
deliberations of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. 

Fourth, no provision of the plan modi .. 
fies in the slightest the statutory duty 
imposed upon all four of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff by section 211 of the National 
security Act. 

Fifth, no provision in the plan en .. 
larges the Joint staff so that it can be
come the overall armed force staff 
which so many of us have fought to pre
vent. 

Mr. Chairman, these five items in my 
judgment provide the key to this prob .. 
lem of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. If the 
Congress will keep its eye on these five 
things and see that the Executive 
Branch does not get authority to modify 
these various restrictions on the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff and the Joint Staff, we 
need not today or tomorrow have_ any 
fear about a single commander or any 
Prussianized system. 

Now that we know what the plan does 
not do to this Joint Chiefs' structure, let 
us take a look and see what it does do. 
There has not been very much talk here 
today about what it does, but I think I 
shall be able to shed some light on what 
it proposes to do: In the speeches thus 
far we have heard many generalities, but 
I want to let you know something spe .. 
cific as to exactly what the plan does. 

First and most important is the rela .. 
tionship it sets up between the Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and the Joint 
Staff. The plan gives the management-
now, listen-the management of the 
Joint Staff from the Joint Chiefs of Sta:f! 
to the Chairman so that the Chairman 
manages this small staff on behalf of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff of which he is 
a member. 

The Chairman is permitted to do cer .. 
tain things, and this is what disturbs 
my good friend from Louisiana [Mr. 
HEBERT], and the gentleman from Michi .. 
gan [Mr. HoFFMAN]'. What does it do? 

The Chairman is permitted to disap .. 
prove the nomination of the three Chiefs 
of services of officers to the Joint Stat! 
and can accomplish their removal. Here 
we set up a man as manager of the Joint 
Staff. The Joint Staff is composed of not 
more than 210 officers, 'lO from each 

service ; and we say by this proposal we 
will give you, as the Chairman, the man
agement of it for the three members of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. What do we 
want this manager of the Joint Staff 
to accomplish? We want results, we 
want him to do the spade work, get up 
the data and the information, so that 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff can reach cor .. 
rect decisions. Now, he cannot get re .. 
sults unless he has some authority over 
the people who work for him. 

How do they get there? Seventy come 
from the Navy Department. The Bureau 
of Naval Personnel gets an order to send 
over somebody to the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. He is sent over there. They do 
not know whether he is a good man or 
a bad man, they do not know, as Admiral 
Davis testified, whether he is a drunk or 
whether he is lazy. So he comes over 
there. We want results from the Irian 
who is in charge of the management of 
it and he should be able to get results. 
You cannot get results unless you have 
the power to employ and the power to 
remove. That is the whole thing. But 
that is what the opposition is disturbed 
about. 

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. VINSON. I yield to the gentle
man from Louisiana. 

Mr. HEBERT. Can he not do that 
under existing law without writing into 
the statute the power of veto and dis .. 
approval? 

Mr. VINSON. In view of the fact 
the Secretary of Defense has direct au
thority and control over the whole De
partment, probably he could if he 
wanted to be arbitrary. But that is 
not the way to do things. The way to 
do things is to put the cards on the 
table and do it in an orderly fashion. 

Mr, HEBERT. But he could do it? 
Mr. VINSON. Probably he could do 

it. He could not put the chairman 
there. He would have to keep the Di
rector. 

If the members of the committee will 
11ead what -Admiral Davis says, and Ad· 
miral Davis has been one of the Di
rectors trying to do this work, there 
would not be any hesitation in the mind 
of any single man in reference to sup
porting this proposition provided he 
wants an organization to deliver the 
goods. That. is all there is to this 
whole matter. There is nothing else in 
it. We are disturbed here because, they 
say, the chairman should not have the 
right to remove from or to put a man 
on the Joint Staff. You are going to 
hold hfm responsible for the perform .. 
ance of the Joint. Staff,.. yet you do not 
want to give him the tools with which 
to work. You are going to say: We will 
send them there, and we do not care 
whether they do a good job or a bad job. 

That is all there is in this whole plan. 
There is no Prussian system in it, there 
is nothing 'to be apprehensive about. So 
I . certainly hope the committee will 
agree to the plan. 

Let me read one sentence. And I 
want to compliment the distinguished 
gentleman from Michigan for the thor .. 
oughness of this investigation. It is one 
of the best hearings I have read in a. 
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long time. This answers completely, to 
my mind, the apprehension that it may 
be arbitrarily administered. I .refer to 
page. 67 of the hearings and to a letter 
from the President to his old friend 
General Johnson in which he states: 

There is ready and immediate authority to 
curb arbitrary action taken by any person, 
military or civilian. 

Do you not know that if the chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff became ar
bitrary, became domineering, he would 
have trouble on his hands because we 
wrote into the law that any chief of the 
service can come to the Congress. In 
fact, he would not have to come to the 
Congress, Congress would find it out, 
and Mr. HEBERT's subcommittee would 
be on his neck before sundown because 
we watch those things very carefully. 

But let me impress this one fact upon 
you. In another part of this letter from 
the President he said that the reorgani
zation plan will unquestionably improve 
the efficiency of the Department of De
fense and will make it possible for the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff to devote more of 
their time to fundamental problems and 
its grave responsibilities. We are mere
ly taking away from the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff one duty, the management of the 
Joint Staff, and we are putting the Chair
man there so you can get efficiency, so 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff can devote their . 
entire time to what they are intended 
to do: Plans, logistics, and strategy, 

Mr. Chairman, I certainly hope that · 
this plan will be approved. 

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. VINSON. With much pleasure. 
Mr. SHORT. Under existing law the 

Joint Chiefs of Staff can bypass the ci
vilian Secretaries. That has been done, 
as the gentleman well knows, because 
these civilian Secretaries of the Army, 
the Navy, and the Air Force have been 
almost relegated to oblivion, but under 
this proposed plan we will restore some 
importance, some dignity and prestige 
to these various Secretaries of the three 
Departments in the defense setup which 
will give us more civilian control over 
the military. 

Mr. VINSON. I thank the gentleman 
for his observation. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield myself 5 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, for myself I care not 
at all, but I cannot understand-and I 
am speaking now, although he needs no 
counsel-in behalf of another Member 
of the House. Why was the gentleman 
from Georgia [Mr. VINSON] unable to 
argue this question which is before us 
without charging that because two Mem
bers of the House had used the name 
of Dean Acheson, they were injecting 
prejudice into the case. 

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I yield 
to the gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. VINSON. What was the purpose 
in using it? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The 
purpose was to show as I attempted to 
show by the chart, and as I assume the 
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. HEBERT] 
attempted to show, that this plan, of 9 

distinct propositions carried in the plan, 
5 of them, 5 of the 9, were the recom
mendations of Dean Acheson who disap
proved of the recommendations of the 
Hoover task force as presented by Mr. 
Eberstadt al'.d adopted by the Hcover 
Commission itself, that is all. Must we, 
because this plan is the plan of Dean 
Acheson, not the one recommended by 
the task force, and adopted by the 
Hoover Commission, and because, as the 
gentleman intimates, the mentioning of 
the name of Acheson arouses some prej
udice or opposition-must we forego 
giving the facts to the .House? No, 
brother, not me. The House will get the 
facts as discl.osed by the hearings. The 
plan before us today is the Acheson 
t>lan-not the plan of the Hoover Com
mission. 

Now, let me show you what the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. VINSON] said 
in 1949. I read from the record: 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. VINSON). All right, We 
will go on. I think the next one we want 
to reach a decision on is in regard to a Chair
man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. • • • 
And the Secretary would loolt to him for ad
vice. Now, after studying it and reading all 
the testimony and getting everybody's view
point, I concluded that the safest thing to 
do to remove any likelihood of an individual 
having the power of a single Chief of Staff 
was to make him a civilian. 

He is afraid of the military. The gen
tleman from Missouri [Mr. SHORT] said, 
"We are afraid of the ghosts, the ghouls, 
and the goblins" and the gentleman from 
Georgia said, "We w~re raising up straw
men." But was the gentleman from 
Georgia afraid of a strawman when he 
was talking her~ in 1949. He said: 

So I have had an amendment prepared 
that the Deputy or any other civilian can be 
appointed by the President and confirmed 
by the Senate. Of course, his duties are 
merely to expedite the work of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. 

well know it, and Congress might just as well 
know it. 

There is the Moses of the House laying 
down the law to us. 

Again, speaking about the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, he said: 

Here's the point I want particularly to put 
in the record. This is to be the first step. 

Back there when they were creating 
the Chairman that was to be the first 
step. Let me continue: 

This is :to be the first step. Five years from 
now we will have a bill here to have a Chief 
of Staff. 

You have got a Chairman. We ac
quired him from the Armed Services 
Committee in 1949. Five years?-1949, 
1950, 1951, 1952, and now 1953-4 years. 
It came just a year too soon. A wise 
prophet and a great observer is the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. VINSON J. 

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair· 
man, I yield 12 minutes to the gentle
manfrom Florida [Mr. BENNETT]. 

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. Mr. Chair
man, after so many able speakers have 
spoken on this subject, people who are 
probably very much more qualified than 
I to speak, I do hesitate to speak; never
theless, I will. 

One of the speakers just a few minutes 
ago referred to his background in the 
Army. Hence, I feel I should state my 
background. Although primarily I was 
a front line combat soldier, serving in 
World War II from private up to the 
rank of captain, I did have some little 
staff experience at times during the war, 
on a corps staff, also on a division staff. 
and for a time on a regimental staff. I 
do not think that this highly qualifies 
me to speak; but it qualifies me as much 
as it does the one who spoke a moment 
ago. I think it shows that we both have 
some knowledge of military affairs. I did 
have about 5 years in the infantry in 

Then, on another occasion, at page World War II. In addition, I am a law-
2837 of those .hearings, he said: yer by profession, and I am very much 

A man with such limited duties as that interested in government, as every man 
can be a civilian just as well as he can be a here is, because of a feeling of dedica
military man. tion to do the very best job we can here 

today. 
Who is afraid of a military man? · 

HoFFMAN of Michigan? VINSON of . This is a really serious ~roblem we 
Georgia? The gentlem f f 1 have today, because we have JUSt elected · . a:n was ear u a President of the United States who is 
~hen. Wh~ Is he unafraid now? If he obviously a very able military man, a 
lS not afraid- man who has a great deal of information, 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. VINsoN). Well, I don't a great deal of training, a great deal of 
know what you are going to do. I don't know experience. It certainly makes anyone 
hardly where we are drifting. But we are very hesitant to put his feelings up 
drifting-

against the ideas of a man who is a good, 
No rudder, no compass?- Christian, able man, a good gentleman. 

as fast as time will permit, probably, to a His recommendations are certainly to be 
single Chief of Staff of the armed services. very heavily weighed. _ 

Another occasion: My own conclusion in the matter is 
The CHAIRMAN (Mr. VINSON). And While 

my viewpoint was the other way, I am per
fectly willing, recognizing the tendency of 
the times and the tendency of the commit
tee, to go along with this language. We will 
have to stand on guard if our minds don't 
change-and they seem to change very 
rapidly here-

They do-

that I am very much opposed to subsec
tions (c) and (d) despite the arguments 
which have been made here today, and 
maybe I should say partly on account of 
the arguments that have been made here 
today. I have just about come to the 
conclusion that the best position for a 
person of my feelings to take on this 
matter is though opposing (c) and (d). 

ln reference to the issue that General Van- to vote for the proposal before us today, 
denberg was so frank and candid in stating. with the idea of getting legislation be-

Get this: fore us as promptly as possible to elimi
There is just around the corner a single nate or modify (C) and (d), thus allowing 

Chief · of Statf. The country might just as the other and needed provisions to 
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be used as promptly as possible. I 
do hesitate to throw any roadblock 
in the· way of a man who, I know, is try
ing to do the very best he can for the 
country, the present President of the 
United States. But with my very deep 
convictions on this subject I feel I should 
say something about how I feel about 
these subsections (c) and (d). 

There have been many- things said 
here today which have absolutely no 
pertinency to subsections (c:) and (d). 
Actually, the other provisions of this 
plan No.6 are not really in controversy. 
The great majority, in fact, I would sus
pect every Member of the House of Rep
resentatives, favors everything in this 
plan except subsections (c) and (d). 
r.rherefore, to say that someone is wrong 
who opposes subsections (c) and (d) be
cause of some provision which is not 
even in them, such as this direct chain 
of command point which we would all 
like to see corrected because of what 
happened in Korea, is to talk beside the 
point. Such discussions would just 
waste our time here today. So I think 
our discussion should be centered on 
subsections (c) and (d). 

What are those subsections? The 
first one, subsection (c), has been read 
here several times. It provides that the 
tenure and the appointment of the 
members of the Joint Staff shall be, by 
veto, in the control of the Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

The other subsection, (d), says that 
the management of the Joint Staff shall 
be in the hands of this one man. That 
is a simple issue. There is nothing com
plicated about that. It merely means 
we will have one man in this country, 
one paramount military authority, who 
will control, manage, direct, and in every 
way influence and effect the results of 
the highest military planning in our 
£ountry. He will do it to such an ex
tent that he can fire those who are 
stubborn and those who do not agree 
with his ideas and th€>se who may not 
meet with his approval as to their ideas 
expressed on that staff. 

Let us just look for a minute at what 
that means to put all this power into 
the hands of one man-the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Is it an im
portant power or is it a very slight power? 
That is the guts and the. very essence of 
this whole discussion we are having here 
today. It seems to me when General 
Bradley was Chairman of .the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, he testified before a com
mittee of the Congress. I hate to quote 
him exactly because I do not have his 
exact words before me, but I believe you 
all remember the statement attributed 
to him that implied that the time had 
now come when we would no longer have 
any more amphibious landings. Not so 
terribly many more months after that 
we had the Inchon landing. Who is 
going. to say here on the floor of the 
House today that we. will not have any 
further Inchon landings? Who is going 
to say we· are not going to have further 
amphibious warfare? _Now think of 
that for a moment and ponder the source 
who was one of histor,y's greatest gen
erals. Think about another man whom 
1 consider to be one of the greatest mili
tary leaders of all times, General Mac-

Arthur, whose ·views I generally sub
scribe to. I also believe in the views of 
General Van Fleet. I believe this coun
try should be fighting a war to win the 
war. I do not want too many diplomats 
telling this country what to do. The 
only way to have victory is to fight a war 
to victory. That is my personal opinion. 
But would you want to have General 
MacArthur as Chairman of this Joint 
Chiefs of Staff if such power as this 
rested in General MacArthur? Well, it 
would all be very well if you wanted to 
agree with everything that General Mac
Arthur says. However, I will warrant 
you that any strong man, whether it is 
General Bradley, General Van Fleet, or 
General MacArthur, or whoever may be 
the head of this, will have the right 
under this legislation to make all the 
basic military decisions· of this country. 

With reference to this discussion about 
the German staff, I am not enough of an 
authority to speak about the German 
staff; but I can talk about just what this 
proposed law says and just what human 
fallibilities may bring about. I . am wor
ried, too, of course, about the possibility 
of military tyranny and a dictatorship; 
but that is not the real worry in this bill. 
The real worry in this bill is that it ·gives 
to one man the planning of all our mili
tary security and strength, and control 
over what we are going to do to save this 
country from annihilation. 

Is there a man who has that ability? 
If you were going to choose him today
whom would you choose? I, personally, 
probably would choose General Mac
Arthur, only I do not want him to have 
all those powers. But, if I had to choose 
the ablest military man in my day, I 
think I would choose him. That is my 
personal conviction. I think he knows 
how to fight and he did fight as a soldier .. 
But if I were President of the United 
States, I would be very hesitant to put 
this kind of power into the hands of a 
man. of that strength. Do you want a 
weak man to be chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff·? What kind of man do 
you want to be chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff? What you really want 
is what we have right now, a presiding 
officer who can have the benefits of dem
ocratic deliberations which will save us 
from some particular man's predilec
tions in· some particular direction. Of 
course, it would be more efficient to have 
a powerful chairman of the Joint Chiefs, 
of Staff. It might be more efficient in 
our country today if we had a benign 
monarchy with one man sitting in Wash
ington, D. C., to make every decision for 
eur country. That man could wipe out 
the OPS; and put on or take off price 
controls whenever he wanted to. He 
would not have to worry about whether 
the mothers were getting their children 
back from overseas. He would not have 
to worry about whether the excess
profits tax was pinching little business 
or big business. That might be the effi
cient way of running a government, to 
have a benign, infallible monarch. 
That would be splendid as far as effi
ciency alone is concerned. But what is 
your end result? Military tyranny is 
not safe, it is not secure, and neither is 
a benign monarch. It is not wise at any 
time in our country to place that kind 

of power in the h-ands of a few people. 
Human fallibilities then become too im
portantA 

Our forefathers, 'when they drew the 
Cons.titution, were well informed. I 
think they would be shocked if they were 
here today, and for two reasons. Ol'le, 
because we are really today not legisla t
ing but vetoing or not vetoing legislation 
coming from the White House. They 
never contemplated this, of course, be
cause that is not in the Constitution. 

Another thing, as to article II of the 
Constitution of the United States they 
would be scratching their heads and say
ing, "Did we ever put that section in or 
not?" I am referring to paragraph 1 of 
section 2 of article II ot the Constitution 
concerning the powers of the President 
of the United States. Very, very few 
powers are enumerated, jus.t a few; not 
even a handful of powers are given to the 
President of the United States. 

There is outlined· no question of 
whether he should take off price controls, 
or these other littre dillydallies that we 
have recently given the President to do. 
They did not want to clutter him up with 
that kind oi power. They wanted to give 
him the power 61 being the Commander 
in Chief of the Armed Forces of the 
United States, and they spelled it out, 
the Army and the Navy. and so forth. 

So our forefathers, when they drew 
this Constitution, tried, with all of the 
ability that they had, in the few words 
that they used, to give many of these 
words to the very thought that we have 
before us. today, this problem of who 
should be in control of the ultimate mili
tary decisions in the country. And they 
carne to a very definite conclusion that 
that should be in the hands of the Presi
dent of the United States, the highest 
elected civilian official of the United 
States. 

As a practical matter, what is going to 
happen if you give the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. the powers provided 
in this legislation? As a practical mat
ter, you are going to have this happen. 
As we have future military problems, the 
average President, in coming to a conclu
sion on a military matter, is going to be 
very slow, indeed, to overturn or push 
aside the decision of the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff as promulgated ·in 
ibis bill, because •. if we pass this proposed 
legislation, we will at least have repudi
ated the spi:rit of the Constitution of the 
United States, and we will have given to 
a nonelective, high military official the 
power which, in my opinion, belongs un
der the Constitution to the President of 
the United St ates. And when he makes 
a decision on a matter, it is going to be 
:final. 

