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The time and money lost and the dis

ruption sUffered by our aircraft industry 
are tragic reminders · of last year's 
blunder; but the important thing is that 
we look to the future and by concerted 
action attempt to make up for those 
mistakes. While the so-called New 
Look emphasis on airpower is not at all 
new, I am encouraged that the Pentagon 
officials have :finally taken a look at this 
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The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

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

Eternal Spirit, closer to us than hands 
or feet: In this quiet moment make our 
hearts and minds sensitive to Thy pres
ence. Refresh our faith that the ten
sions of these days may not break our 
spirits. Gird us with the confidence 
that Thy truth is marching on, even in 
the perplexities of these anxious times. 

We thank Thee for every word of truth 
which is being spoken throughout the 
wide world and for all the right which 
the human conscience has perceived and 
woven into the social fabric. In the 
fearful conflict now raging between 
truth and falsehood, remind us that be
yond the appraisals of man there falls 
upon our lives the searching light of 
Thy judgment. Make us ministers of 
that love which will not halt its growing 
sway until our stricken humanity is 
healed and redeemed, as all nations and 
kindreds and tongues and peoples are 
joined at last in.to one great fraternity 
under the banner of freedom and justice. 
We ask it in the dear Redeemer's name. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. KNoWLAND, and by 

unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Monday, 
March 29, 1954, was dispensed with. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
APPROVAL OF BILLS 

Messages in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States were commu
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one 
of his secretaries, and he announced that 
on March 30, 1954, the President had 
approved and signed the following acts: 

S. 54. An act for the relief of Juan Ezcurra 
and Francisco Ezcurra; 

S. 316. An act for the relief of Vera Lazaroa 
and Cristo Lazaros; 

S. 551. An act for the relief of Mamertas 
Cvirka and Mrs. Petronele Cvirka; 

S. 850. An act for the relief of Alice Power 
and Ruby Power; 

S. 931. An act for the relief of Vilhjalmur 
Thorlaksson Bjarnar; 

S. 1038. An act for the relief of Silva 
Galjevscek; 

8.1137. An act for the relief of Utako 
Kanitz; 

Nation's airpower requirements. I am 
encouraged that they now see the im
portance which airpower plays in the 
world today. I am hopeful that this Na
tion will never again permit a reckless 
and ill-considered cutback of its greatest 
source of strength against Communist 
aggression. 

The establishment of the Air Force 
Academy is a most significant step in 

S. 1440. An act for the relief of Paolo 
Danesi; 

S. 1652. An act for the relief of Robert A. 
Tyrrell; and 

S. 2073. An act for the relief of Esther 
Wagner. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Chaffee, one of its 
clerks, announced that the House had 
agreed to the report of the committee of 
conference on the disagreeing· votes of 
the two Houses on the amendments of 
the · Senate to the bill <H. R. 5337) to 
provide for the establishment of a United 
States Air Force Academy, and for other 
purposes. 

ENROLLED Bn.L SIGNED 
The message also announced that the 

Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
enrolled bill <H. R. 5337) to provide for 
the establishment of a United States Air 
Force Academy, and for other purposes, 
and it was signed by the Vice President. 

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF 
ROUTINE BUSINESS 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that following a 
quorum call and a brief executive ses
sion there may be the customary morn
ing hour for the transaction of routine 
business, under the usual 2-minute limi
tation on speeches. 

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

Mr. KNOWLAND. I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre:. 
tary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the call of the roll be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. PoT
TER in the chair). Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

move that the Senate proceed to the con
sideration of executive business to act on 
nominations beginning with the new 
reports. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider executive 
business. 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 
be no reports of committees, the clerk 
will proceed to state the nominations on 
the calendar under the heading "New 
Reports." 

building up and maintaining an Air 
Force second to none. I hope that Cali'"! 
fornia--which is the logical home for 
the Academy-will be chosen to furnish 
the location for this worthy institution. 
I am confident that the Site Selection 
Commission will find no other State 
whose resources and characteristics pro
vide so adequately for all of the foresee
able needs of the Academy. 