You may say that this man wants to 
he impartial. Certainly, he wants to be 
impart ial. But he is going to have ideas. 
in his mind as to how our country should 
be adequately protected. So he is going 
to pick. his staff, who will be men of the 
same idea. They may be men wh-o are 
for carrier bases.; they may be men who 
are for the infantry soldier; they may be 
men who are against ·aml>hibious land
ings, or things of that kind. But they 
are going to be men who have ideas, 
which are not stubborn ideas, which are 
:mot contrary id~as. 
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Mr. RIEltLMAN. Mr. :Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BENNETT of Florida. I yield to 

the gentleman from New York. 
Mr. RIEHLMAN. I am sure that the 

gentleman would not want the Com .. 
mittee to understand that the Chairman 
would have the authority to pick the 70 
men in the :first instance. Those men are 
picked by the Chi-efs themselves of the 
three different services. The only au .. 
thority that the Chairman would have to 
be, if he found that they were not work .. 
ing out satisfactorily, to ask them to leave 
and to ask for another man to be nomi
nated for that service, and if they did 
not suit him, he could reject them. But 
in the first instance he has no authority 
to pick the 70 men from the three 
services. 

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. Of course, 
it does say that he controls th~enure 
and the approval of their appointment. 
You can put your connotation on that 
and I can put my connotation ~mit. This 
section has been read so many times 
before the House that I do not see how 
there could be any contradiction con
cerning the words. The words have been 
read on the floor of the House here today. 
If the gentleman wants to read them 
now, that is all right. It says the tenure 
and the approval of the appointment, 
shall be in the hands of the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Stat!, but that is not 
the important section. Mr. VINSON in
f-erred that it was the important section. 
To me, the important section is section 
(d), to which (c) is just ancillary, (d) 
gives him the power to control the man
agement of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
entirely. 

There has been a great deal said about 
who approved this and who did not ap
prove this matter. 

I have in front of me a .copy of the 
Reorganization News, a digest of the 
Hoover Commission's report, stating 
their position, and it has never varied. 
It says on page 2 that they do not ap
prove this provision-! am quoting
"giving greater authority to the Chair
man of the Joint Chiefs of Stat!." And 
they say further that it ''departs from 
the Commission~s recommendation"; 
that is, from the 1Ioover Commission's 
report. 

Regardless of whether you like this 
plan or not the Hoover Commission re
port is against subsections (C) and (d), 
as is ex-President Hoover. 

I yield again to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. RIEHLMAN]. 

Mr. RIEin...MAN. The gentleman re
fers to the Chairman and the authority 
he will have. He has no direct author
ity over the . three Joint Chiefs of Staff 
and their activities. The :;tuthority giv
en to him under this reorganization plan 
would allow him to set aside the agenda. 
Each member of the J-oint Chiefs of Staff 
has a right to have on that agenda what
ever project he has in mind. He may set 
it aside temporarily but he can never 
take it entirely from the agenda. Their 
problem will be studied at some time; 

. and, of course, he has no authority over 
their activities as chiefs of their own 
services. He only has the housekeeping 
work of the Joint Staff. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Florida has expir-ed. 

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, I .yield the gentleman 2 additional 
minutes. 

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. I think the 
gentleman implies that the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff has no control 
over the military situation. Maybe he 
does not control the Joint Chiefs, but he 
does control the Joint Stat!, and the Joint 
Stat! draws up the plans. He who con
trols the Joint Staff controls the plans 
and llence quite effectively controls the 
ultimate actions of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff itself. · 

Mr. REAMS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. I yield. 
Mr. REAMS. I compliment the gen

tleman on his fine statement but I want 
to ask him if he does not think it would 
be best to vote the plan down and then 
to have a bill brought in enacting the 
good parts of it and omitting those to 
which we object, the gentleman, myself, 
and a good many others. 

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. Possibly it 
would, I may say to the gentleman from 
Ohio, and I will give that further con .. 
sideration. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Chair .. 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. I yield. 
Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I would just 

like to compliment my colleague for the 
able contribution he has made on this 
subject, but I do want to a-sk him: Do 
you believe that this reorganization plan 
as discussed by you, the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs would supplement the Presi
dent of the United States as being the 
Commander-In-Chief of the Army and 
Navy? 

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. He cannot 
of course legally supplant him because 
the Constitution is there; but I think 
from the standpoint of actual operations 
these provisions could have that effect 
if great care is not given to the matter. 

Mr. DEVEREUX. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. I yield. 
Mr. DEVEREUX. A great deal has 

been said about the chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff and the authority 
he might have over the various branches. 
However, after the plans are mape by the 
Joint Staff and presented by the chair
man of the Joint Chiefs, and those plans 
are approved, then the Secretary of De
fense or the President will simply direct 
the various services to carry out those 
plans. If that- is not control I do not 
know what would be control. 

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. I certainly 
agree with the gentleman. 

Mr. RIEHLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. MEADER] • . 

Mr. MEADER. Mr. Chairman, I favor 
Reorganization Plan No.6 and urge that 
House Resolution 295 be defeated. 

Mr. Chairman, when I first became 
a Member of this body and continually 
thereafter, it was and has been one of 
my major objectives to strengthen the 
Congress and recapture that legislative 
authority which has been usurped from 
it by the Executive in the past two 
decades. 

In discussing the Reorganization Act 
extension I favored permitting a simple 
majority of the House of Representa
tives to disapprove a plan rather than 
a constituti-onal majority, which is now 
the 1aw. In the 82d Congress I intro .. 
duced a bill to amend the Reorganiza .. 
tion Act to accomplish that same pur .. 
pose. 

This measure is a measure of such far .. 
reaching importance that it seems to me 
the House of Representatives should in
form itself fully and express its will. 

Article 1, section 8, of the Constitu
tion of the United States vests in the 
Congress of the United States the power 
to raise and support armies, to provide 
and maintain a Navy, and to make rules 
for the government and regulation of 
the land and naval forces. The Consti
tution, therefore, puts squarely upon this 
body and the other body of the Con .. 
gress the responsibility for the Defense 
Establishment of the United States. 

I reiterate this measure is one of far .. 
reaching importance. It is the equiva .. 
lent o·f an amendment to the National 
Security Act of 1947. It deals with the 
largest department in our Government, 
having 3% minion uniformed personnel 
and about a million civilian personnel. 
Defense is by far the greatest item of 
expenditure of our Federal budget. We 
are here dealing with the protection of 
our country and our people. 

This is not a minor matter of struc .. 
tural reorganization in the executive 
branch of the Government. This is a 
matter which is basic and fundamental. 

It is my belief, and has been from the 
beginning, that this proposal should re .. 
ceive the consideration of the elected 
Representatives of the people. They 
are entitled to an opportunity to ex .. 
press themselves, to inform themselves 
on the details of this proposition, and 
then to vote as their consciences and 
their understanding of the wishes of 
their constituents lead them to vote. 

This measure comes before us, how .. 
ever, not as a legislative proposal but as 
a reorganization plan. Because of that 
circumstance the authority we can exert 
with respect to this proposal is limited. 
w~ caimot amend this plan in any re .. 
spect. We must vote it up or down in its 
entirety, as is. If we find parts of it ob
jectionable, as some Members have al
ready stated, we cannot remove those 
objectionable parts. Those finding ob .. 
jectionable provisions must balance the 
favorable with the unfavorable and de
cide as a matter of compromise whether 
they should vote for or against the plan. 

Mr. DAWSON of nunois. Mr. Chair· 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MEADER. I yield to the gentle .. 
man from illinois. 

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. Is it not 
true that there is now pending before the 
Rules Committee two matters voted out 
by our committee, both of which will ac
complish the desired result; that is, leave 
out sections (c) and (d). So that if this 
Commit.tee today does not approve the 
plan, the Rules Committee at its next 
meeting could send down here to the 
House those two measures, either of 
Which would accomplish the result ob
tained by this plan with the exception of 
including sections (c) and (d) ? 
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Mr. MEADER. . The gentleman is cor. 
rect, except I happen to favor this plan 
as is and I do not think it is necessary 
for the Rules Committee to act. 

A reorganization plan once it becomes 
law has greater permanence as a prac· 
tical matter than a statute passed by 
both Houses of the Congress and ap· 
proved by the President. 

We may say, let us pass this plan, 
then tomorrow if we do not like it we can 
introduce legislation to alter it. That 
is illusory. Any legislation we pass on 
this subject, once this plan becomes ef
fective, must be so strongly supported 
by the Members of the Congress that 
they can override a Presidential veto. 
The President, having proposed this plan, 
would not look with favor upon any 
change offered by ·the Congress and 
would be inclined to veto such legisla· 
tion. Therefore a two-thirds vote of 
both Houses of Congress would be nee· 
essary to override the veto and alter a 
plan. · 

Under the Reorganization Act it was 
the duty of the Committee on Govern· 
ment Operations to study this plan and 
then report to the House of Representa· 
tives giving the House the benefit of its 
judgment and the hearings and evidence 
upon which they based their judgment. 
I was pleased to have the gentleman from 
Georgia [Mr. VINSON] compliment the 
committee on the thoroughness of its 
hearings. 
· One thing I tried to bring out during 
the hearings was the reason and neces· 
sity for the change. I sought to develop 
evidence of the failures and deficiencies 
resulting from the loose organization in, 
the Defense Department which this plan· 
would tighten up. I asked for examples 
of decisions delayed because of the 
present diffusion of authority from 
Roger Kyes, Undersecretary of the De· 
tense Department. He gave three ex· 
amples. He said the shortage of am· 
munition in Korea was, in part, due to 
delay in arriving at a decision because of 
the committee-type of consideration of 
the questions involved. 

Both on the civilian side and the mili· 
tary side of the Defense Department this 
plan would clarify lines of authority and 
abolish boards and committees end· 
lessly debating but never arriving at a 
decision. In that respect the plan in my 
judgment is a plan for which we should 
give pra1se to the President for having 
presented it. It will make more efficient 
and more effective the agency in our 
Government upon which we depend for 
the very existence of our Nation. 

I obtained from the Defense Depart· 
ment 15 examples of delay and pro· 
cra.stination by committees within the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, and part of this 
information is classified. 

First of all what struck me about these 
15 Joint Chiefs of Staff actions was that 
most of them appear to be trivial mat· 
ters. I regret I cannot identify them. 
They are marked restricted, although I 
do not see why they should be. Here is 
one example where a decision was not 
1·eached until after 149 days of consid· 
eration. Here is another one of 25 days, 
another of 33 days, another of 85 days, 
one of 60 days, and so on. 

- Mr. CONDON. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield?, 

Mr. MEADER. I ·yield to the gentle· those people that are administering our 
man from California. military services. If we today deny to 

Mr. CONDON. A few minutes ago the those people the tools to improve their 
gentleman stated that he was for the job, then you and I have no right to 
plan as is. Is it not true that the gentle· criticize them for the waste and the in· 
man from Michigan voted in the affirma. efficiency that will continue in that great 
tive to send it over to the Committee on Department. 
Rules, recommending that it be pa·ssed, Much has been said here today about 
for the proposal which eliminated sec· the fact that we are creating some kind 
tions (c) and (d)? of a· Prussian general staff system, but 

Mr. MEADER. I am glad the gentle· let me tell you this: I think in our pas· 
man raised that point, because he knows sion and in our prejudice we may lose 
that the parliamentary situation in our sight of what is actually happening. · In 
committee did not permit the votes to this plan it is proposed that the Chair· 
reveal the views of the members. I man of the Joint Chiefs of Staff will 
voted then, as I voted on this resolution have the right only to approve those men 
to give the House of Representatives a that serve on the Joint Staff, and then 
chance to consider and pass judgment on he shall have the right of management 
this plan. I always have been opposed of the affairs of the Joint Staff. 
to the position that the gentleman takes. Where unification has to come in this 
I voted as I did, and it was understood country is at the level of the Joint Staff. 
by everybody and should appear in the If we w-e not willing to put unification 
committee minutes, only to give the into effect there and give somebody the 
House of Representatives itself a chance power and the authority to say, "You 
to pass on this question. men on this Joint Staff are going to 

Mr. CONDON. The gentleman did work as a unit"-unless we do that, we 
vote for H. R. 5845. might just as well here today admit that 

Mr. MEADER. In the sense that I unification is a failure and do away with 
said, I voted to bring those measures the luxury we now have and the unnec· 
before the House. I opposed then, and essary extravagance of the Department 
oppose now, the deletion of sections 1 (c) of Defense and go back to three military 
and 1 (d) from the plan. My views are departments, one for Air, one for the 
clearly set forth in my statement in the Army, and one for the Navy, and forget 
committee's report. all about unification. You cannot have 

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair- it when your Joint Staff is working for 
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman different people, one-third of them 
from Texas [Mr. IKARD] working for a different man. There has 

Mr; IKARD. Mr. Chairman, in the to be coordination, there has to be uni-
fication, if that word means anything. 

beginning let me say I am not here today In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, may I 
purporting in any way to be a military say that it seems to me that this plan 
expert or to have the experience or back· should be allowed to go into effect for the 
ground that approaches that of the dis· reason that,.as vast as our resources are, 
tinguished gentlemen who have spoken as great as our economic strength is, we 
here today, who have spent so many cannot longer afford the luxury of the 
years studying and creating the very lack of organization that now exists in 
military sys.tem under which we now the Defense Department. 
operate. . Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 

I have had the privilege during this Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen· 
session of serving as a member of the tleman from Iowa [Mr. GRoss]. · 
Military Operations Subcommittee un· Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
der one of the ablest men in this body, firmly convinced that sections (c) and 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. (d) of section 1 in this bill are unusual, 
RIEHL MAN]. If I came out of those hear· extraordinary, and absolutely unneces
ing with any one conclusion as we have sary grants of power to the military. I 
tried to trace and find the waste and shall support the resolution disapproving 
inefficiency that exists in the present Reorganization Plan No. 6. 
Department of Defense, it is that we .Mr. Chairman, I yield back . the bal· 
must have, we can no longer be without, ance of my time. 
some lines of management and respon· Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
sibility in the Department of Defense. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen· 
· We must realize that historically mili· tleman from Ohio [Mr. BROWNL 

tary dictators have come to power and Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
countries have been subdued and con· more than 40 years ago when I was read
ttolled by the so-called Prussian mili· ing law with an old country lawyer out 
tary system 'when those countries have in southern Ohio he gave me the same 
failed and gone to seed economically and advice that many of you have heard 
morally. · given by preceptors of the law in the past 

The waste arid the utter disorganiza.. to this extent: That when the evidence 
tion that exists in the Defense Depart· is against you, argue the law; when the 
ment today leads me to the conclusion law is against you, argue the evidence; 
that we cannot with any degree of safety and if both the law and the evidence is 
as far as our economy is concerned go against you, then just give the opposi· 
on and let that disorganization and tion holy hades. 
waste and inefficiency continue. Mr. Chairman, that rule has been fol-

All of ,us in this body, in the other lowed . by many lawyers, and too often 
body, the President and everyone, have by too many legislators. But it does not 
open season on those that are in the avail much if you just find fault. So I 
military services. We go the length and think it is time we study the facts. 
breadth of this country talking about The facts are these, and most of them 
the inefficiency and waste in our Mili- have already been well stated on this 
tary Establishment, and we take to task __ fioor, the only question before this body 
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is whether to approve or disapprove of 
this plan. There is no way in the world 
that this House can at this time amend 
this reorganization plan. We are in the 
same position we so often find ourselves 
in on legislative bills, where we have to 
decide if there is more good than bad in 
a bill, or more bad than good in it, and 
vote accordingly. If we think this plan 
is good, or more good than bad, then we 
should vote for it. If we think it con
tains more bad than good, then we 
should vote against it. 

The only question which has been 
raised on the floor, as I understand it, 
regarding this plan is in reference to 
paragraphs (c) and (d). But we cannot 
strike out paragraphs (C) and (d) by 
any action taken today. If any of you 
think paragraphs (c) and (d) are so 
bad and so terrible that the whole plan 
should be rejected, then you should vote 
for this resolution. 
· Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the 

g'€ntleman from California. 
Mr. HOLIFIELD. I think it should be 

pointed out that a "no~· vote on the reso
lution is a vote in favor of the plan. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Yes. I wanted 
to point that out. So you have to decide 
whether you are for this Reorganization 
Plan or against it "as is." If you are 
for the plan you vote "No." If you are 
against the plan you vote "Yes," and 
thereby reject it. 

There has been a great deal of talk 
about who knows the most about this 
plan and whether it is good or bad. 
Well, I do n<>t care what you think about 
the President of the United States. I 
am honest and sincere when I make 
this statement: I am convinced there is 
no Member of this House, on either side 
of the aisle, who knows as much about 
the military services, or has had as much 
experience in military matters,. as the 
President of the United States. It seems 
to me that we ought to follow his judg
men on this; and that is exactly what I 
expect to do. 

Now, let us consider some other facts. 
There has been a great deal of talk here 
about the power given the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, if you want to 
call him that. This plan does not cre
ate a Chairman or a Chief of the Joint 
Chiefs of staff. That offi.ce was created 
by the Congress when it passed th€ Na
tional Security Act years ago. The 
Chief or the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff does not have permanent 
status. It is not anything· at all like 
they had in Prussia, because the Chair
man or Chief can be appointed only for 
a 2-year term. Then he can be reap
pointed for an additional 2-year term. 
Both of such appointments are subject 
to confirmation by the Senate, or to a 
veto, if you please, by the Senate, of the 
President's appointment. The only ex
ception to that rule is in time of war. 

President Roosevelt did have a per
sonal Chief of Staff who represented 
him in an overall capacity, Admiral 
Leahy. And Admiral Leahy has said he 
was for this plan; d<> not forget that. 
The He-over Commission-and I was a 
member of it, 'had a little something to 
do with it, and knew a little about what 

went on; as a matter ·of fact, I intro .. 
duced the resolution creating the Hoov-er 
Commission-the Hoover Comrp.ission 
said it did not favor a Chief of Staff to 
the President. At the same time the 
Commission also came out with even 
stronger language in whi.ch it said there 
must be civilian control of the military. 
At the same time the Hoover Commis
sion strongly recommended we must 
have a line of authority from the Presi
dent down through the various depart
ments. 

All this plan does is to take away 
command functions from the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. If you want civilian 
control, do not let the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff command the Army Air Force and 
Navy. Keep the staff in only an advisory 
capacity. 

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield briefly. 
Mr. ALBERT. On page 3 of the report 

those listed as favoring the elimination 
of sections (c) and (d) include the name 
of Admiral Leahy. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. May I say I 
was not responsible for writing the re
port. If you will read the testimony
the only hearings that are available are 
the ones on another resolution, not this 
resolution. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. The 

only testimony taken is here. It was 
taken on another resolution, which 
raises the same issue. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. But we had 
Admiral Leahy before us, and you know 
what he said, because in his answer to 
Representative PILCHER, who asked him 
one too many questions, and you know 
it and I know it, and remember this 
committee knows it, he said, "Of course 
I favor the plan. The President ought 
to have it the way he wants it." That 
was his final answer. 

Do you want civilian control or do you 
not? That is the thing you have to 
decide. 

If you want civilian control of the 
Armed Forces, of the military, in this 
country, you will vote against this reso .. 
lution, you will vote "No," and for this 
plan, because it will permit the Presi
dent to proceed to reorganize our De .. 
fense Department and along the Key 
West agreement and other subsidiary 
actions, take away the command con .. 
trol that now exists in the Joint Chiefs 

· of Staff. Instead, as the gentleman 
from California [Mr. HOLIFIELD] showed 
you by his graph, the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff to serve only in an advisory capac
ity, and command wm flow down from 
the President through the Secretary of 
Defense, to the civilian Secretary of the 
Army, the Secretary of the Navy, or th-e 
Secretary of the Air Force as the case 
may be, before reaching the military. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN .of Ohio. I yield hur
riedly, 

Mr. GROES. Does the gentleman re
call, speaking of civilian control, that 
the Unification Act was amended for the 
sole purpose of making General Mar .. 

shall Secretary of Defense? I voted 
against that. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohi<>. Yes, I remem
ber that, and in addition I remember how 
Congress turned around and voted to 
set aside the law and make him Secre
tary of State in direct violation of the 
act. But that is not in this plan. 

There has been a lot of loose talk 
flowing around here about what was 
said by ex-President Hoover and where 
ex-President Hoover stands. I know 
President Hoover very well and I want 
to quote what I said about him in the 
committee, and it is in the offi.cial report. 
You can look on page 57 and find it. I 
said: 

. Mr. BROWN. Well, I think it might be of 
interest to this committee to know I just 
talked with Mr. Hoover a moment ago, and 
he tells me the plan as submitted is a great 
improvement over what we have, and very 
much worth while-and I have great respect 
for his judgment. I think he has had some 
experience and some knowledge of it. 

· That is exactly what the record dis .. 
closes; that is exactly what I said. 

The CHAIRMAN. 'The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio has expired. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Can I get 1 
more minute from somebody, anybody? 

Mr. HOFFMAN. I think probably I 
come under that designation, yes. I 
yield the gentleman 1 additional minute. 

M-r. BROWN of Ohio. I did not 
know, but I thought maybe, because I 
was for the plan, that my friends over 
on the other side might be able to give 
me a minute or two, so I would not have 
to request so much of the time of the 
gentleman from Michigan. 

What former President Hoover said 
in his letter to Mr. Hoffman has been 
quoted on the floor. He said that there 
had been some misunderstanding about 
his position. He never said he was for 
~verything in the plan. But he did say 
to me it was a great improvement over 
the present setup. But my words were 
twisted and distorted around to make 
it appear that I had said he approved 
of everything in the plan. So let us 
read again what MrA Hoover said in 
that letter. 

I therefore wish to state I am -in full 
agreement with the plan except- 1 

. Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. Except? '1 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Yes, except 

the provisions (c) and (d). Now, I think 
I know a little bit more about Mr. 
Hoover, and how he thinks and feels. 
and how he might vote on this resolu
tion, than some other folks here. So I 
am going to give to you my opinion that 
if he were here on the floor today as a 
Member of Congress-yes, I am firmly 
convinced he would vote for this plan. 
Although he might not like two sections 
in it I have no doubt about how he would 
vote. He would vote to support this 
plan and the President of the United 
States, Dwight Eisenhower, the gre~t 
military leader, a man who knows more 
about the military situation, in my opin
ion, than anyone in this country. 

But, Mr. Chairman, I want to get back 
to some of the details of the reorgan
ization plan before my time expires. 

The opposition to Reorganization Plan 
No. 6 is centered on paragraphs (c) and 
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d Proper ··th·at · we- should - have ·these · eminence,-he might be transformed into· '(d). of section 1 and, according to ocu- · h' f · gle Chi'ef of Staff The 

t Changes Wrl.tten in the law, changes Superc 1e or a sm · mentatl·ons I have read, on fears tha t t 'fi 11 d · es hi'm of any Whl.ch first were suggested by the Rocke- sta u e spec1 ca Y epnv those Sections will accomplish the build- d y of the other 
feller -committee, who stated that they comman powers over an m. g up of a single Chief of Staff as .a- b f the Jo

1
'nt Chi'efs of Staff 

hoped to increase the ability of the Joint mem ers o · 
General Staff with all of the concomi- Chi'efs of Sta"' to serve as the top mili- either while they sit as members of the tant bugaboos of Prussianism with .u t Ch' f f st "' whi'le they act tary planning and advisory group by · Join Ie s o au. or 
which we have become accustomed to clarl'fying the role of the Chairman, and as the individual military chief of their assocl·ati'ng those two terms. "' t' e v1'ces Further all of the then by improving the subordinate stau respec Ive s r . , It Seems to me' however, that in fall- f t' f st ·ateg1'c planni'ng vested structure. Their recommendation was: unc IOns or I 
ing victim to these fears, Members are The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, by law in the Joint Chiefs of Staff con-' fal.li'ng to recognize two fundamental t' · to be vested equally in the four Without detracting from the function of the Inue facts . first th·e clear dominance of. the b s of the Jo1'nt Chi'efs of Staff ' ' Joint Chiefs of Staff as a group to &erve as_ mem er • CI·v1·II'an control of our Military Estab- f th ted 1'n the Chai'rman the principal military advisers to the Secre- none o em are ves 
lishment and second, the clear intention tary of Defense, should be given the author- . as an individual. Also a most significant 
of all of ~ur Commanders in Chief since ity and responsibility for organizing the sub- and important function-the function of 
the birth of the Nation, tp see that there ordinate structure of the Joint .Chlefs of being the principal military advisers to 
is no ascendancy to a position of dQmi· Staff and the Joint Staff in such a way as to the secretary of Defense, the National 
nance of professional military. person- help the Secretary of Defense to discharge security council, and the President, con
nel The Constitution states that the his total responsibilities. tinues to be vested equally in all members 
Pr~sident shall be the Commander in Let me repeat again that important of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and not in 
Chief of our Armed Forces and that the clause "without detracting from the the Chairman individually. Thus the 
President shall have the power to ap- functi~n of the Joint Chiefs of Staff as a Chairman remains exactly the same en
point officers of the Armed Forces. group to serve as the principal military tity the Congress created in 1949, a co
Thus, in the President rests always the · advisers to the Secretary of Defense." equal member of the Joint ·Chiefs of 
ultimate domination of a man selected · There is the key clause, and the key pro- staff, but without vote, and now to be 
by the people over the professional mili- tection to the specific thing we wish con- charged additionally only with the re- · 
tary group. tinued~all of us do. We want joint sponsibility of managing the work of 

The Constitution also states that the study, joint plans, joint deci~ions, and the Joint staff for the Joint Chiefs of 
Congress may establish certain rules for joint advice. And those four Important staff, and given a veto power over as
the government and regulation ·of the factors will be continued. Ahere is no signments to the Joint Staff to assure 
Armed Forces. Under that constitu- change· in them. that, regardless of service affiliation, a 
tiona! authority, the Congress estab- In examining the problem of the Joint Staff member will recognize that · 
lished the Defense Department and working arrangements of the Joint Staff, his planning assignment must be dis
created the post of Secretary of Defense. the Joint Chiefs of staff, and the Chair- charged to his country's interest first, his 
Then in 1949 the Congress took a most ·· man, it is well to remember the actual service second. 
significant step, it -crossed the bridge · situation which exists today. There are Further, another significant pre
which separates confederation from 4 regular members of the Joint Chiefs requisite to danger is absent under this 
union, when it stated that thereafter the of staff-the Chairman, and the desig- plan. The Congress has never delegated 
Secretary of Defense should have "au- nated Chief of each of the 3 military . to the Joint Chiefs of Staff any com
thority, direction, and control" over all services. Three of these individuals, the mand function, it has never intended 
aspects -of th~ Depar:_tment of Defense. military chiefs, are partially absorbed in · that the Joint Chiefs of Staff as such, or 
On that day, when that bill was enacted their responsibilities to their services, ·the Chairman thereof should have any 
all residual power not given to him by and do not have time to spend in the military command function. There did · 
the previous law in 1947 came to rest in simple job of management of the Joint develop administratively subsequent to 
the Secretary- of Defense. staff. Additionally, each of these three i948, when Secretary Forrestal nego-

In giving this authority to the Secre- individuals is physically located in the tiated the Key West and Newport agree
tary the Congress makes him clearly the heart of his own organization, as he ments, a situation which caused some 
dominant force in the Department. He must be in order to exercise his functions confusion as to lines of authority as be
controls everything, and, controlling of command. Conversely, the Chair- tween the military and civilian. chiefs of 
everything, he certainly controls, if he man is physically located with the Di- the services. This, however, was not 
wishes, assignments and terms of duty rector and with the Joint Staff, and is statutory confusion but was administra
on the Joint Staff. · Through his au- wholly and completely absorbed in the tive and is being corrected administra
thority he could arrange the method in problems of national defense planning as tively. 
which the Joint Staff would do their are the Director and the Joint Staff, as summarizing, then, what do these two 
work, and even under whom their work distinguished from being involved in the · subsections do, and what do they not do. 
would be done. In other words, by law problems of day-to-day operations of the They do permit the Chairman to man
the Secretary of Defense could move in individual services. Common logic and age the work of the Joint Staff, thus per
personally and direct the accomplish- · good management very reasonably die- mitting him to present his agenda items 
ment of that which the reorganization tate that this individual, charged by the to the Joint Chiefs in a workmanlike and 
plan proposes in section 1 (c) and (d). · congress with the responsibility for pro- . proper manner, and they do permit him 
He could direct the Joint Chiefs to per- viding the agenda for meetings of the to veto the appointment to the Joint 
mit the Chairman to have a veto power Joint Chiefs of staff and assisting the staff of anyone with whom he knows he 
over appointments to the Joint Staff, Joint Chiefs of staff in the prosecution · cannot work. It is only these 2 things 
and he. also could require the Joint of their business as ·promptly as practi.;. which were intended by the Rockefeller 
Chiefs to permit the Chairman to or- cable, should certainly have at his dis- : committee, and by the Secretary of De
ganize and manage the work of the posal the simple right of management of fense; it is only these 2 things intended 
Joint Staff. So why the great fuss over the work of the Joint Staff to assist him, by the President, and with all of . the · 
these two subsections? To me, while in his vital role, so important to the Na- safeguards so painstakingly written into 
subsections (c) and (d) delineate in the tio'n and so different from the role of the law in 1947 and again in 1949 as 
law who can do what, there certainly each of his three coequal colleagues. . · regards the Joint Staff, the Joint Chiefs. 
is no change in the overriding civilian It should also be remembered that the : and the Chairman thereof, it is only 
authority of the Secretary of Defense. ••man on horseback" certainly does not ' these 2 things which can result. 
So, to me, by giving this authority to emerge under this plan. Here we have a · If it is these things and these alone 
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, we Chairman, established by law in 1949, but which are done, what are the things 
are giving him no more than the Secre- specifically deprived of a vote and specifi- which are not done? What are the dan
tary of Defense himself could give him, cally limited by the law to· three specific gers we are told will_ appear, wl_lich, in 
but we are laying it down clearly in law statutory duties in addition to being a fact, do not exist and cannot develop? 
under the rule-making power given to member coequal to the other ·members . Let me summarize them: 
us by the Constitution: of the Joint Chiefs. These statutory lim- First. ·The Chairma1_1 may not _assert 

It is always well where we can to make itations ·were deliberately_ set lest then~ _, any command power, either ov.er hls ?Wn 
the law clear, so I feel that it is right and · be a possibility that. by his position of parent service. or over the Jomt Chiefs. 
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He had no such powers under the law, 
he gets none here. 

Second. The Chairman moves to no 
new position of eminence on the Joint 
Chiefs. The 1949 law said he has no 
vote, he gets none here. His status re
mains that of a coequal member. 

Third. There is no diminution of the 
umbrella of civilian control over him. 
He remains in exactly the same relation
ship to the Secretary, the Security Coun
cil, and the P.resident as the Congress 
established for him in the 1949 law. 

Fourth. The plan does not transfer to 
the Chairman any of the statutory 
functions of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
They remain responsibilities of the 
Joint Chiefs, and . his responsibility as 
regards them is as a coequal member 
only-no more. 

Fifth. The plan in no way affects the 
basic statutory responsibility of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff as a group to be the 
principal military advisers to the Presi
dent. 

Sixth. There is no enlargement of the 
size of the Joint Staff, set by law in 1949 
at 210 members and remaining · at that 
size under the plan. 

Seventh. There . is no change in the 
statutory safeguards to protect the his
toric combatant functions of our famous 
fighting units such as the Marine Corps 
and naval aviation. 

Eighth. There is no change in the 
statutory requirement that the three 
military departments be separately ad
ministered. 

In short, Reorganization Plan No.6 as 
submitted by the President is a carefully 
worked-out plan to· make possible the 
improved management of two important 
segments of the great Defense Estab
lishment. First, it proposes to permit 
the Secretary of Defense to streamline 
the internal business and managerial or
ganization of the Department to achieve 
economy and efficiency, and, second, it 
is designed to permit improvement in the 
vital role of national-defense planning by 
permitting for the more efficient super
vision and operation of the principal 
study arm of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Mr. DAWSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
10 minutes to the gentleman from Con
necticut [Mr. DODD]. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. Chairman, the gen
tleman from Ohio has humorously sug
gested that sometimes when a lawyer has 
neither the facts nor the law on his side, 
he should give the opposition hades. 
From my observation in our committee, 
the gentleman from Ohio sometimes 
takes another course. In the present 
situation he did all that he could to pre
vent full discussion of this important 
matter on the floor of the House, so ap
parently his view is that when he has 
neither the law nor the facts on his side, 
the matter should not be discussed at all. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? He has re
ferred to me. 

Mr. DODD. That is my understand
ing of the gentleman's view by his action 
in the committee. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The gentleman· 
well knows that the gentleman from: 
Ohio pointed out in the committee that 
if there is no action reporting this par-· 
ticular resolution back by our committee 

that there would be ·1 hour of debate · 
under the rule on the other resolution. 

Mr. DODD. Yes, I am glad to agree 
to that-1 hour of debate and that was 
all. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DODD. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. And un• 
less this resolution or a similar resolu
tion had been voted out by the commit
tee, it would not even have had an hour's 
debate because of the date when the 
resolution came to us and the date when 
the plan becomes effective? 

Mr. DODD. That is right. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio. That is not ac

cording to the calendar. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 

Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. DODD. I yield to the gentleman 

from Michigan. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Anyone 

who can read a rule and who can count 
up to 10 will be able to determine that 
issue for himself. 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? · 

Mr. DODD. No; with due respect. 
My interest in this problem predates 

for a considerable number of years . my 
membership in this body, but since I 
have been a Member of this body, my 
interest in this matter has been further 
stimulated by a speech made on the floor 
of . this House on the 11th day of March 
1953. That speech by the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. SHAFER] was, as I 
thought then and as I believe now, most 
significant and relevant to this subject. 

I am afraid it did not get the atten
tion that it deserved at that time. Our 
colleague, the gentleman from Michigan, 
told us at that time that he feared that 
an effort was under way to set up, or ad
vance the cause of, a general staff sys
tem in the United States of America. 
He made particular reference to a Prus· 
sian-type general staff system and he 
wanted us to be on the lookout. He said 
he could not understand why a new 
committee was being set up to consider 
reorganization of the Defense · Depart
ment when the Hoover Commission had 
devoted 7 months of its time to this very 
same problem. And he went on to tell 
us in some detail how the Hoover Com· 
mission had dealt with this problem. 

The subcommittee of the Hoover Com
mission which considered the reorgani
zation of the Defense Department was 
headed by Mr. Ferdinand Eberstadt, and 
assisted by a military advisory commit
tee of 9 distinguished, retired, senior 
officers representing land, sea, and air 
power; besides a total of 9 nationally 
prominent citizens served as consultants 
to the subcommittee. This subcom
mittee, after full consideration and after 
full investigation, submitted a report 
and rejected the very proposal that is 
before us today in subsections (c) and 
(d) of Reorganization Plan No. 6. 

The so-called Rockefeller committee 
which was appointed by the administra
tion was given only 60 days in which to 
make its report, and with respect to the 
matter under discussion and ·before us 
now, it came to a conclusion directly in 
opposition to that reached by the Hoove1· 

Commission. Furthermore, I believe it 
is significant that the Hoover Commis
sion subcommittee published voluminous 
information which disclosed the basis 
for its decision, while the Rockefeller 
committee has not made public the in
formation which it received in secret 
from unidentified persons. The Hoover 
Commission task force in its report ori 
national security organization says: . 

The appointment or a single military 
chief of statr as commander of our three 
military services might lead to a military 
party line with static concepts and enforced 
mental unification. The dangers of one
man military control of the armed forces 
of a nation are illustrated by history. The 
case of the Third Reich is a recent example 
of the hazards of unilateral strategy. When 
military differences completely disappear 
military progress will cease. (Appendix G. 
January 1949, pp. 53-54.) 

I suggest that you ask yourselves why 
the carefully prepared recommendations 
of the Hoover Commission into which 
went 7 months of labor and thousands 
of dollars -of public funds were ignomini
ously cast aside, and this special Rock
efeller Committee -set up to produce for 
the military what the Hoover Commis
sion denied. 

I fear power at all times. I am always 
concerned about grants of power, but I 
am particularly fearful about grants of 
power to the Military Establishment. 
Let me explain to you why I fear the 
grant of power to the military, and let 
us inquire as to whether or not there is 
any reason for this fear in our more or 
less recent history. 

This is about the fourth time in the 
last several years that an effort has 
been made by a small clique of military 
people to get power over the American 
people that they do not need and which 
the American people do not want them 
to have. This small clique first tried, 
back in 1946, with what is known as the 
Collins plan. Former Secretary For
restal has told us that it was the intent 
of the Collins plan to isolate civilian 
authority. This statement by Secretary 
Forrestal was read into the CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD on April 3, 1951, and I 
think it is worth inserting at this time, 
I quote it: 1 

That's the background of what has al .. 
ways seemed to me to be two violently op
posed sets of thinking about the military 
organization. It was expressed in the Col
lins plan which, as you know, did have a: 
single civilian Secretary, had a Chie~ of 
Staff, and in rr.y opinion would result in the 
isolation of the civilian charged with the 
responsibility for the running of the organ-. 
ization, which I also think was the Army's 
intent--in fact, Marshall quite frankly said 
SO. (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, VOl. 97, pt. 3. 
p. 3232.) 

The Collins plan did not succeed be
cause the Congress said, "No, you cannot' 
have that kind of power. We are not 
going to give it to you . . It· is out of line 
with the traditions, the customs, and the 
habits of the American people, and it is 
too dangerous a power to give you." But 
they came back again-this same small 
clique-in 1949, and made another reach 
for power in the disguise of the Unifica .. 
tion Act, and again they were rebuffed. 

Now they are attempting to sneak in 
under this reorganization proposal, un
der the disguise of necessary executive 
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reorganization of the Defense Depart
ment. Thus a long-sought objective of 
this small military clique appears about 
·to be reached. The use of a reorganiza
tion plan for a proposal of this, kind, in 
iny opinion, does violence to the whole 
reorganization program, and it gives·'to 
those of us who generally favor reorgan
ization cause to be fearful about the 
whole reorganiZation program. 

These people know full well that a di
rect effort to establish a supreme mili
tary authority in one fell stroke would 
raise an uproar across this Nation. As 
a result of their experience with the Col
lins plan in 1946, which was in fact a 
barefaced attempt to impose military 
domination on the American people, th~y 
have learned that if they are to achieve 
their objectives they must move behind 
concealments and devices. They know 
very well that any bill submitted to this 
Congress which attempted to do what 
subsections (c) ·and (d) try to do in this 
plan would not 'even get out of com
mittee. 