UNITED STATES CIRCUIT JUDGE 
The Chief Clerk read the nomination 

of John A. Danaher, of" Connecticut, to 
be United States circuit judge for the 
District of Columbia Circuit. 

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

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 
The Chief Clerk read the nomination 

of James Lewis McCarrey, Jr., of Alaska, 
to be United States district judge for 
division No.3, district of Alaska. 

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

UNITED STATES A'ITORNEYS 
The Chief Clerk read the nomination 

of Theodore F. Stevens to be United 
States attorney for division No. 4, dis
trict of Alaska. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

. The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Donald E. Kelley to be United States 
attorney for the district of Colorado. 

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

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of W. Wilson White to be United States 
attorney for the eastern district of Penn
sylvania. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of N. Welch Morrisette, Jr., to be United 
States attorney for the eastern district 
of South Carolina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Duncan Wilmer Daugherty to be 
United States attorney for the southern 
district of West Virginia. 
· The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

UNITED STATES MARSHALS 
The Chief Clerk read the nomination 

of Archie M. Meyer to be United States 
marshal for the district of Arizona. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of William Raab to be United states 
marshai for the district of Nebraska. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 
· The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Charles Peyton McKnight, Jr., to be 
United States marshal .for the eastern 
district of Texas. 
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· The PRESIDING OFFICER; Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Hobart Kelliston McDowell to be 
United States marshal for the northern 
district of Texas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed~ 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Emmett Mitchell Smith to be United 
states ~arshal for the southern district 
of Texas. 

The PRES·IDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is confirmed. 
- Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
as"K unanimous consent ·that the -Presi~ 
dent be immediately notified of the nom
inations confirmed today. -
· The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the President will be notified 
forthwith. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

move that the Senate · resume the con
sideration · of legislative business. 
·The motion was agreed to; and the 

Senate resumed the consideration of leg
islative business. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 

Senate the following letters, which were 
referred as indicated: · 

AMENDMENT OF BANKHEAD-JONES FARM 
' TENANT ACT • 

A letter r"rom the Secretary of Agriculture, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to amend the Bankhead-Janes Fa-rm Tenant · 
'Act, as amended, so as to provide for a vari
able interest rate, second mortgage security 
for loans under title I, insurance of mort
:gages not exceeding the reasonable value of 
the farm, and for other purposes (with an 
accompanying paper); to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry. 

G. F. ALLEN 

A letter from the Acting Secretary of the 
Treasury, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation for the relief of G. F. Allen, de
ceased former Chief Disbursing Officer, Treas
ury Department, and for other purposes 
(with accompanying papers); to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 
REPORT OF GIRL SCOUTS OF THE UNITED STATES 

A letter from the President and National 
Executive Director, Girl Scouts of the United 
States of America, New York, N. Y., trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report of that 
organization, for the year ending September 
30, 1953 (with an accompanying report); to 
the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
Petitions, etc., were laid before the 

Senate and referred as indicated: 
By the VICE PRESIDENT: 

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

"Assembly Joint Resolution 1 
"Joint resolution relative to increasing the 

pay of the armed services 
"Whereas it has come to the attention of 

the Legislature of the State of California 
that th~ pay of the officers and enlisted per
sonnel of the armed services of the United 
States of America is far behind the present 
cost of living and has lagged behind the pay 

of other groups of Government employees; 
and 

"Whereas a significant portion of the pop
ulation of the Nation and of this State is 
service connected and great hardship is being 
caused to the individuals concerned and their 
families and to the communities in which 
they reside by the existing pay status; and 