Now this is the history in recent years, 
a.nd these are some of the reasons why 
eome of us are very much afraid. But 
the history of this sinister business goes 
back-far back-of recent history to the 

·year of 1903 when Elihu Root, serving 
under Theodore Roosevelt, permitted 
·this operation to get under way. Now I 
do not know what was in Mr. Root's 
mind or, indeed, what was in the mind of 
President Theodore Roosevelt, or what 
influences were brought to bear on either 
or both of them by the professional mili
tary men of that era, but parentheti
cally, let me remark that one of the vivid 
recollections of my youth is a picture of 
President Theodore Roosevelt astride a 
·horse watching German military maneu
vers at the side of the then Kaiser and 
Emperor of Germany. I do not know 
what influence, if any, that experience 
'of Theodore Roosevelt's had on the deci
·eion that was made, but it· would be an 
interesting field in which to do research 
·if one had the time to dig into it. This 
was the first move for supreme military 
power in the pattern of the German Gen
eral Staff in the United States of 
America. 

The next move was made under New
ton Baker in 1916 when he was serving 
under Woodrow Wilson as Secretary of 
:War. 

Secretary Baker gave the Chief of Staff 
a power which has been well described 
as ''civilian capitulation to the Army 
General Staff." Thus was the civilian 
authority captured by the general staff 
just as it had been captured in Germany 
by the German General Staff, and thus 
was the second tragic mistake made 
along this road toward the domination 
()f civilian life by the military of the 
United States of. America. As I said a 
few moments ago, the Collins attempt 
was the third etiort along this same 
path. 

i It has been suggested on this floor 
today that the proposals with which we 
are concerned have been exaggerated by 
the opponents of this plan. It has been 
asserted that this change daes not con
stitute the setting up of a Prussian-type 
general staff. I am frank to agree with 
rthis claim, but I hurry to point out that 
.'t:hose who ~eek the l,lltimate power for 

the military know' very well that they 
cannot make their big grab at any one 
.time. Understanding the American pe:o
ple and our s'ystem of government they 
are fully aware of the fact that they IIl;USt 
do this deed by easy stages. Since 1903 
'they have come very far and if they 
get this power which is being sought 
today they will have made a real ad
vance toward the last target. These 
programs never burst full bloom upon a 
nation. They all start under the dis
guise of mild and innocent measures, and 
if we are to avoid the fate of military 
dictatorship and control in this country 
it is· our duty to resist these measures 
piecemeal as they are presented to us. 
The German General Staff is a story of 
military supremacy over civilian popu
lation reached by gradual taking of 
power and yet more power. . 

Now, I have been intrigued by the 
suggestions niade, both before our com
mittee and on the float of this House 
today, to· the effect that these changes 
which we are discussing could have been 
effected at any tiline within the Defense 
Department by administrative action on 
the part of the Secretary of Defense, 
and we have been told that administra
tive action in this direction was not taken 
only because the administration wanted 
to lay all of its cards on the table and 
wanted the Members of Congress to know 
exactly what it was trying to do-that 
it wanted to be frank with us and open 
and aboveboard. 

I do not believe this story and I want 
to tell you why. I am not that naive 
and the history whieh I have outlined for 
you bolsters my disbelief. The people 
who are pushing for more control by the 
military know very well that adminis
trative action within the Defense De
partment to make these changes could 
easily be changed again by administra
tive action at any hour ·of any day, and 
they are well aware that in order to solid
ify their position they must write this 
proposal into the law of the land. They: 
must give the change the dignity of a 
statute and when once this has been done 
they know how difficult it will be for this 
Congress or for the American people to 
take back this power. If they succeed 
through this disguise which is before us 
at this time, they will have taken from 
you and your children something that 
some day our · descendants will wish we 
had never given away~ They want this 
change to be permanent. 
. Now, what is it that they tell us that 
they want under this reorganization 
plan, and particularly under subsections 
(c) and (d)? Why, they say they need 
this chacnge so tl)at one man can handle 
administrative details for the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. Did you ever hear any
thing more silly than that? Can you 
imagine the top brass in the Pentagon 
unable to delegate responsibility for ad
ministrative details to subordinates of 
the Joint Staff? I do not purport to be 
an administrative genius, but I can tell 
them how to handle this problem of ad
ministrative details. All they need to do 
is to assign the problem to the Director 
of the Joint Staff, and they know that as 
well as I do. 

Now, besides this exaggerated problem 
of where to put the problem of adminis
trative detail,, they_ also t.ell us that- they 

want to .give to the Cl:lairman of the 
Joint Chiefs the veto power over me~Jl
bership of th~ Joint Staff and it is . in 
this demand that they really lay bare 
tneir real purposes. For the oflioer who 
has the power to say who shall and who 
shaii not sit on this most important staff 
has absolute power over the running 
of the staff. 
· If a man disagrees with the Chairman 
he can be removed. Perhaps these are 
the "stubborn'~ people to whom reference 
was.made by a witness who appeared in 
behalf of this plan before our committee. 
They do not want any disagreement and 
of course in abolishing disagreement 
'they give to themselves the kind of power 
tl:lat they should not have. The very 
strength of the Joint Staff lies in the 
opportunity for discussion and for dis
agreement, and that is why provision 
has been made which requires the Chair
man of the Joint Chiefs to report to the 
.President and the Commander in Chief 
when the Joint chiefs are in disagr~e
ment. In this manner the President 
and the Commander in Chief can hear 
both sides of a pro:Position and he can 
exercise judgment in arriving at a deci
.sion.- But this plan will stifle disagree
ment in the Joint Staff and · ultimately 
in the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and finally 
a President of the United States and a 
Commander in Chief will never hear of 
disagreements and he will be simply pro
vided with a plan and have no choice 
but to accept it. 

Then the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff will become the very symbol of 
supreme military authority. He will 
have complete control over the appoint
ment and tenure of the members of the 
Joint Staff.. Experience teaches us that 
men with such absolute power choose 
underlings to concur in their thinking, 
with only slight inclination to express 
independent ideas. I can see a situa
tion whereby the Joint Chiefs and the 
Staff. merely serve to reenforce the pre
conceived notions of a supreme military 
authority. That will be a bad time for 
America. 

Now let me address myself to the 
argument which has been made on this 
floor to the effect that · the President is 
the greatest expert on military matters 
in this world, and that since he bas rec
ommended this plan to us we should 
therefore adopt it. rrecognize the Pres
ident to be a great military expert, but 
as I understand him I do not believe that 
he would want us to adopt this measure 
simply because he has asked us to do 
so . . From what I know about him I 
think he wants ·us to hammer this mat
ter out on the anvil of free discussion 
where we express our fears, our doubts, 
our concern and I think he wants us to 
vote as we really believe when the time 
comes to vote. 

Besides, and with great respect for the 
President, I suggest that this is not a 
military problem at all and it is there
fore not a problem about which the mili
tary expert should. have great influence, 
for it is really· a -civilian problem. It 
is an administrative problem. It is a 
problem of how best to organize the 
Military Establishment so that it has 
all the power it needs but no more than 
it needs and no more than it should 
have. This. type of problem is not for 
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the military mind. It is peculiarly a 
civilian problem. Again with all due 
respect, I suggest that there are many 
men in this Congress who have had more 
civilian administrative experience than 
has the present President of the United 
States. 

Now this is not the first time that we 
have been called upon to resist the efforts 
of the military to dominate our affairs. 

A great Senator from my State fought 
a great battle over in the other legisla
tive body to take civilian control of 
atomic energy away from the military, 
and he won his fight, to his never-ending 
glory and honor. There were those who 
bitterly opposed him. They said only 
the military people could handle this 
very new and important force in the 
world; they said that atomic energy is 
such a terrible power that only a soldier 
can handle it. But Brien McMahon 
fought for civilian control and got it. 
And I have never heard a responsible 
person suggest that the civilian-con
trolled Atomic Energy Commission has 
not done an outstanding job. Moreover, 
I think it is significant and worth noting 
in passing that some of our secrets -were 
stolen while the military were in charge. 
Not one has been stolen so far as we 
know since the civilians have been in 
charge. 

Another great Senator from· our State, 
former Admiral Thomas C. Hart, warned 
the Congress in 1946 that the steps to
ward the single service with a single 
head would deprive the Congress of 
evaluating the differing opinions by 
ranking members of the military service: 

Congress will be told what the Chief of 
Staff wants it to be told and nothing else. 

As I have tried to point out in the 
time available to me, I earnestly believe 
that this grasp for power is unnecessary 
and unwise. No one has suggested, ei
ther before our committee or on this 
fioor, that our Military Establishment 
h as been unable to function properly 
without this power; no o::1e has sug
gested that our Military Establishment 
has been hindered or crippled in its op
erations. As a matter of fact, as our 
record stands, under our present system 
we succeeded in winning two major wars 
without this grant of power and we won 
both wars against a nation which had 
already succumbed to the theory of 
military domination. 

·. Finally, the history of civilizations for 
many centuries past demonstrates that 
militarism was by far the commonest 
cause of breakdown and disintegration. 
I would like to see the Defense Depart
ment reorganized, and I would like to 
see it reorganized generally on the lines 
suggested, but I think it is better for the 
American people that we forego some 
benefits, if necessary, to avoid the fate 
of military dictatorship and control. I 
ask you to vote down this proposal. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. JuDD]. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? · 

Mr. JUDD. I yield to the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

Mr. HYDE. In all this debate there 
is one thing to which I have not received 
an answer. You talk about increasing 

the power of the military. 'What power 
as such does this plan give to the mili
tary that the military does not now 
have? Is there any such power? 

Mr. JUDD. No; it does not give the 
military any additional power. On the 
contrary, under it certain powers that 
the military now have will be put back 
in the hands of civilians. 

Regarding the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, if the gentleman will re
fer to page 20 of the hearings he will 
find a series of limitations on the powers 
of that official. I want to read them, if 
I have time, at the end of my statement. 
Eight points are enumerated that would 
clear up most of this fog, if Members 
would examine them as listed by the 
civilian Deputy Secretary of Defense, Mr. 
Kyes. 

Mr. Chairman, when this reorganiza
tion plan was first proposed by the Pres
ident I assumed, of course, that I would 
support it because, having served for a 
good many years on the Committee on 
Government Operations and having 
participated in formulating the National 
Security Act of 1947, the so-called Uni
fication Act, I was acutely aware of the 
overlapping, competition, inefficiency, 
needless waste, and so forth, in our De
fense Establishment. 

It was clear that the plan which 
the President sent down would accom
plish many long-overdue streamlining 
changes in our Department of Defense. 
Furthermore, it definitely increases the 
power of the civilian Secretary of De
fense, the civilian Secretary of the Army, 
the civilian Secretary of the Navy, and 
the civilian Secretary of the Air Force 
over their own Departments. It elimi
nates shortcuts whereby the military 
men have been able to evade the civilian 
Secretaries. I do not say they have 
done it deliberately-but in practice cer
tain shortcuts to bypass the civilian 
heads of the Departments had developed. 
I was opposed to such shortcuts. Nat
urally, I favored the parts of the plan 
which gave clearer chains of command. 
However, as the hearings continued, 
some questions began to arise in my 
mind regarding what, under the plan, 
would actually happen in the Joint 
Chiefs of staff. This was particularly 
the case during the testimony of the 
Deputy Secretary, Mr. Kyes, and his 
associates. If you read his testimony, 
you will find he described the new powers 
of the Chairman as authorizing him, in 
managing the Joint Staff, to "remove 
members who are serving unsatisfacto
rily.'' Well, what does "serving unsat
isfactorily" mean? Does not that mean 
power to remove anybody who disagrees 
with him? 

·In another place, he said it author
ized the Chairman to remove any indi
vidual from the General Staff ''who may 
fail to work as a member of what is in
tended to be a planning staff composed 
of men able to put country first and 
partisan attitudes second." Just what is 
meant or intended by that language? 

In another place, he said it would en· 
able the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs to 
"remove those whose work is below the 
standard needed.'' What does that 
mean?. Does it mean intention to re-

move from the Joint Staff anybody who 
is opposed to the Chairman's own views? 

The more I asked such questions and 
did not get satisfactory answers at the 
outset, the more I became disturbed, be
cause it is my conviction, as a basic prin
ciple of government, that no increase in 
power should ever be given to any offi
cial of the executive branch of the Gov
ernment, whether civilian or military, 
unless there is an overriding reason for 
it. That applies ·particularly to mili
tary officials at a time like this when the 
military departments have such lop
sided power and handle roughly two
thirds of our budget. 

Furthermore, since this spectre, or at 
least question, had been raised-and I 
know that the President did not have 
any such thing in his mind-! felt it 
might be better all around to let this 
part of the plan go and eliminate sub
sections (c) and (d) rather than have 
any large body in Congress or in the 
country, fear there might be a sinister 
plot to get a man on horseback in charge 
of our affairs. I still think that might 
have been a wise and smart thing to do. 
Just as I believe, as a principle of gov
ernment, that it ought to be possible to 
reject a reorganization plan by a ma
jority vote of either House, like any other 
piece of legislation. I voted against the 
constitutional majority requirement in 
the Reorganization Act when it was be· 
fore us at the beginning of this session, 
and spoke against it to the best of my 
ability. That was a greater grant of 
legislative power than I approved. But 
we were defeated. That is no longer 
the issue before us. The question now 
is whether the shift in power to man
age the Joint Staff, from the Joint 
Chiefs to the Chairman, would merely 
lead to badly needed increase in effi
ciency, or to one-man control of our 
military planning. I did not get ade
quate answers during the hearings. But 
since then, I have been able to get ex
planations which reassure me. I under
st and better, I think, what the trouble 
has been in the past and what the pro
visions in subsection (c) and (d) are 
designed to do. I would like to pass 
on some of the things which reassured 
me and helped me to make up my own 
mind in good conscience. Maybe they 
will be of some benefit to other Members. 

This Joint staff is supposed to be dif
ferent from the regular staffs of the 
individual Chiefs of Staff of the Army, 
NavY, and Air Force. Each of these de
partments has its own planning staff un
del\ its Chief of Staff. The Department's 
staff does its strategic and other plan
ning for the roles and missions assigned 
that service. It has colonels and lieuten .. 
ant colonels and majors, or their equiva
lent-a thousand to fifteen hundred of 
them-who do the basic work whereby 
that branch of our Military Establish .. 
mer.t is built up in times of peace and 
operated in time of war. 

Now the Joint Staff is set up for a 
different purpose. It is to serve the 
Joint Chiefs, as each Department's reg
ular staff serves that Department's 
Chief. We have a Joint Chiefs of staff 
in order to evolve overall plans for the 
whole military defense of our country. 
The Joint Chiefs have a Chairman to 
preside. To avoid his assuming undue. 
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power, he is denied by· statute the power 
to vote and the power to command. But 
for the Joint Chiefs to work effectively 
as the top advisory body to the President, 
it has to have a staff which will do that 
body's research and administrative and 
other work in developing unified plans 
for the United States. The Navy Chief 
comes in with the plans and recom· 
mendations of his thousand staff officers. 
The Army Chief comes in with his plans, 
ably supported by the brain work of his 
top-notch officers, some 1,500 of them. 
The Air Force Chief comes in with his 
plans, prepared by his Department's 
staff. Each Chief contends valiantly for 
his plan. Where they are not in agree· 
ment, who is going to work to put those 
plans together? Who is going to try 
to integrate them and get necessary ad
justments and compromises so that our 
Defense Department can have one plan, 
not three, for the country's defense. 
Such a unified plan will probably not be 
quite what any one of the individual 
services wanted, but it ought to be a plan 
that is better for the whole. 

That was the basic concept of the 
Joint Staff. The idea was that there 
would be up to 70 officers who understood 
and could present the Navy point of 
view, another 70 who understood and 
could present the Air Force point of view, 
and another 70 who understood and 
could present the Army point of view. 
But while they were serving for 2 years 
on the Joint Staff, they were to try to 
think in terms of putting their respective 
points of view together with those of the 
other services to get the best possible 
and best-balanced overall plan. 

It was hoped the Joint Staff. would do 
the Joint Chiefs' paper work, research, 
planning, and administrative work, L.J. 
such a way that the Joint Chiefs' meet· 
ings instead of being a brawl between 
three different points of view, would in 
most cases be able to develop something 
that would then go up to the President 
as an integrated plan. 

It was hoped that when these men 
were assigned to the Joint Staff for 2 
years, in between other tours of duty
just as a naval officer is sent to sea for 
a while after duty in Washington-they 
would work for that 2-year period in 
terms of the whole country. At the end 
of that period they would then go back 
to their respective services, half being 
rotated each year. 

It was testified by all who have worked 
with the Joint Staff that it frequently 
did not work out that way. Many offi
cers did not cooperate to work for the 
Joint Staff in the spirit intended. Still 
it was hard for me to believe that it is 
necessary to give the Chairman power to 
remove such individuals. I asked Ad
miral Davis, who served for 2 years as 
Director of the Joint Staff, "If you had 
some officer sent up by the Army who was 
not satisfactory, couldn't you go to the 
Chief of Staff of the Army and say, 'Lis· 
ten, Joe Dokes is lazy, or he drinks too 
much, or he talks too much, or he is too 
partisan, he will never do anything ex· 
cept recite the views of his particular 
service. Can't you transfer him and 
send up someone who is just as able 
but who will work better with th~ 
team?.'" 

I said, "If you say that to the Chief 
of that service, surely he does not want 
to have his Department look ridiculous 
or be badly represented? Surely he will 
change that man and nominate some
body else." 

Admiral Davis is a very able officer, 
but he said he could not always get such 
cooperation. But· I did not get illustra· 
tive cases that seemed to me sufficiently 
convincing. No one would be communi· 
cative in a public meeting. But after 
I had opportunity to talk to other quali
fied persons in private, I found out that 
there have been two main difficulties 
which these two provisions in (c) and 
(d) are designed to help cure. Each 
service tends to do one or the other of 
two things: either nominate to the Joint 
Staff its own strongest partisans-its 
bitter-enders,-who will never compro
mise in the slightest degree, and who 
defend to the death the position of their 
particular service; or it appoints its 
second-raters, while the Chief of Staff 
of that service keeps his best officers on 
his own staff. Every department has 
some mediocre men who have to be as· 
signed to something. Why not let them 
serve 2 years on the Joint Staff? 

The men who have served as Directors 
of the Staff and those who have been 
associated with them say that the sole 
reason for the proposed change is to 
enable the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
to effect transfers or changes of those 
men who come up, adamantly sticking 
for one position with a never-say-die 
attitude, regardless of what happens to 
the country; or of men who are second· 
rate, or less than the best that the Navy 
or the Air Force or the Army could and 
should send. 

That is the purpose in summary-to 
get up to 70 men from each of the 3 
services who for 2 years will try to con
tribute the views of their particular serv
ices and integrate them into a United 
States plan. 

A moment ago the gentleman from 
Connecticut said, "Well, just give the 
authority to the Director of the Joint 
Staff and he can make these changes:• 
It is not so. 

The law provides that the Director has 
to be one grade lower rank than the 
Joint Chiefs. You know· perfectly well 
that a 3-star officer does not tell a 4-star 
officer what to do. It is not possible for 
the Director to have real authority unless 
he is acting as the agent of the Chair
man of the Joint Chiefs, who will be 
given the authority in subsection (c). 