"Whereas the Legislature of the State of 
California has been informed that legisla
tion has been introduced in Congress, in the 
form of H. R. 1437, to adjust the pay of the 
Armed Forces of the-United States and that 
an increase has been recommended by the 
Department of Defense: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Assembly and Senate ot 
the State of California - (jointly), That the 
Congress and the President of the United 
States are heJ;"eby urged and memqrialized to 
enact legislation which will eliminate the 
great inequities in the pay and benefits pro
vided for the. personnel of the armed services 
of the United States of America, which in
equities directly affect the· morale and effi
ciencY. of the armed services and place great 
hardship upon a large number of families 
throughout the Nation; and that special 
attention be given to legislation increasing 
the pay of the armed services and protecting 
such other and further benefits as are ex
tended to such persons; and be it further 

"Resolved, That the chief clerk of the as
sembly be and he is hereby directed to trims
mit copies of this resolution to the President 
of the United States, to the President of 
the Senate, to the Speaker of the House of 
Representatives, to each Senator and Repre
sentative from California in the Congress of 
the United States." 

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

· Finance: 
"Assembly Joint Resolution 2 

"Joint resolution relative to using money . 
collected by Federal gasoline, diesel fuel, 
and lubricating oil taxes-upon Federal-aid 
primary highway systems 

·"Whereas the Federal -Government imposes 
a 6-cent a gallon tax on lubricating oil, and 
a tax on gasoline and diesel fuel sold, by the 
producer or importer thereof, which at the 
present amounts to 2 cents a gallon and 
effective April 1, 1954, will amount to 1 Y2 
cents a gallon; and 
· "Whereas the ultimate burden of paying 
such taxes is on those who operate motor 
-vehicles over the Nation's highways and who 
use lubricating oil to lubricate machinery; 
and · 

"Whereas it is only just and equitable 
that the revenue derived from such taxes ·be 
used primarily for the benefit of those who 
make them possible:· Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of 
the State of California (jointly), That the 
Legislature of the State of California respect
fully memorializes the Congress of the 
United States to amend the Federal gasoline, 
diesel fuel, and lubricating oil tax acts so 
that all revenues collected thereunder shall 
be used solely for the construction, improve
ment, repair, and maintenance of Federal
aid highway systems throughout the United 
States; and be it further 

"Resolved, That the chief clerk of the as
sembly is directed to transmit copies of this 
resolution to the President of the United 
States, the President of the Senate, the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives, and 
to each Senator and Representative from 
California in the Congress of tbe United 
States." · 

A resolution adopted by the board of su
pervisors of Los .Angeles County, Calif., fa
voring the confirmation of the nomination 
'of Charles Sparks Thomas to be Secretary 
of the Navy; to the COmmittee on Armed 
Services. ·-

WIDENING ·oF NAVAL DRYDOCK; 
BOSTON, MASS.-RESOLUTION OF 
BOSTON CITY COUNCIL . . 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 

I present for appropriate reference, and 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD, a resolution adopted by 
the city council of Boston, Mass., favor
ing the enactment of legislation to pro
vide sufficient funds for the widening of 
the naval drydock at South Boston . . 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was referred to the Committee on 
Appropriatiqns, and ordered to be' print
ed in the RECORD, as follp:ws: 

Whereas the South ·Boston naval drydock 
is ·-not sufficient-ly wide enough to· accommo
date the aircraft carriers of the Forrestal 
class; and 

Whereas a major naval drydock in the port 
of Boston is in"\;aluable for the support of 
naval forces in the North Atlantic: Be it 
therefore 

Resolved, That the Congress of the United 
States be, and hereby is, memoralized to 
provide ·funds sufficient to accomplish the 
widening of the naval drydock in South 
Boston to a width sufficient to accommodate 
U. S. S . F01·restal when that ship is built. 