How serious is the problem? I real
ized that Admiral Davis could not de
scribe individual cases, so I asked the 
committee to submit this question to 
him after our hearings had closed: "How 
many changes over and apove those 
which were actually made would you as 
Director have made if the Chairman had 
possessed the authority sought, assuming 
the Chairman would have backed you 
up?" 

He replied by letter, which came yes
terday: 

I would estimate that there were at least 
50 to 75 changes that I would have made in 
officer assignments to the Joint Staff if the 
Ch airman had possessed the authority now 
sought, assuming that the Chairman would 

have- backed me up. I did not, however, 
have the authority or the backing to request 
replacements (other than those required at 
the conclusion of normal tours of duty) for 
officers whose only fault was that they were 
not material of the highest grade. There
fore, while I did not fail to obtain replace
ments in several extreme cases, replacements 
for others had to wait normal reassignment. 
This meant that improvement of the general 
level of competence in the Joint Staff was a 
slow process, and further, the results will 
never be as satisfactory as I think they will 
be if sections 1 (c) and 1 (d) of the reorgan
ization plan are retained in the plan. 

Mr. Chairman, if there are as many 
unsuitable appointments as 50 to 75 out 
9f the 129 now serving on the Joint 
Staff-which, with rotation, · means out 
of about 200 appointments in a 2-year 
period-it is clear why this grant of au. 
thority to the Chairman is necessary. 
Either abolish the staff or make it effi
cient. On the basis of such considera
tion, I decided to support the plan. Even 
if I still had doubts on this one score, I 
would support it because under the sit
uation we face the 90 percent everyone 
wholly approves overrides the 10 percent 
which some disapprove. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JUDD. I yield to my colleague 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. One 
thing that has disturbed me in this con· 
nection is this: Here you have 210 men 
who make up this Joint Staff. When the 
country is at war this staff decides we 
have got to go in and win that war· 
the Chairman of the Board decides that 
we have got to go in and win the war. 

Mr. JUDD. No; he does not even vote. 
Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. We will 

say he agrees with them that we have 
to go in and win the war. But the Presi· 
dent of the United States, who is Com· 
mander in Chief of the Armed Forces 
decides that we are not going to fight 
to win but are going to fight with some 
other objective in mind. Who is going 
to prevail? Does this bill decide that? 

Mr. JUDD. No; that is decided by the 
Constitution o~ the United States. The 
President, as Commander in Chief, will 
prevail. 

In conclusion, I wish you would all 
turn to page 20 of the hearings, for there 
you have the eight protections to which 
I referred at the outset. Let me read 
for your consideration: 

1. The Chairman may not assert any com
mand power, either over his own parent serv
ice or over the Joint Chiefs of Staff. He had 
no such powers under the law. He gets none 
here. There is a specific provision of law 
which says he cannot get them. 

2. The Chairman moves to no new position 
of eminence on the Joint Chiefs. The 1949 
law said he has no vote. He gets none here. 
His status remains that of a coequal member. 

3. There is no diminution of the civilian 
COJ:?.trol over him. He remains in exact ly the 
same relationship to the Secretary, the Na
tional Security Council, the President, and 
the Congress, as the Congress established for 
him in the 1949 law. 

4. The p lan does not transfer to the Chair
man any of the statutory functions of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. They remain respon
sibilities of all four of the Joint Chiefs, and 
his authority as regards those duties is as a 
coeq:ual membez: only, no more. 

5. The plan in no way affects the basic 
statutory responsibility of all four of the 
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Joint Chiefs of Staff-not just one of them
to be the principal military advisers to the 
President. 

6. There is no enlargement of the size of 
the Joint Staff, set by law in 1949 at 210 
members and remaining at that size under 
the plan. 

7. There is no change in the statutory safe
guards to protect the historic combatant 
functions of cur famous fighting units, such 
as the Marine Corps and Naval Aviation. 

8. There is no change in the statutory re
quirement that the three military depart
ments be separately administered. 

In short, I believe you will agree that 
the possible dangers involved in allow
ing this plan to go into effect are less 
from the standpoint of our overall secu
rity than the dangers involved in defeat
ing the plan and allowing things to go 
along as they have been in the past. 
Therefore, I shall vote against the dis
approving resolution. 

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. FouNTAIN]. 

Mr. FOUNTAIN. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to say at the outset that what
ever may be the outcome of the debate 
on this particular resolution disapprov
ing Reorganization Plan No. 6, I, for 
one, am happy that the committee saw 
fit to give the Members of this body the 
opportunity of debating and voting upon 
this far-reaching legislation. The chair
man of the Committee on Armed Serv
ices admitted that it is legislation which 
affects the welfare of our Nation. 

I would not be so presumptuous as to 
feel that in 'standing here at thiS mo
ment I can influence any one of you; 
that is not my purpose. It so happened 
that as a Member of this body I was 
appointed to the Committee on Govern
ment Operations; and on that commit
tee I had the opportunity, the privilege 
and the responsibility of serving as one 
of the jurors and one of the judges in 
listening to the evidence which was pre
sented to us relative to reorganization 
plan No. 6, so that we in turn, individ
ually and collectively might make our 
respective recommendations as to what 
we thought to be best. As someone has 
already said, I would not under any cir
cumstances, after 6 months in Congress, 
attempt to pose as an expert on any
thing. I did not tell the people who 
elected me that I was an expert on any
thing. I would like to become one, how
ever. They sent me here to do my duty 
as I see it and as I believe they see it; and 
I feel deeply about this grant of power to 
the military. I would like to say with 
reference to the charts which were pre
sented here that I am oftentimes amused 
when I look at charts. For about 2 of the 
4 years that I served in the Army I had 
the responsibility of supervising, passing 
upon and oftentimes preparing charts of 
functions and responsibilities. I say to 
you in practically all of those ·cases 
where we were reorganizing various 
military organizations, the major pur
pose of many of those who were par
ticipating in the reorganization process 
was to draw up an outline of functions 
and duties which would enable the mili
tary establishment in question to have 
more personnel, both civilian and mili
tary, and ultimately to enable men from 
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top to bottom, esp~ciaJ}y tep; to be pro
moted to higher grades and to have more 
power. That has frequently been the 
practice and the experience in military 
establishments and unfortunately, it 
·seems to have been and is continuing 
to be the experience in civilian establisb
ments of Government. 

I have high respect for the members 
of the Armed Services Committee. I 
know that they have studied the prob
lems relating to our Military Establish
ment and I know that any recommenda
tions they make, either individually or 
collectively, they make in all sincerity. 
However, they, themselves, differ on the 
questions confronting us today. I also 
have a high regard for the Reorganiza
tion Act of 1949, its letter, its spirit, and 
its intent. I supported extension of the 
Reorganization Act of 1949. As a new 
Member of Congress, I ,did so believing 
that the President of the United States 
'would submit something which ·we could 
study and pass upon in such a manner 
that if we die not lil{e it, we could reject 
it, and say to the President: Mr. Presi
dent, we do not like your plan or . this 
particular provision of your plan. We 
know we cannot amend it, but we have 
rejected it so that you may have the 
privilege of submitting to us another 
plan, a new one, or one containing that 
which we do approve. 

Unfortunately, it appears that theRe
organization Act is frequently a media 
by which whatever party may be in 
power has the opportunity to legislate 
and to legislate with ease and to take 
from us the responsibility which is ours. 
· I would like to reemphasize a couple 
of the provisions of this plan heretofore 
referred to as subsections (c) and (d) 
of section 1. This plan gives to the 
Secretary of Defense all of the authority 
he wants or needs, just as previous plans 
have given to other Secretaries all and 
more authority than they needed, with
out the enactment of subsections (c) and 
(d). The distinguished gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. BROWN], a member of the 
Committee on Government Operations, 
said that we either reject the plan or 
we accept it. Is that what we are sent 
here for? Are we to swallow everything, 
hook, line, and sinker, because the Presi
dent of the United· States, for whom we 
all have high regard and respect, sub
mits it to us? After all, he is a human 
being. He can make mistakes. The 
office is a sacred trust, but the man is 
a human being like each and every one 
of us here. The mere fact that we have 
been elected to Congress and he has 
been elected President of the United 
states does not mean that he is, or that 
we are, endowed with omnipotence and 
that regardless of what he submits we 
should accept it and accept it merely 
because the President submitted it. 

Section (c) reads as follows: 
The selection of the members of the Joint 

Staff by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and their 
tenure, shall be subject to the approval of 
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

Practically every individual who ap
pears before our committee and testified 
against sections (c) and (d) said that 
so far as they were concerned, to be able 

to hire and to fire means the ability to 
boss. The Chairman will be boss-a 
military boss. 

The ·Joint Staff, Mr. Chairman, is the 
working group and planning group of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff; yet by the pro
visions here indicated we are authorizing 
the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
to take out from under the Joint Chiefs 
.of Staff and to manage their working 
grouP--the Joint Staff. 

The next section, section _(d), states: 
The functions of the Joint: Chiefs of Staff · 

with respect to managing the Joint Staff 
and the Director thereof are hereby trans
ferred to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
·of Staff. 

Much has been said as to what the 
word "manage" means. I would like to 
tell yvu what · Webster's International 
Dictionary says about "manage." 
Among the generally accepted of many 
definitions, we have the following: 

To control and direct, to handle success
fully or to cope with; to conduct, to guide, 
to administer, to work upon. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FOUNTAIN. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. I would say to the 
gentleman that a policy is decided upon 
by joint consultation between the Chiefs 
.of Staff. Once that policy is decided 
upon it is up to the Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs to carry that policy out, to 
see that it is carried out. He then refers 
that policy to the Joint Staff and in
structs them to work together. 

Mr. FOUNTAIN. If the gentleman 
.will ask a question, I will be glad to an
swer it. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Is it not true that 
the Chairman of the Joint Staff is the 
executive to carry out the wishes of the 
.whole Joint Chiefs of Staff? 

Mr. FOUNTAIN. I do not disagree 
with what you say, but I am saying, as 
has been said repeatedly on the ftoor to
day, by placing the Chairman in this 
position we are opening the door, we are 
laying the foundation for the Chairman 
to dictate military policy which may be
come dangerous to this Nation. 

Let me continue with definitions of the 
word "manage": "to bring about by con
triving; to contrive; to achieve one's 
purpose; to get on or along; to render 

. and to keep one submissive.'' 
Regardless of what the policy may be, 

these are some of the definitions of the 
word "manage." If I place one in charge 
of my business and he is given the au
thority to manage it, I believe I know 
what I have in mind and what you would 

· have in mind. 
Now, as I said, I sat as one of the jurors 

and judges on this committee. I listened 
to the evidence and I was impressed by 
the testimony of such outstanding men 
as Mr. Ferdinand Eberstadt, the former 
chairman of the Hoover Commission task 
for,ce, one of the most brilliant men I 
ever heard testify. and who has studied 
and studied this plan thoroughly. He 
has been called upon repeatedly to study 
the Military Establishment of this Na
tion. When the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. McCORMACK] asked him i! 
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the President or the Secretary of De· 
fense did not have the authority to re
move a chairman, I turned and asked 
Mr. Eberstadt if it was not possible that 
the damage could be done before he was 
removed, and he said, "That is the thing 
I am afraid of." 

I listened to such men as Gen. Robert 
Wood Johnson, Chairman of the Board 
of Johnson and Johnson; Thomas K. 
Finletter, former Secretary of Air; Adm. 
Charles M. Cooke, Jr., United States 
Navy, retired; Maj. Gen. Merritt A. Ed
son, United States Marine 'Corps, retired; 
Adm. Richard S. Edwards, United States 
Navy, retired; Omar B. Ketchum, direc
tor, national legislative service, Veterans 
of Foreign Wars of the United States; 
and Fleet Adm. William L. Leahy, Presi
dent Roosevelt's Chief of Staff during 
World War IL All of them gave clear, 
cogent and convincing reasons why sub
section (c) and (d) should not be 
adopted. 

I listened to these people, and as a re
sult of my own personal experience in 
the Army and my study of their testi
mony, which was far more convincing to 
me than the testimony of those who are 
playing on the team, I reached my con
clusions. 

Is there anything wrong in asking the 
President to send us another plan? Is 
there anything sacred about a proposal 
submitted by the President? Even as
suming for purposes of argument that 
the plan in and of itself will not bring · 
to pass the things which have been de
scribed here on this fioor today, the re
sults we fear, can you afford to take the 
chance when you can so easily pass this 
resolution thereby expressing disap
proval of subsection (c) and (d), and 
permit the President to return to us
or to permit us by legislation-to enact 
everything else in the plan, which gives 
the Secretary of Defense all of the au
thority, and probably more than he needs, 
authority analogous to that which other 
secretaries now have? It seems to me 
that we are called upon to pass judg
ment upon a very important matter. I 
believe it is our duty as Members of this 
House to look upon this legislation not as 
something proposed by any person, but 
as legislation which may well affect the 
destiny and the future welfare of this 
Nation. I say to you, if from day to day 
we do our duty as we see it without re
gard to party affiliation, we may one day 
come to the time in the history of this 
Nation and of the world, when all gov
ernments will be sustained by law and 
regulated and supported by established 
constitutions and established systems of 
jurisprudence, and when reason shall 
strike from the hand of force the sword 
of hate and pluck from the heart of war 
the germ of greed; and when love, lib
erty, and justice will march up and 
down the nations of the earth, finding 
and building their places in the hearts of 
men, and when all tongues and all na
tions, awakened to hope by the inspira-

riculture, I say here about subsection 
(c) and (d) of section 1. They may not 
bring disaster, but it is about the last 
step necessary to enable would-be dicta
tors of the future to bring such a result 
to pass. Continued centralization of 
power in the hands of a few people may 
well some day deliver us into the hands 
of a dictator. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. Mc
DoNoUGH]. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, 
there has been so much said on both 
sides of this question that there is very 
little that can be added to it at this 
time, so much theory as to what will hap
pen if the plan goes into effect, and so 
much discussion about the inefficiency of 
the present organization of the Depart
ment of Defense and the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. 

I think in the limited time I have I 
will read from the hearings some 8 points 
which I think describe the purpose and 
intention of the plan, the limitations on 
the new Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, and, to my mind, exactly what the 
plan will do: 

1. The Chairman may not assert any com
mand power, either over his own parent serv
ice or over the Joint Chiefs of Staff. He had 
no such powers under the law. He gets none 
here. There is a specific provision of law 
which says he cannot get them. 

2. The Chairman moves to no new posi
tion of eminence on the Joint Chiefs. The 
1949 law said he has no vote. He gets none 
here. His status remains that of a coequal 
member. 

3. There is no diminution of the civilian 
control over him. He remains in exactly the 
same relationship to the Secretary, the Na
tional Security Council, the President, and 
the Congress, as the Congress established for 
him in the 1949 law. 

4. The plan in no way affects the Chair
man in any of the statutory functions of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff. They remain responsi
bilities of all four of the Joint Chiefs, and 
his authority as regards these duties is as 
a coequal member only, and no more. 

5. The plan in no way affects the basic 
statutory responsibility of all four of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff-not just one of them
to be the principal military advisers to the 
President. 

. 6. There is no enlargement of the size of 
the · Joint Staff, set by law in 1949 at 210 
members and remaining at that size under 
the plan. 

7. There 1s no change in the statutory safe
guards to protect the historic combatant 
functions of our famous fighting units, such 
as the Marine Corps and Naval Aviation. 

8. There is no change in the statutory re
quirement that the three military ~epart
menta be separately administered. 

In short, Reorganization Plan No. 6 as 
submitted by the President is a carefully 
worked out plan to improve the management 
of two important segments of the great De
fense Establishment. First, it proposes to 
permit the Secretary of Defense to stream
line the internal business and managerial 
organization of the Department to achieve 
economy and efficiency-

tion of our example will follow with the I am sure we will all agree that that 
march of years the -luminous pathway is necessary-
that leads to a destiny, beyond the reach 
of vision, but within the providence of and, second, it is designed to improve vital 

national defense planning by removing ad
a God of love, a God of justice, and a. ministrative detail from the Joint Chiefs of 
God of un.derstanding, . . Staff and permitting more emcient super

As I said about Reorgamzat10n Plan vision and operation of the small staff assist-
No. 2, relating to the Department of Ag- __ tng the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 

I think if we read these 8 points as 
they are outlined in the hearings, if we 
study them, if we consider the argu
ments that have been made against this 
plan, that we may have an imperial Ger
man staff here, which is certainly ridic
ulous, for the reason that no such staff 
could be established in a democracy, we 
will decide that the plan should go into 
effect. Those things cannot happen in 
this country. There is no reason to be
lieve it will happen under this plan, and 
I recommend the support of the plan. 
I believe that the 8 points on pages 20 
and 21 of the hearings, if you will study 
them, will convince you that the plan 
should be supported. 

We as Members of Congress know 
that if any Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff attempted t c.. misuse the limited 
authority in this plan it would be only 
a matter of days before a full-scale con
gressional investigation of such abuse 
of power would be started and corrected. 
The Congress is not abdicating its 
powers and authorities by adopting this 
Reorganization Plan No.6; we still have 
control and if experience proves that it 
does not work out to the benefit of the 
best welfare and defense of the Nation, 
we can correct it. I urge the adoption of 
this plan as recommended by the Pres
ident. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. . Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the gen
tlewoman from New York [Mrs. ST. 
GEORGE]. 

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, may I call to the attention of the 
gentleman from Michigan that that con
sumes the time he has for those who are 
opposed to the plan. 

The CHAIRMAN~ Let the Chair state 
that that will make the 1 hour and 30 
minutes for those who favor the plan 
or are against the resolution. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Do I 
understand under that rule then, Mr. 
Chairman, that the gentlewoman from 
New York [Mrs. ST. GEORGE] may not 
speak? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
may proceed. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I thank 
the chairman for his in-dulgence. I real
ize that those who favor the plan have 
consumed far more than their allotted 
time. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise in support of Reorganization Plan 
No. 6. I do so for a variety of reasons. 
I was very glad it has been stated so 
clearly on the fioor because it is abso
lutely true-that we heard exhaustive 
testimony for and against the plan in the 
Committee on Government Operations. 
It is also true, and has been well ex
pressed, that this plan must be voted for 
in its entirety or rejected in its entirety. 
There is no other possibility or alterna
tive. Nevertheless there are only two 
points at issue in the plan. They are 
subsections (c) and (d) which relate to 
the selection of a Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff and his new powers. It 
seems to me a great deal has been made 
of the alleged dangers inherent in the 
appointment of such an official. I can
not see that we have too much to worry 
about. First of all, the idea has been sent 
down to us by experts in military atiairs. 
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Certainly, I would not have the temerity 
to put my judgment against theirs. It 
seems to me the whole idea was to 
strengthen the unification plan which 
most of us will admit has not worked too 
well so far. When you have the Joint 
Chiefs, each representing the three dif
ferent branches of the service, it seems 
very obvious that something must be 
done to coordinate and bring together 
those three branches of the service so 
that they may work as a unit. There
fore, this Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
should do this very thing. As a matter 
of fact, it seems to me that he is not 
going to have power enough. His term 
of office will only be 2 years and cer
tainly those of us who sit in the Halls of 
Congress know that a 2-year term is very 
short indeed to accomplish much. The 
Chairman is also only allowed one more 
term, therefore, he only bas 4 years to 
accomplish the things that have been 
mentioned. 

Mr. McDONOUGH. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I yield. 
Mr. McDONOUGH. He can only be 

reappointed in the event of a national 
emergency or if we are at war. He can
not serve a second term. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I think he can 
be reappointed once; am I not correct? 

Mr. JUDD. In time of war he could 
be reappointed indefinitely. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. That is in time of 
war-the gentleman is quite correct-
but in times of peace, to which I am 
alluding, he can be reappointed only 
once. In other words, he can serve for 
4 years, which I think we will all agree 
is a very short time, indeed, and cer
tainly not long enough to take over and 
build up a monolithic organization. 

Mr. Chairman, a great deal has been 
said on the fioor of the House about the 
German or Prussian general stdff. I 
think perhaps we do not know too much 
about it. One thing, however, I would 
like to say: The Prussian or German 
general staff worked very well from a . 
military angle. It did nof work well for 
long and that was only for one reason. 
It failed for the first time in World War 
I and collapsed completely in World War 
II. The reason for that is that it was 
interfered with by civilians who were 
trying to play at military command. 
The first was Kaiser Wilhelm and the 
second was Adolf Hitler. The Prussian 
general staff system was inaugurated and 
was, in fact, the brain child of General 
von Moltke, who was born a Dane. He 
came into Prussia and organized their 
army, fought a victorious war against 
Austria in 1864, which began the rise of 
the Prussian power. After 1870 the first 
Hohenzollern was crowned Emperor of 
Germany in the Hall of Mirrors at Ver
sailles. This was the .final triumph and 
the greatest-triumph of the German gen
eral staff. The reason they were able 
to accomplish th~se things at that time 
was that the then German Emperor did 
not interfere with them. He admitted 
that he was not a military man and that 
he was simply window dressing for them. 
After that things changed and the Ger
man general staff then collapsed. 

Of course we could not have anything 
like it in this country at the present 

time, and of course no-such thing.is con
templated. But when we go back, as 
we have also done here today, and talk 
about our Founding Fathers and what 
they would say and think and worry 
about, I think a lot of water has gone 
under the bridge, Of course, the 
Founding Fathers never contemplated 
that this country would become the 
greatest military power the world has 
ever seen. All we have to do is to go up
stairs in the armed services rooms and 
look at the maps of the world today and 
see that our Armed Forces are scattered 
all over the universe, far more so than 
bas ever been done by any other power 
in history. Certainly they did not con
template that. Nor did they contem
plate that we would be spending most of 
our money and the largest proportion 
of our budget on the Defense Depart
ment and on the military. So we have 
got to change our sights, and change our 
ideals from the ideals of the founding 
fathers, who contemplated simply an 
agrarian republic, with a militia, where 
the gun was kept in the closet or over the 
mantelpiece, and in time of danger every 
man took his musket and went out to 
defend the country. Those conditions 
are over forever. The military today is 
a highly specialized thing. It is a job 
for experts all down the line, and I 
doubt very much if any Member of Con
gress, even though well versed in mili
tary affairs, knows enough to be able to 
set themselves up as an authority in 
such matters. I am a little afraid that 
here in this country of ours we have 
seen what civilian meddling in military 
affairs can do. I think that very re
cently we suffered from just such a 
thing when war was declared in Korea, 
without any consultation, by a man who 
certainly was not a military expert. 1 
think after that the war in Korea went 
from bad to worse for the same reason. 
because one of our greatest military 
men, who believed that when you went 
to war you went to war to win, was. 
pulled out of his command by a man 
who was not a military expert. 

So it seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that 
now that we are this great military 
power, and now that we are fighting and 
seem likely to fight all over the world 
whether we will it or not, sometimes I 
believe that if we discovered the way to 
the planet Mars we would be fighting 
there. 

It seems to me I would rather have 
my children and grandchildren go to war 
under military experts, under generals 
who have been trained and trained 
methodically from the ground up, under 
people who understand the scientific 
use of atomic energy and atomic 
weapons. It seems to me I would feel 
happier than to think they were going 
to war in an army that is run a little bit 
like a town meeting. No; the days for 
that are over and done with, and whether 
we like the military or not we are com
mitted to being under the military for 
some time to come. 

Finally, when we were discussing this 
plan before the committee, Admiral 
Leahy . appeared, as you have been told~ 
and Admiral Leahy I thought made one 
of the very best contributions. He had 
not studied the plan very carefully, that 

was quite obvious. But he said one 
thing, and it was the last thing he said~ 
he said: "After all, we have a President 
who is a great military mastermind. All 
I have to say is if the President of the 
United States wants this plan he should 
have it." And in my book that is the 
answer. President Eisenhower does want 
this plan, and we should give it to him. 

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman 
from West Virginia [Mr. STAGGERS]. 

Mr. STAGGERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
think the question resolves down to a 
simple one. I feel that most everyone 
in the Congress wants the reorganiza
tion plan; but like the other day some
one said after I made a little talk that 
there had·been some dust thrown in their 
eyes. It all evolves down to just one 
thing-and I have heard all the argu
ments, whether subsections (c) and (d) 
of this one paragraph should be in this 
plan, and as to. what they mean. 

I am for the reorganization plan, but 
after I have heard all the debate I am 
against these two subsections. It has 
been said, again, that it is a case of take 
it or leave it. It just is not like that; 
it can go back down and the President 
can send it up again and the Rules Com
mittee can act and the Congress can ex· 
press its will without these controversial 
subsections. 

I believe, too, from what I have heard 
and from what I know that the com
mander in chief has the power to do the 
things that this would stipulate. It has 
been said by men who I believe know 
that he does have that power without 
setting it forth il~ the bill. 

Again it has been intimated that any 
of us who talk against any portion of 
the bill are condemning the military. 
That is not true. I have a high regard 
for the military men of this country and 
I think the majority of the men who 
serve in this Congress have likewise 
served in the military forces of the coun· 
try, and we should be proud that we have 
so served. 

You have heard statements read to 
the effect that former President Hoover 
bas said that he is for the plan with the 
exception of subparagraphs (c) and (d). 
I would like to read to you what the 
Chief of the Task Force, Mr. Eberstadt. 
said himself: That he believed that the 
plan would be better without subpara· 
graphs <c> and (d). There you have 
the statements of two men who had a 
great deal to do with it. 

Here is the thing that perturbs me 
a lot-I would like to read just one thing 
that Admiral Davis said in answer to a 
question: 

Well, in simpler terms, the stupid are stub
born; and there is no place for stubborn 
people here. 

He was talking about the Pentagon. 
Have we got to the point in America in 
our military system where we cannot 
brook opposition? We have men in 
America today who are trying to control 
thought in the churches, the schools, and 
other places. If we are going to have it 
in the military it is time this Congress 
wake up and do something about it. I 
agree with the distinguished chairman 
of the committee that this resolution 
should .be voted upon affirmatively. 
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These two ·issues, if they are as contro
versial as appears, should be taken out. 
I think it is very unfortunate that an 
admiral who has been Chief of Staff 
would make a statement that there is no 
place over there for men who disagree. 
What kind of a place are we coming to 
in America if ·we cannot disagree? I 
was glad when a great and famous gen
eral here, who is a colleague of ours, 
made the statement that he did in regard 
to these two paragraphs. 

Mr. Chairman, sometimes the efficient 
way is not the safest way. As my col
league from Florida [Mr. BENNETT], 
said, in a dictatorship we have efficiency, 
yes, because one man can say what is to 
be done. But it is not always the safe 
way when we delegate powers to others. 
We were elected by the people to serve 
our districts of the Nation. This matter 
has been bypassed by 12 men on the 
Rules Committee, and I do not intend for 
the Rules Committee to take over the au
thority of my district at any time. I was 
elected by my people to serve them and 
to express my views and to take part in 
whatever matters may be brought up. 

I was very much interested in the 8 
points that the gentleman from Cali
fornia read. But who promulgated those 
8 points? The Deputy Secretary of De
fense. Who sent him over there? Who 
is he serving? The Secretary of De
fense. Do you think he could come over 
there and promulgate any other except 
what the Secretary of Defense wanted? 
No, indeed. He would not have his job 
tomorrow. I have nothing against the 
military, not at all. I think they are 
doing a good job. But we have set up 
these safeguards in our country where 
civilians shall be in command and this 
Congress should be in command as is 
provided in the Constitution. 

May I say in closing that the Citizens 
Committee for Reorganization . of the 
Executive Branch of Government is 
against these two sections of the reor
ganization plan. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ARENDS] 
be permitted to extend his remarks at 
this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? · 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, as a 

member of the Committee on Armed 
Services, I have devoted long hours, at
tended several meetings, and partici
pated in many discussions on the pending 
Reorganization Plan No. 6, designed to 
place the Defense Department on an 
efficient, economical basis. 

I have discussed it with the President, 
particularly that feature of the plan re
lating to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. In 
fact, that I might be able to convey to 
you the President's views on the very 
questions in the minds of some of us, I 
wrote him and he very graciously 
responded. 

I will not take the time to read this 
correspondence, but I will make it a part 
of these remarks. 

The Department of Defense is the 
largest single department of Govern- · 
ment. Funds annually appropriated for 

it constitute the largest single item in 
the budget. In these days of grave in-· 
ternational uncertainty, when our na
tional security is at stake, the Depart
ment of Defense operations and activi
ties are of vital importance. 

On that I think we are all agreed. I 
think we are also agreed that there is a 
crying need for a complete reorganiza
tion of the Defense Department. On 
several occasions and in innumerable 
instances our Committee on Armed 
Services, and others, have called atten
tion to the inefficiency, the waste, and 
the extravagance in the operations of the 
Defense Department. And it has been 
impossible to fix direct responsibility 
for it. 

One of the most notable and shock
ing examples is the ammunition short
age in Korea. The Senate Armed 
Services Committee which investigated 
this found that there had been an am·
munition shortage for 2 years. Not 
only that. The committee reported 
that there was no way to fix direct re
sponsibility for this deplorable state. 
The committee report states: 

The budgetary structure of the Depart
ment of Defense and the Department of the 
Army is in an intolerable state and the pro
curement system under the ordnance de
partment of the armed services indicated 
unconscionable inefficiency, waste, and un
believable redtape. 

It is just such conditions as this that 
the pending reorganization plan seeks 
to correct. And I am convinced it will 
qo it. It fixes direct lines of responsi
bility that the Secretary of the Defense 
can get things done quickly, e:fficiently, 
and with a minimum of cost. 

There seems to be general agreement 
in that respect, both as to the great need 
for this plan and as to its merits. The 
only feature of the plan about which 
there has been some question is that 
relating to the Joint Chiefs of Staff who 
do our military planning. I am frank 
to say that this feature concerned me, 
and I expressed this concern to the 
President personally and in writing. I 
have his emphatic assurances that the 
only purpose of vesting authority in the 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff to 
remove from the Joint Staff, who serve 
under the Joint Chiefs, any officer he 
finds unsatisfactory for administrative 
management purposes. 

Nonetheless, I can well understand the 
fears and anxieties that have been ex
pressed on this feature. I personally 
would have preferred that this particu
lar item not have been included in the 
plan. But I am only one individual 
Member of Congress and one individ
ual member of the Armed Services Com
mittee. Under the rules of the House, 
the Committee on Armed Services had 
no official jurisdiction over the plan. It 
was referred to the Committee on Gov
ernment Operations. The chairman of 
our committee [Mr. SHoRT], as well as 
the ranking minority member [Mr. 
VINSON], both of whom are experts on 
defense matters, have studied it and 
have expressed themselves as seeing no 
objection to the Joint Chiefs of Sta1f 
feature. 

Because of this one feature being in 
the plan, ~ cannot vote to reject the 

whole plan. I cannot vote against 
something because it is only ninety-nine 
and forty-four one-hundredths-per
cent pure, so to speak. It embodies so 
many good and constructive necessary 
features. There is too great a need for 
the Defense Department overall re
organization that the plan would effec
tuate, that we may get a dollar's worth 
of defense for each dollar expended, for 
me to vote against reorganization in its 
entirety. I am, therefore, obliged to 
vote against the pending resolution to 
set the plan aside. 

I am obliged to vote that the plan will 
go into ·effect. I want to add that, in
sofar as I personally am concerned, and 
I believe the entire membership of the 
Armed Services Committee will join 
me, there will be a continuing examina
tion of just how the authority of. the 
Chairman of . the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
is exercised. Whenever anyone has 
reason to believe that the authority is 
being abused, our committee will, I can 
assure you, immediately look into the 
situation and take whatever corrective 
steps need be taken. 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
· HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., May 20, 1953. 

The PRESIDENT, 
The White House. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: From my personal 
discussions with you relative to the pro
posed reorganization of the Department of 
Defense, you know how deeply disturbed I 
have been with respect to section 1 of Re
organization Plan No.6 of 1953, pertaining to 
the organization of the Joint Chiefs of Statf, 
particularly with respect to the authority 
to be vested in the Chairman. 

I was greatly relieved to hear you state at 
the time of our weekly legislative confer
ence that the item in question was solely 
for efficient management of the Joints Chiefs 
of Statf organization. I do find, however, 
some concern of it among some of my col
league!!, particularly those serving with me 
on the Committee on Armed Services. 

If you feel you can do so, it would be 
greatly appreciated by me -if you would give 
me your view on the following questions. 
These are questions in the minds of anum-
ber of us. · 

Is it your belief that the proposed changes 
in the Joint Chiefs of Statf organization un
der the plan will contribute in any way to
ward a single military command-meaning 
by that a single chief of statf over all the 
Armed Forces? 

Does the proposal in any way represent a 
step toward our having an overall Armed 
Forces General Statf comparable to the 
Prussian General Staff system? 

Does the proposal contribute in any way 
toward diminishing the role of the chiefs of 
the respective services? 

Does it weaken in any way the present 
statutory requirements for a separate ad
ministration of the respective military de
partments? 

Does the proposed plan enable us to have 
more civilian or military control over our 
defense establishment? 

Having your views on these points will 
mean much to me, and to some of my col
leagues, toward making a proper evaluation 
of this feature of the plan. 

Your selection of Admiral Radford to be 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Statf im
presses me as an outstanding choice. You 
may recall that I previously mentioned to 
you that I hoped he would be your choice 
for this assignment. 

Sincerely yours, 
L. C . .ARENDS. 
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THE WHITE HousE, 

Washington, May 25, 1953, 
Hon. LESLIE C . .ARENDS, 

House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR LES: Thank you for your thoughtful· 
letter. I have lived through most of the 
struggle for unification of the services and 
know, from firsthand experience, of the mis
givings some Members of Congress have had 
in respect to service merger and its alleged 
concomitants, a single military chief over all 
the Armed Forces and an overall general stali 
system with command powers. I therefore 
welcome the opportunity to make clear just 
what is and is not intended by the new de
fense reorganization plan now awaiting con
gressional approval. 

I suggest this initial thought to your 
colleagues, fo~ it is basic to this entire 
problem. 

The defense structure is wholly domi
nated-as indeed it should be-by civilian 
authority. This is a legal fact. It is also 
an administrative fact. 

You will recall that under the law, as the 
Congress amended it 4 years ago, the Defense 
Secretary was given "direction, authority and · 
control" over the entire organization, and 
specifically, "direction and authority" over 
the Joint Chiefs of Stali as a group and over 
their chairman individually. In addition, 
the Secretary of Defense, prohibited by law 
from being a military man, is designated by 
statute as the President's principal assistant 
on all matters relating to this Department of 
the Government. 

Moreover, the President's relationship to 
all elements of the Department, military and 
civilian, is one of direct command, so that 
his control over the military, as that of the 
Secretary and superseding his, is untram
meled within the terms of the Constitution 
and the law. 

I need hardly to add what the power of 
the Congress over the defense establishment, 
exercised through appropriations, statutes, 
investigations and congressional hearings, ex
ists under our system at all times, and this 
certainly is not an idle, irresponsible thing 
easily subjected to the domination of the 
military or any other element of the execu
tive branch. 

Frankly, with such a panoply of civilian 
authority reigning over any would-be mili
tary chieftain in tlie Pentagon, there ap
pears to me to be no reasonable ground for 
concern that any ·military person would be 
able to function in an arbitrary, violent 
manner, endangering the foundations of uni
fication as firmly established by act of Con
gress, as conscientiously administered by the 
President and Secretary of Defense, operating 
at all times under the scrutiny of the Con
gress. 

Even, however, were such an outcome a 
possibility despite these clear-cut civilian 
controls over all defense activities, I think 
any fair appraisal of the reorganization plan 
will quickly reveal that the plan cannot 
conceivably accomplish such an end. The 
plan does not give the Chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Stali command powers over the 
other three members of that body; it does 
not give him a vote in their proceedings; 
it does not equip him with a large general 
stali with command functions; it does not 
dilute the civilian authority over him; it 
does not arrogate to him the military ·plan
ning duties vested by law in all four members 
of the Joint Chiefs of Stali; it does not make 
him alone the principal military adviser · to 
the Secretary of Defense, the National Se
curity Council and the President, this duty 
remaining in all four members of the Joint 
Chiefs of Stali as prescribed by law. Neither 
does the plan greatly enlarge the Joint 
Stali-the essential prerequisite to the es
tablishment of the overall general stali 
(which is also specifically forbidden by the 
law) nor does the plan remove the statutory 

injunction that the three military depart
ments be separately administered. 

In short, just as not one of the prerequi
sites for the single military commander with 
a superstali exists today, so none can exist or 
be established under the proposed reorgani
zation. I wish to add that it is certainly 
not my intention that such occur. Neither, 
I assure you, is it contemplated by anyone in 
authority in the executive branch. 

The Reorganization plan, in my judgment, 
will improve the efficiency of the Defense 
Department and will also make it possible 
for the Joint Chiefs of Stali to devote more 
of their time to their fundamental and 
grave responsibilities. For these reasons, I 
am very hopeful that Congress will soon ap-

. prove it. · 
I well recall your strong endorsement of 

Admiral Radford for the post of Chairman 
of the Joint Chiefs of Stali and, of course, am 
gratified, as I am sure he will be, to know 
of your approval of his nomination. 

Sincerely, 
DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the gen
tleman from California [Mr. JAcKSON]. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. Chairman, I had 
not intended to take any time and I still 
hesitate to do so at this late hour; how
ever, I feel that in all justice I should 
express not only my own personal con
cern with respect to sections <c> and (d) 
of this bill but also express the concern 
of many people in my own district who 
have written in to urge me to oppose the 
pending measure. 

I favor the plan in general and ex
cept for the two provisions which have 
been debated here at such great length 
today. However, I agree with the speak
ers who have deplored this practice of 
taking a legislative device in full or re
jecting it in full, without an oportunity 
to amend it or change. it in any way. 

Whatever happens with respect to the 
. measure, one thing is certain. This 
full and complete debate today is a 
healthy thing and will serve to reassure 
the people of this Nation and reassure 
the military authorities that the Con
gress of the United States is still de
termined upon civilian control of the . 
military, as we have known it tradi
tionally. 