In "city council March 22, 1954, adopted. 
Attest: 

W. J. MALLOY, 
City Clerk. 

TARIFFS ON FOREIGN-MADE TEX
TILE PRODUCTS- RESOLUTION 
OF CITY COUNCIL, LOWELL, MAss: 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 

I present for appropriate reference, and 
ask: unanimous· consent to have printed 
iri the RECORD, _ a resolution adopted by 
·the City Council of Lowell, Mass., relat
ing to tariffs on foreign-made textile 
products. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was referred to the Committee on 
Finance, and ordered to be printed in 
the_ RECORD, as follows: 

RESOLUTION OF THE COUNCIL 

·nuring the last 35 years, I have observed 
the effect on the city's prosperity caused by 
the loss -of employment in our great textile 
mills. ·This i~dustry was responsible for the 
rapid early growth of the city which at
tracted worldwide attention. This industry 
has been the· backbone of our economy and 
has afforded the ·principal source of employ
ment. for thousands of our residents. 
. I fully realize and subscribe to the .impor
tance of diversified industries but I am also 
mindful that we must provide every possible 
safeguard to retain our textile operatiops 
and to encourage them to expand here 
rather than elsewhere. 

Our economy will deteriorate if present 
industries move out faster than we can at
tract new ones to replace them. 

There is much talk that further cuts are 
contemplated in tariffs on foreign-made 
textile products. Such an action will be 
disastrous to the New England textile· cen
ters and should be strongly resisted by con
gressional representatives from this area. 
The importation of boatloads of textile goods 
means the loss of Lowell jobs. 

Therefore, I move that the city council 
adopt a resolution urging an increase in 
such tariffs and opposition to any further 
cuts. 

Further, that the city council request 
Governor Herter and the legislature to ta.ke 
similar action and forward it to the proper 
authorities 1n -washington, send copies to 
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each United States Senator and the several 
Congres.smen from this .State. 

;HENRY BEAUDJlY. 

In council committee, March 16, 1954. 
Read and favorable report recommended. 

In city council, March 16, 1954. Commit· 
tee action accepted and confirmed; motion 
passed. 

WILLIAM H. SULLIVAN, 
Clerk. 

INCREASED COMPENSATION FOR 
POSTAL EMPLOYEES- RESOLU
TION AND EDITORIAL 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 

I present for appropriate reference a 
resolution adopted by the City Council 
of Boston, Mass., favoring increased 
compensation for postal employees. At
tached to the resolution is an editorial 
from the Boston Post dealing with the 
same subject. I ask unanimous consent 
that the resolution and editorial be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion and editorial were referred to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service, and ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows:. 

Whereas the uniformed carriers of the 
United States postal service, as well as the 
postal clerks and the mail handlers, have 
not had their salaries increased to keep 
pace with the rising cost of living during 
the past decade; and 

Whereas, as the Boston Post so well 
pointed · out in an editorial this morning, 
the postal carriers and the other post-office 
workers are underpaid, and as the editorial 
further points · out, "their income is $791 a 
year behind the spendable income that they 
had in 1939. More than one-half of the 
postal carriers and clerks cannot live on their 
present salary"; and _ 

Whereas the editorial continues to point 
out "that the volume of mail has gone up 
about 33 percent in 5 years while the per· 
sonnel handling the mail has risen only 9 
percent": Therefore be it · 

Resolved, That the Boston City Council, 
in meeting assembled, memorialize Congress, 
particularly the House committee, to study 
the bill to provide postal workers with wage 
increases, the Boston City Council being in 
favor of such increases, and the early passage 
of the bill by the Congress. · 

In city council March 22, 1954, adopted. 
Attest: 

W. J. MALLOY, 
. City Clerk. 

[From the Boston Post] 
UNDERPAID POSTAL WORKERS 

Did you ever meet your letter carrier when 
he was off duty and out of uniform and 
wonder why he seemed tired, shabby, and 
threadbare? Wonder no longer. He and the 
other post-offlce workers are underpaid. 