I should like to say also that in my . 
opposition to the plan-and it is my 
intention to vote against it-I certainly 
would not want any implication to be 
drawn that I consider President Eisen
hower to be a man on a white horse with 
pretensions to the seizure of added pow
ers. I feel that in sending this plan 
to us he has offered it in sincerity and 
out of deep conviction. Neither do l 
feel that we have anything to fear from 
the military and naval men in whose 
hands this Nation's defense rests at the 
present time. I stress "at the present 
time." We are here debating a legisla
tive measure for the future as well as 
for the present. We do not have the 
ability to look into the future and see 
what may occur in the years to come, 
and we must constantly be on the alert 
to insure that what is good for today 
will be equally sound in the future. 

I cannot agree, and it is very seldom 
that I disagree, with the distinguished · 
gentlewoman from New York [Mrs. ST. 
GEORGE] for whom I have tremendous 
admiration, in the idea that simply be• 

cause the military says that a thing is 
right, that we, in the legislative branch, 
should therefore and thereafter cease to 
have any interest in it. If the military . 
is always correct, then the first thing we 
can do is abolish the Subcommittees on 
Appropriations for the Armed Services · 
and give the departments everything 
they want in the way of appropriations. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield to the gentle
woman from New York. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I did not mean 
that we should not take an interest, but 
I do say that we should submit, perhaps, · 
some of our preconceived notions to the 
judgment of experts when it comes to 
judging a matter such as this. I cer
tainly, for my part-and I am not speak
ing for anyone else-would not put my 
judgment up against the judgment of 
President Eisenhower in military mat
ters. I would be glad to put it up 
against him in a great many political 
matters. 

Mr. JACKSON. ! will say to the gen
tlewoman that this House, following the 

·recommendation of the representatives 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in June 1949, 
embarked upon a course of tragic con
sequence in Korea. I do not say, cer
tainly, that any one of us is qualified to 
debate military tactics or military strat
egy with those whose profession is the 
art of battle. However, I do not feel 
that we should set aside our legislative 
prerogatives in any instance, even 
though it may involve a matter of over
all general policy. 

One other point I should like to make 
and that is the matter of military and 
naval officers coming to the Congress of 
the United States when their honest con
victions have been overruled elsewhere. 
It has been .said here today that they 
are entitled to take such action. But, 
we know what happens to military and 
naval officers who have the temerity to 
come before the Congress of the United 
States to give an opinion or express an 
honest conviction which may not con
form to that generally held by their su
periors. The first thing that happens, 
and that at the earliest possible moment 
is that the officer concerned finds his 
career finished and himself retired. Let 
us not feel that we are going to in the 
future receive any more objective opin
ions from the military than we have in 
the past. Where prescribed policy and 
personal convictions clash in the military 
man, conviction is more often than not · 
the ultimate fatality. 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. JACKSON. I yield to the gentle
man from Iowa. 

Mr. GROSS. Did the Congress come 
to the defense and protection of Admiral 
Denfeld when he was rooted out of the 
Navy for coming to Congress and testi-
fying? _ 

Mr. JACKSON. I can say, in general, 
that since I have had the honor to be a 
Member of the House of Representatives, 
that I know of no occasion when the 
Congress has come to the defense of an 
officer of the Army or the Navy who, in 
good conscience, and out of deep con
Viction, has come before the House or 
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before a committee of the House to tell 
the House what he thought about some 
actions or failure to act which he con-

·s1dered inimical to the best interests of 
his country. I think that the House and 
the Congress has beep derelict in not 
standing behind the men who have had 
the courage to tell us what they thought, 
and to suggest other and alternate 
courses of action for consideration and 
debate. 

Mr. GROSS. I want to compliment 
the gentleman on his statement and say 
that it appears that one of our brass 
hats has to be retired before he can pro
tect himself in his own right to testify 
before Congress. 

Mr. JACKSON. I would say to the 
gentleman, if he reads the report on this 
measure he will find that those who _ap
peared in opposition to this plan are all 
retired. It appears that only in retire
ment do military and naval officers of 
flag rank dare lift their voices in op
position to what has been previously de
cided upon as doctrine and policy. An 
honest difference of opinion, it would 
appear, takes on the aspect of conspiracy 
to mutiny. No one can blame the career 
officer who permits himself to be muz
zled, but one can admire the courage of 
one brave enough to speak out in protest 
when silence on his part may well be 
measured in terms of human blood. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I move that the Committee 
do now rise. · 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. ARENDS, Chairman of the C{)mmittee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, · 
having had under consideration the res
olution <H. Res. 295) declaring that the 
House of Representatives does not favor 
the Reorganization Plan No. 6 trans
mitted to Congress by the President on 
April 30, 1953, had come to no resolu
tion thereon. 

PERMISSION TO REVISE AND 
EXTEND REMARKS 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that · 
all Members who have spoken today on 
House Resolution 295 be permitted to 
revise and extend their remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Michigan? 

There was no objection. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 30 minut-es on Monday next, 
following the legislative program and 
any special orders heretofore entered. 

Mr. PATMAN asked and was given 
permission -to address the House for 15 
minutes on Monday and Tuesday next, 
following the legislative program and 
any special orders heretofore entered. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. CONDON. Mt. Speaker, a parlia

mentary inquiry. 

·· The SPEAKER. 'I'he gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. CONDON. Mr. Speaker, at what 
hour is it planned to take a vote on 
House Resolution 295? 

The SPEAKER. When debate on the 
resolution is concluded. 

Mr. CONDON. Will that be tomor
row? 

The SPEAKER. l'omorrow. 

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE 
SENATE 

A further message from the Senate, by 
Mr. Ast, one of its clerks, announ~ed 
that the Senate had passed the following 
resolution <S. Res. 122): 

Resolved, That the Senate has heard with 
profound sorrow and deep regret the an· 
nouncement of the death of Hon. Willis 
Smit h, late a Senator from the State of 
Nort):l Carolina. 
· Resolved, That the President of the Senate 

and 25 Senators, the latter to be appointed 
by the Presiding Officer of the Senate, · be 
constituted a committee to attend the 
funeral of the deceased. 

Resolved, That the Secretary communi· 
cate these resolutions to the House of Repre· 
sentatives and transmit a copy thereof to 
the family of the deceased. 

Resolved, That, as a further mark of ·respect 
to the memory of the deceased, the Senate 
do now adjourn until 1'0 o'clock antemeridian 
tomorrow. · 

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT 
Mr. BENDER. Mr. Speake·r, I ask 

unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BENDER. Mr. Speaker, I have 

made arrangements for an engagement 
out of town tomorrow. I was under the 
impression that we wer.e going to vote 
on House Resolution 295 this evening. 
Under the circumstances, if I can ar
range to cancel my engagement and be 
here tomorrow, I will do so. However, 
in the event that is impossible, I want 
to have the RECORD show that I am for 
Reorganization Plan No. 6 and against 
House Resolution 295. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

complete the other business we contem
plated taking care of if we were to go 
over until Monday. But the conference 
report which the gentleman from Kansas 
[Mr. REES] is handling would have to be 
disposed of. Likewise, there is a housing 
bill from the Committee on Banking and 
Currency to which I previously referred. 
The chairman of the committee now tells 
me he has another bill, H. R. 1376, which 
he hopes to get up tomorrow in respect 
to which he does not expect a great deal 
of controversy. Of course, everyone 
understands some Members have engage
ments for this evening and for tomorrow. 
I am sorry we cannot adjust to the con
venience of everyone. The gentleman 
from Kansas [Mr. REES] is particularly 
disturbed that his conference report can
not be disposed of this afternoon. I do 
not know how long it would take. I had 
heard there might be two rollcalls and 
a great deal of controversy on it. But 
in any event, since it is apparent we are 
close to the end of the fiscal year and 
many of these deadlines are approach
ing, these matters must be disposed of. 

Mr. PRIEST. May I ask the majority 
leader if it is planned to meet at an early 
hour tomorrow or at the regular time. 

Mr. HALLECK. No; I do not think it 
is necessary to come in at an early hour. 

Mr. PRIEST. Then we will proceed 
with the resolution on the armed serv
ices reorganization and then take up the 
conference report from the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service, and then 
the two bills from the Committee on 
Banking and Currency? 

Mr. HALLECK. Yes; that is the bill 
which I originally mentioned and an· 
other bill. 

Mr. PRIEST. May I inquire if it is 
contemplated there will be any further 
legislative program for today? 

Mr. HALLECK. The gentleman from 
Kansas [Mr. REES] is seeking recogni
tion. 

Mr. REES of Kansas.· Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRIEST. I yield. 
:M:r. REES of Kansas. Of course, if 

the leadership of the House and the 
Speaker feel that we should not take up 
this conference report, there is nothing 
I can do except to acquiesce. I do have 
the feeling since we gave precedence to 
other legislation all day yesterday and 

Mr. PRIEST. Mr. Speaker, I ask all today, that we have been pushed aside 
unanimous consent to address the House with respect to this . matter. Of course, 
for 1 minute. I am going to comply. I must comply 

The SPEAKER. Is there . objection to with the wishes of the leadership of the 
the request of the ·gentleman from Ten- House. 
nessee? I did have the hope and the feeling 

There was no objection. that we could dispose of this conference 
Mr. PRIEST. ·Mr. Speaker, ~I . have report yesterday. · 

ask~d .for this time in order to ask the Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, wil~ the 
maJority leader what the House might · gentleman from Tennessee yield to me? 
expect to come up for consideration to- Mr. PRIEST. I am very glad to yield 
morrow, after we finish consideration of to the gentleman from Indiana. 
this resolution. Mr. I-:ALLECK. Does the gentleman 

Mr. HALLECK. May I say to the gen- have any information on his side as to 
tleman first of all in explanation of the how much time would be needed in or
present situation, I had hoped the de- der to dispose of this conference report? 
bate on the reorganization plan resolu- Mr. PRIEST. I am sorry I am not 
tion would be terminated earlier than able at this moment to answe; that ques
this. But it was apparent there was tion; I shall seek to determine. 
about an hour's time left, and it was Mr. HALLECK. I wonder if the gen
stated to me that a rollcall would be had tleman would undertake to find out. If 
on it. I had said earlier, we had hoped it could be disposed of in a few minutes, 
we could move along here so as to close the gentleman from Kansas [Mr . . REES] 
at a reasonable hour, and if we were to has been pressing for action. It has 
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EXTENSION OF REMARKS been nobody's fault that it has not been 

acted on. We have just had other mat
ters that have pressed us for considera
tion. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRIEST. I yield. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. To as

sist, perha.ps, in formulating the legis
lative program for the coming week, I 
might call attention to the fact that Re
organization Plan.S 7 and 8 are being 
considered by a subcommittee of the 
Committee on Government Operations, 
under the leadership of Mr. BROWNSON. 
I understand from what the gentleman 
said today that he will have a report 
ready and that debate will be limited 
to the shortest possible time. I hope 
the leadership will remember that, so 
that we can get it out of the way and 
it will not be in their hair the rest of 
the session. 

Mr. HALLECK. May I ask the gen
tleman, What is the deadline on those 
plans? 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I do not 
remembel_" exactly. 

Mr. PRIEST. While I still have the 
floor, may I . say to the gentleman from 
Indiana, the Majority Leader, that I am 
unable to determine at this time how 
much time may be required on this side 
on the conference report; and, as re
luctant as I am to suggest that it may 
go over, if the House is to be in session 
tomorrow, I feel that .under the circum
stances it might be just as well that we 
go over with that conference to tomor
row. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. PRIEST. I yield to the gentle
man from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker since 
it is apparent that we will have t~ be in 
session tomorrow, and since the gentle
man from Michigan [Mr. HoFFMAN] has 
made his suggestion about additional 
reorganization plans, I would like to say 
to him, and for the membership, with 
respect to the program for next week 
which will properly be announced to
morrow, that we do hope to sta1~t the 
consideration of the . appropriation bill 
for the armed services on Wednesday 
hoping to come in at 10 o'clock to start' 
and hoping, by coming in at 10 o'clock 
on Thursday, to conclude the considera
tion of that appropriation bill by Thurs
day evening of next week, that being the. 
Thursday evening before the 4th of 
July, in which date many Members are 
interested. So, if those reorganization 
matters could come on after that week 
it would certainly facilitate the work in 
the House. 

Mr. PRIEST. As we are talking about 
the program for next week, it is the in
tention, I understand, to bring up on 
Monday the excess-profits tax extension? 
. Mr. HALLECK. That is our present 

intention. . 
. . Mr .. PRIEST. One further question, 
1f I might ask it of the gentleman from 
Indiana at this time. Since it dcies 
appear that we. will have a Saturday ses
sion, I feel that many Members would 
prefer to come in at an early hour in 
order to finish, since we have to be in 

' · session, and it would not interfere with 
committee meetings, because they are 

not scheduled for Saturday m·orning; I 
was just going to suggest to the gentle
man the possibility of coming in at 10 
or 11 o'clock, in order that we might get 
out earlier Saturday afternoon. 

HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW 
Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that when the House 
adjourns today .it adjourn to meet at 
10 o'clock tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER. · Is there objection? · 
There was no objection. · 
Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to proceed for 1 
minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. HALLECK. I might say to the 

gentleman from Texas that the gentle
man from Kansas would like to call up 
his conference report this evening if it 
could be disposed of in a little while, say 
10 or 15 minutes at the outside. I know 
it would very much suit his convenience. 
Could the gentleman from Texas give 
us any idea about how much time it 
wo.uld take? 

Mr. THOMAS. · I may say to the ma
jority leader that under the rule we have 
1 hour on the conference report, and I 
think there will be the need for time 
in exces,s of the hour. I imagine there 
will be a record vote; so I would say it 
would take an hour and 45 minutes or 
an hour and 30 minutes. 

Mr. REES of Kansas. · Mr. Speaker 
Will the gentleman yield? ' 

Mr. HALLECK. I yield. 
Mr. REES of Kansas. There have not 

been many requests for time that have 
come to my attention. The gentleman 
from Texas suggested that he would be 
through in 8 minutes and we do not 
have requests for much time on our side; 
we have some, of course, and we want 
to explain the conference report. Of 
course if the gentleman is going to in
sist on a rollcall that is a different mat
ter. He certainly has that right, I un
derstand that. 

Mr. THOMAS. If it is sent back to 
conference on a teller vote, of course, I 
am not going to ask for a rollcall, but if 
it is not I am going to ask for one; and 
I say I am speaking I think for Mem
bers on both sides of the aisle; there is 
nothing partisan about the matter. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED AND 
EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. · 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the special order I have for today may be 
vacated except for half a minute and 
that I may be granted that time tomor
row following the legislative program 
and other special orders heretofore en-· 
tered. 

Then,· Mr. Speaker, I would like to in
sert as part of my remarks either today 
or tomorrow a description of the tornado 
and the remarkable work that was done 
by civil defense and the people. of Wor- · 
cester and other towns in that area to 
clear up the devastation left by that 
storm. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
extend· remarks in 'the Appendix of the 
R:EcoRD, or to revise and extend remarks 
was granted to: ' 
. Mr~ REED of New York in nine in-

stances, and in each case to include tele
grams ami other extraneous-matter. 

Mr. KILBURN <at the request of Mr. 
ARENDS) and to include extraneous mat
ter. 

Mr. HosMER and to include extraneous 
matter. 
· Mr. YouNG and to include remarks. 

Mr. 'HILLELSON and to include ex· 
traneous matter. 

Mr. KERSTEN of Wisconsin and to in-
clude extraneous matter. · 

Mr. BENTLEY in two instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. 1\IIJRANO in two instances and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin in five in
stances and to include extraneous mat-
ter. · 

Mr. VANPELT and to include extraneous 
matter. · 

Mrs. RoGERS of Massachusetts and to 
include an article from the Boston Post 
and to include extraneous matter for six 
successive days. 

Mr. LANE in three instances and to in-
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. MouLDER in two instances. 
Mr. BoGGs and to include an editorial. 
Mr. PERKINS and to include an edito-

rial from the Louisville Courier-Journal 
entitled "Behind the Story That Others 
Pay for Cheap TVA Power." 

Mr. METCALF and to include an article. 
Mr. RHODES of Pennsylvania and to 

include an article. · 
Mr. DEANE and to include an address 

by Mr. LANTAFF, 
Mr. REAMS. 
Mr. RHODES of Arizona and to include 

an editorial. 
Mr. RIVERS and to include two news

paper articles. 
Mr. LECOMPTE and to include a resolu

tion adopted by the Disabled American 
Veterans of Iowa. 

Mr. HELLER <at the request of Mr. 
GREEN) and to include extraneous mat
ter. 

Mr. LATHAM <at the request of Mr. 
HALLECK). 

Mr. KEARNEY <at the request of Mr. 
RIEHLMAN) and to include an editorial. 

Mr. HoLT in two instances and to in
clude extraneous matter. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. TEAGUE, until July 6, 1953, on ac

count of official business. 
Mr. SHAFER, for an indefinite period, 

on account of illness in family. 
Mr. HILLELSON, for June 26 through 

July 1, 1953, on accolJnt of official busi
ness. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Committee 

on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the 
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following title, .which was thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H. R. 3425. An act to amend the act entitled 
"An act to authorize the Commissioners of 
the District of Columbia to appoint a mem
ber of the Metropolitan Police Department or 
a member of the Fire Department of the Dis
trict of Columbia as Director of the District 
Office of Civil Defense, and for other pur• 
poses," approved May 21, 1951. 

The SPEAKER announced his signa
ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of 
the following titles: 

S. 694. An act to prohibit the display of 
flags of international organizations or other 
nations in equal or superior prominence or 
honor to the flag of the United States except 
under specified circumstances, and for other 
purposes; and 

S. 1839. An act to amend section 32 of the 
Fire and Casualty Act, so as to provide that 
an agent or solicitor may secure a.Mcense to 
solicit accident and health insurance in 
the District of Columbia under that act 
without taking the prescribed examination, 
if he is licensed under the Life Insur~nce Act. 

THE LATE HONORABLE WILLIS 
SMITH 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
very sad message for Members of the 
House. In the quiet hours of the morn
ing, at the Naval Medical Center at 
Bethesda, my most distinguished con
stituent passed away. The great soul of 
the junior Senator from North Carolina, 
Hon. WILLIS SMITH, winged its way be
yond the twilight's purple vale to dwell 
in that blessed land behind the stars. 
His sudden death reminds us that "the 
wings of man's life are plUm.ed with the 
feathers of death." 

A few short hours ago he lived and 
loved and labored in the strength and 
vigor of health. By the magnificence of 
his life and the accomplishments of his 
labors he has endeared himself to a 
multitude of friends in this and in other 
lands. Now in the golden hour of his 
great life and at the very pinnacle· of 
his career, he has been taken from us. 
Our State has sustained a great loss and 
our Nation has lost a great citizen. The 
dignity of truth and the majesty of jus
tice directed the. course of his life . . He 
was courageous and incorruptible and 
ever fearless in the performance of every 
public trust. In every one of his assign
ments he has acquitted himself ably and 
well and with honor and distinction. 
From an humble beginning he rose to 
the heights of his ancient profession and 
was elected president of the American 
Bar Association. In this assignment he 
served with outstanding ability; he also 
served in the legislature of his native 
State and became speaker of the house 
of representatives and then gracefully 
retired to the practice of law and became 
the senior member of one of the leading 
law firms of our State. As a distin
guished Member of the United States 
Senate, he has applied himself diligently, 
honestly, and courageously to the dis
charge of all of the duties of that high 
position. No one can ever say that he 
has ever yielded to the insidious appeals 
of political pressure. He was a man of 
convictions. He was fair and forthright 
and made up his own mind. When he 

believed that he was right, he stood 
steadfast and true to the convictions of 
his own conscience. He was devoted to 
the traditions of our Government, and 
in public omce he has rendered a mag
nificent public service. The people of 
our Commonwealth owe him a debt of 
gratitude. 

Mr. Speaker, I know that I speak the 
sentiments of all of the Members of the 
North Carolina delegatiqn in Congress 
when I say that the news we received 
this morning was distressing and heart
breaking indeed. On behalf of my col
leagues and from the depths of my own 
heart, I express our tenderest sym
pathies to his lovely wife, Dollie, to his 
charming daughter, and to his :fine and 
manly sons, and to all of the members 
of the family circle. May God bless 
them and keep them, and may the divine 
light of Heaven guide and direct them 
in this their greatest hour of sorrow. 
They may be comforted by the thought 
that their loved one was a great citizen 
and a distinguished statesman and a true 
American in the real sense and meaning 
of that word. 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Si>eaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from North Carolina. · 

Mr. DURHAM. Mr. Speaker, we are 
again reminded of the price one pays 
for public life. In the past 5 years 5 
men have come from our State to serve 
in the Senate. Three of those have 
passed away in that period. With the 
coming of the next Senator from North 
Carolina there will have been 6 men 
from our State to serve in that body in 
the space of 6 years. It is proof of the 
heavy responsibility one carries here in 
Congress during this critical period of 
our history. We are reminded today, 
when we look at Wn.Lis SMITH's life, 
what can happen here in America in 
the way of climbing to a pinnacle of 
prominence. Wn.Lis SMITH was an or
phan boy. He rose to prominence 
through public life in his own State and 
has demonstrated here in the Halls of 
that great deliberative body at the other 
end of the Capitol that he was well quali
fied to serve his State and Nation. As 
has been said by my colleague, he was a 
man of strong convictions, one who did 
not deter when he once took a position. 

I extend to his wife and daughter and 
his sons my deepest love and sympathy. 
We will miss him very much here in 
the Halls of Congress. I have lost a 
personal friend. May God bless his good 
wife. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
BONNER]. 

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Speaker, it can 
truly be said of WILLIS SMITH that he 
was a great American statesman. He 
was anchored strong and fast to the 
Constitution of this great country. To 
know him was to admire him. I join 
in the splendid remarks that have been 
made by my distinguished colleague, the 
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
CooLEY], in the tribute he paid to Sen· 
ator SMITH and I, too, express my deep 
sympathy to the Senator's family. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
JONAS]. . 

Mr. JONAS of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I should like, with the permis
sion of my friend and colleague, to asso
ciate myself in the remarks he has made 
on this sad occasion. I, too, have known 
WILLIS SMITH for many years, and while 
we were amliated with different political 
parties, both of us believed in the same 
principles. I do not think Wn.Lis SMITH 
ever yielded to political expediency in his 
life. He courageously fought for the 
things that he believed in. 

I join with my colleague in the beauti
ful tribute that has been paid by him this 
afternoon to the memory of our departed 
friend. I should like also to join in ex
pressing my sincere condolences to the 
members of the family, the wife he leaves 
behind, and his lovely daughter and his 
:fine sons in this hour of their deep be
reavement. They have lost a husband 
and a father, but North Carolina has lost 
one of her noble sons and this country 
one of its great men. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ·yield to 
the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
SHUFORD]. 

Mr. SHUFORD. Mr. Speaker, the 
news of the sudden death of the junior 
Senator of North Carolina, Hon. WILLIS 
SMITH, has been a great shock to me. He 
was beloved in his native State, and re· 
spected and honored by his colleagues 
arid associates. He was a real friend of 
mine and his passing to the great beyond 
leaves a vacancy that cannot be :filled. 

I have long known WILLIS SMITH. In 
public life he was courageous and spoke 
forth his convictions with force and 
clarity. 

In private life he was a devoted hus
band and father, loyal and unselfish with 
his friends, and understanding of the 
rights of his fellowman. Truly he was a 
Christian. 

We Will miss WILLIS SMITH. Our lives 
have been enriched by our association 
with him. My deepest sympathy goes 
out to his lovely wife and :fine children. 

Mr. COOLEY: I yield to the gentle
man from North Carolina [Mr. DEANE]. 

Mr. DEANE. Mr. Speaker, I join with 
the dean of our delegation, Mr. CooLEY, 
in the beautiful tribute he has paid to 
our late junior Senator from North Car
olina, WILLis SMITH. The passing of our 
fellow North Carolinian brings sadness 
to the hearts of the many citizens of 
the Old North State here in the Nation's 
Capital. We all knew that Willis was 
seriously ill but felt that his strong and 
vigorous stamina would pull him 
through. His passing is further evi
dence of the terrific strain under which 
M~mbers of Congress serve. In a real 
sense it can be said that his homegoing 
represents a supreme sacrifice in public 
seryice. 

I would most sincerely share with the 
beloved family in their great loss. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. CHATHAM]. 

Mr. CHATHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ex
tend my sympathy and my respects to 
the family of Senator SMITH. 
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Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

to the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. JONES]. . 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, we have heard with profound 
regret and with deep sorrow of the pass
ing of our friend and colleague, Hon. 
WILLIS SMITH, junior Senator from the. 
State of North Carolina. Truly it can 
be said that he gave his life in the serv 
ice of his country. Since becoming a 
Member of the United States Senate 
some 3 years ago, he has worked unceas
ingly for the good of our country and 
no one who knows of his labors would 
seriously doubt that these arduous du
ties have cost him his life. Without re
gard to his own personal comforts and 
physical well-being, he fought lang and 
hard to preserve our American way of· 
life. 

He has had a long and successful 
career in both private and public service 
to the people of North Carolina and our 
Nation. He was an eminent lawyer ris
ing to the exalted position of president 
of the American Bar Association. As 
Speaker of the North Carolina House of 
Representatives and as the junior Sen
ator from the State of North Carolina, 
he rendered outstanding and courageous 
service in these public capacities. He 
shall long be remembered in North Caro
lina as an ardent defender and advocate 
of our American way of life. 

The North Carolina delegation will 
miss him in the Halls of Congress. 
North Carolina has lost a great citizen 
and Senator and the· Nation has lost a 
real statesman. 

To his widow and children I extend my 
heartfelt sympathy. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. FOUNTAIN]. 

Mr. FOUNTAIN. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to associate myself with the 
splendid tribute paid by my distinguish
ed colleague, the gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. CooLEY] to the junior 
Senator from North Carolina, WILLIS 
SMITH, whom God has seen fit to take 
from our midst. 

Just 2 weeks ago Senator SMITH and 
I had a lengthy conference designed to 
obtain relief for a large number of 
farmers in my district who sustained 
great losses during a hail storm. At 
that time, casually, we had a brief con
versatio.n about death and the fact that 
it is no respecter of persons. He was 
·apparently in the best of health. He 
gave evidence of having a strong con
stitution because he worked hard, long 
and faithfully in behalf of the people of 
North Carolina. 

I was naturally terribly shocked to 
learn of h is serious illness and more 
greatly shocked to learn this morning 
that he had "slept away" while in the 
hospit al. I do not l;>elieve I have ever 
had the opportunity of knowing well a 
Member of Congress who was more sin
cerely devoted to duty and to perform
ance of service in behalf of the people 
of his State and nation. WILLIS SMITH 
was a great thinker. He had exception
ally keen ability to analyze given situa
tions. In a short time in the United 
States Senate he won the praise, the 
admiration and the respect of his col-

leagues. He was a man with deep con
victions. While human like all of us, 
he was a man- who did what he thought 
·was right and called the shots as he saw 
them. without regard to personal conse
quences or political expediency. 

As the junior Senator from North 
Carolina, he rendered loyal, faithful and 
efficient service to the people of his 
State and Nathn. The State of North 
Carolina and our Nation have sustained 
a great loss in his tragic passing. MY 
deepest sympathy, thoughts and prayers 
are with his wife, his children and his 
other loved ones in this their hour of 
sorrow. 

Amid all of the sadness of his passing, 
I would like to say to his family, and 
to all who experience similar situations, 
that, after all, death is a day of victory. 
Death is a day when the spirit of man 
travels into the life beyond where peace, 
happiness, love and understanding 
abide. May God be with his family and 
his friends during their bereavement. 

Mr. GOOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. 
ALEXANDER]. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Speaker, I 
wish to join with my colleagues in pay
ing tribute to our beloved late Senator 
WILLIS SMITH, whose untimely passing 
has saddened the entire Congress of the 
United States. 

I extend my heartfelt sympathy to 
Mrs. Smith and to his entire family. 

I have known Senator SMITH for many; 
years and considered him one of my true 
and stanch :a'riends. His great public 
service to North Carolina and the Nation 
is inestimable. His death only em
phasizes this fact since it is undoubtedly 
attributable to his devotion to duty and 
loyalty to the cause of freedom and con
stitutional government. 

It can truly be said that Senator 
SMITH was a great North Carolinian, a 
great American, and a great statesman. 
I never knew him to vote for political 
expediency. He was a man of deep con
viction and great courage and had an 
undying faith in the American way of 
life and constitutional government. It 
has been a real honor: to me to have had 
the privilege of associating with him as 
a colleague in the public service of ·our 
country. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
RoGERS]. 

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker, 
it was my pleasure to know Senator 
SMITH ever since he came to serve in the 
Senate. We associated together quite a 
bit while we were at the Wardman Park 
and also during the winter season. I 
believe it was the Senator's intention to 
acquire a home at Ft. Lauderdale, Fla., 
after he ret ired from the United States 
Senate, and to spend the rest of his days 
there. 

I regarded the Senator as a man of 
courage and sound judgment. He was a 
real public servant. I join the North 
Carolina delegation in paying tribute to 
-him, and I should like to include the re
marks of the gentleman of North Caro
lina [Mr. CooLEY] as part of mine, for 
he certainly paid our departed colleague 
a fine tribute. I extend my sympathy to 
the members of his family. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman !rom Iowa [Mr. LE
CoMPTE]. 

Mr. LECOMPTE. Mr. Speaker, WIL
I;IS SMITH was one of the sweetest and 
noblest characters I have ever known. 
I! I may refer to my personal relation
ship with him, I lived in the same hotel, 
i:n an apartment almost adjoining his. 
We became very close and intimate 
friends from the day he came to Con
gress. I think he was one of the finest 
statesmen I have known in my servic'e 
in Congress. He possessed not only un
usual intelligence and foresight and 
ability to analyze a problem but he had 
the courage to stand up and vote for:. 
what he believed to be right. I have 
never known a finer example of Ameri
can statesmanship than was represented 
by WILLIS SMITH. My heartfelt sympa
thy goes to his charming wife and his 
dear children. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker; I offer a 
resolution <H. Res. 305}. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Resolved, That the House- has heard with 

profound sorrow of the death of Han. WIL
LIS SMITH, a Senator of the United States 
from the St ate of North Carolina. 

Resolved, That the Clerk communicate 
these resolutions to the Senate and trans
mit a copy thereof to the family of the de
ceased Senator. 

Resolvect, That a committee of 12 Members 
be appointed on the part of the House to 
join the committee appointed on the part 
of the Senate to attend the funeral. 

The resolution was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints 

the following Members on the part of 
the House to attend the funeral: Messrs. 
COOLEY, BARDEN, DURHAM,. BONNER, 
DEANE, CARLYLE, CHATHAM, JONES of 
North Carolina, ALEXANDER, FOUNTAIN, 
JoNAS of North Carolina, and SHUFoRD. 

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
who desire to do so may extend their 
remarks on the life, character, and serv
ice of the late Honorable WILLIS SMITH. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from North 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will re

port the remainder of the resolution. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Resolved, That is a further mark of re

spect to the memory of the deceased the 
House do now adjourn. 

The resolution was agreed to. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Accordingly <at 5 o'clock and 37 min

utes. p . m~>, under its previous order, 
the House adjourned until tomorrow, 

·saturday, June 27, 1953, at 10 o'clock 
a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and. referred as follows: 

809. A communication from the President 
of the ·united States, transmitting a pro
posed supplemental appropriation for the 
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fiscal year 1954 in the amount of $240,000 
for the Department of State (H. Doc. No. 
201) ; to the Committee on Appropriations 
and ordered to be printed. 

810. A letter from the Acting General 
Counsel, Office of the Secretary of Defense, 
transmitting a draft of a bill entitled, "A bill 
to authorize certain members of the Armed 
Forces to accept and wear decorations of 
certain foreign nations"; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

811. A letter from the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States, transmitting a 
report on the audit of the Puerto Rico Re
c onstruction Administration, for the fiscal 
year ended June 30, 1952, pursuant to the 
Budget and Accounting Act , 1921 (31 U.S. C. 
53, 54), and the Accounting and Auditing 
Act of 1950 (31 U.S. C. 65); to the Commit
tee on Government Operations. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference· to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska: Committee on · 
Interior and Insular Affairs. H. R. 2982-. 
A bill to provide for the admission of Alaska 
into the Union; with amendment (Rept. No. 
675). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. COLE of New York: Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy. H. R. 4905. A bill to 
amend the Atomic Ent:rgy Act of 1946, as 
amended; with amendment (Rept. No. 676). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

Mr. KEATING: Committee on the Judi
ciary. House Joint Resolution 285. Joint 
resolution to extend the effectiveness of cer
tain statutory provi::>ions from July 1, 1953, 
to August 1, 1953; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 677). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. SHORT: Committee on Armed Serv
ices. H. R. 5508. A bill to provide certain 
construction and other authority for the 
military departments in time of war or na
tional emergency; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 678 ) . Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. CROSSER: 
H. R. 5952. A bill to amend section 32 of 

the Trading With the Enemy Act, as 
amended, with reference to the designation 
of organizations as successors in interest to 
deceased persons; to the Committee on In
terstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. HIESTAND: 
H. R. 5953. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code to provide that gain or loss 
from the sale or exchange of certain real 
estate shall be treated as a capital gain or 
loss; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. JUDD: 
H. R. 5954. A bill to authorize the Com

modity Credit Corporation to transfer cer
tain surplus agricultural commodities to the 
Director for Mutual Security for sale to 
countries participating in the mutual secu
rity program; to the Committee on Agri. 
culture. 

By Mr. SADLAK: 
H. R. 5955. A bill to exempt States and 

political subdivisions thereof from the tax 
on conveyances, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SHORT: 
H. R. 5956. A bill to authorize the loan of 

two submarines to the Government of Italy; 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. WESTLAND: 
H. R. 5957. A bill to provide that if the 

excess-profits tax is not extended beyond 
June 30, 1953, there shall be an increase of 
2 percent in the corporation surtax rate for 
the 6-month period ending December 31, 
1953; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. ELLSWORTH: 
H. R. 5958. A bill relating to the adminis

trative jurisdiction of certain public lands 
in the State of Oregon and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. REES of Kansas: 
H. R. 5959. A bill to exempt certain com

missioned officers retired for disabilities 
caused by instrumentalities of war from the 
limitation prescribed by law with respect to 
the combined rate of retired pay and of com
pensation as civilian employees of the Gov
ernment which retired officers may receive; 
to the Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. 

By Mr. BENDER: 
H. R. 5960. A bill to exempt persons arriv

Ing in or departing from the United States 
from or for Canada or Mexico by privately 
owned noncommercial aircraft from the re
quirement of paying the extra compensation 
for certain overtime services performed by 
immigration and customs inspectors and 
employees, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BENTLEY: 
H. J . Res. 286. Joint resolution providing 

that the United States Government should 
reexamine its policy if the Communist gov
ernment of China is admitted to the United 
Nations or any of the specialized agencies; 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. JAVITS: 
H. Con. Res. 122. Concurrent resolution ex

pressing the condemnation of the people of 
the United States of religious and political 
persecutions behind the Iron Curtain; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mrs. KELLY of New York: 
H. Con. Res. 123. Concurrent resolution ex

pressing the condemnation of the people of 
t :.e United States of religious and political 
persecutions behind the Iron Curtain; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin: 
H. Con. Res. 124. Concurrent resoh.itlon ex

pressing the sense of Congres~ with respect 
to the heroic efforts of the German people in 
the Soviet zone of Germany to free them
selves of the oppression and tyranny of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memo
rials were presented and referred as 
follows: 

By Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin: Resolution on 
the subject of protecting the lead and zinc 
industries in Wisconsin, as adopted by the 
Wisconsin Senate and concurred in by the 
Wisconsin Assembly during the present legis
lative session; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. GOODWIN: Memorial o! the Massa
chusetts Legislature to Congress to enact 
legislation whereby the motor fuel excise 
taxes collected in Massachusetts be distrib
uted to said State to be used solely for Fed
eral highway purposes; to the Committee on 
Public Works. 

By Mr. HESELTON: Resolutions of the 
General Court of the Commonwealth of Mas
sachusetts memorializing Congress to enact 

legislation whereby the motor fuel excise 
taxes collected in Massachusetts be distrib
uted to said State to be used solely for Fed
eral highway purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts: Memo
rial of the General Court of Massachusetts 
to enact legislation whereby the motor 
fuel excise taxes collected in Massachusetts 
be distributed to said state to be used solely 
for Federal highway purposes; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis
lature of the Territory of Hawaii, memorial
izing the President and the Congress of the 
United States to enact legislation permitting 
the exchange of certain lands in the county 
of Hawaii and authorizing and directing the 
Commissioner of Public Lands to make such 
transfer upon the approval of the Congress; 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BENTLEY: 
H. R . 5961. A bill for the relief of Marianne 

Schuster Dawes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. DONOVAN: 
H. R. 5962. A bill for the relief of Istvan 

Racz; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. DOYLE: 

H. R. 5963. A bill for the relief of Bruce 
Ralph; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GRANAHAN: 
H . R. 5964. A bill for the relief of Sister 

Mary Berarda; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. KEOGH: 
H . R . 5965. A bill for the relief of Ellasz, 

Chawa, and Moses Kraut; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SCRIVNER: 
H. R. 5966. A bill for the relief of Velme 

Ramuscak; to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

By Mr. SHELLEY: 
H. R. 5967. A bill for the relief of Sime Ivan 

Karlick (also known as Sam Karlich); to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SIEMINSKI: 
H. R. 5968. A bill for the relief of Dr. Sau 

Fong Chang Chen; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary, 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions 

and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

368. By Mr. BENTLEY: Resolution of Sagi
naw City Council, Saginaw, Mich., relative 
to adequate disaster relief training program 
and furnishing of equipment; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

369. By the SPEAKER: Petitlon of Dr. M. 
T. Fritchie and others, Miami, Fla., request
ing passage of H. R. 2446 and H. R. 2447, 
social-security legislation known as the 
Townsend plan; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

370. Also, petition of Baltic-American 
Committee of Chicago, Chicago, Ill., urging 
passage of H. R. 231, and also urging the 
admittance of an additional 240,000 DP's and 
refugees to America; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

371. Also, petition of H. Joseph Mahoney 
and 588 others, Brooklyn, N. Y., urging pas
sage of S. 1468, S. 1482, House Joint Resolu
tion 243, and H. R. 4308, which would author
ize postal cancellation with the words "In 
God We Trust"; to the Committee on Post 
Office and Civil Service. 
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