Their income is $791 a year behind the 
spendable income they had in 1939. More 
than half of the letter carriers and postal 
clerks cannot live on their present salaries. 
Almost half of them have to take extra jobs 
in addition to their postal work. Ov~r a 
third of them try to make ends meet with 
the wages brought in by a wife who works . . 
· The volume of mail has gone up about 33 
percent in 5 years, but the personnel han· 
dUng the mail has risen only 9 percent. In 
short they are dofng more work for the same 
old deficient wages. 

A House committee 1s now studying a b111 
to provide them with a wage increase. They 
will see all these statistics and hear all the 
arguments. But the citizens o! the' land., 

who see their letter carrier every day, plod
ding his route, know the story b~tter than 
anyone. · 

LIBERALIZED SOCIAL-SECURITY 
PROGR~-RESOLUTION 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I pre
sent for appropriate reference, and ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD, a resolution adopted by the 
James River, N. Dak., Aerie No. 2337, 
Fraternal Order of Eagles, favoring the 
enactment of legislation to liberalize the 
social-security program. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was referred to the Committee on 

. Finance, and ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
FRATERNAL ORDER OF EAGLES RESOLUTION FA• 

VORING l·mERALIZED SOCIAL SECURITY 

Whereas th·e Fraternal Order of Eagles was 
a leader in the campaign for enactment of 
the Social Security Act and the earlier cam
paigns for the passage of State old-age pen
sion laws; and 

Whereas the Fraternal Order of Eagles, by 
unanimous vote of delegates in national 
convention assembled, has urged the liber
alization of the Social Security Act so as to 
extend coverage to all workers and to ex
pand the program to protect wage earners 
against all major hazards of life and to ad
just payments to meet increased living costs; 
and 

Whereas the President of the United States, 
Dwight D. Eisenhower, in his recent message 
to Congress, has urged that the Social Secu· 
rity Act be liberalized to provide that--

1. The minimum benefit for retired per· 
sons be increased from $25 to $30 per month, 
the maximum from $85 to $108.50; 

2. Ten million additional persons be in· 
eluded in the security system; 

3. The first $1,000 of annual earnings by 
retired persons be exempted from the reg
ulations of the Social Security Act; 

4. The earnings base for participants in 
the plan be raised fro~ $3,600 to $4,200; 

5. The 4 years of lowest income for such 
beneficiary be discarded in computing bene· 
fits; and 

Whereas friends of social security, Demo· 
crats and Republicans, have endorsed the 
President's suggestions as a long step for
ward in providing adequate old-age security 
for all Americans: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That our aerie endorse the Pres!· 
dent's proposals for improving the Social Se
curity Act, and respectfully urge the Con
gressman from our district, and the United 
States Senators from our State to enact such 
recommendations into the law. 

Adopted this 11th day of February 1954. 

Attest: 

JAMES RIVER AERIE, No. 2337, 
A. G. FALK, Worthy President. 

LESLIE v. JoHNsoN, 
Secretary. 

FUTURE OF RURAL ELECTRIFICA
TION ADMINISTRATION-RESOLU
TION OF FARMERS' UNION, LOCAL 
284, WIGGINS, COLO. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 

President, I present for appropriate ref
erence and ask unanimous consent to 
have printed in the RECORD a resolution 
adopted by Farmers Union, Local 284, 
Wiggins, Colo.; with respect to the future 
of the Rural Electrification Administra
tion, with emphasis on permitting the 
REA program to· grow as needed. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was referred to the Committee . on 
Appropriations and ordered to be printed 
in the REcoRD, as follows: 
~ereas the membership of Farmers• 

Union, Local No. 284, is composed of farmers 
and r.anchers deriving their electric power 
solely from the Morgan County Rural Electric 
Association, which not only furnishes power 
to the rural farmstead, but also power to ap
proximately 300 irrigation wells upon which 
the community is dependent for water for 
irrigation purposes, which is the backbone 
of the economy of the community; and 

Whereas, without the assistance of REA 
loans and the past public power policy mak· 
ing cheap power available to the REA co· 
operatives, it 1s highly unlikely that this 
area and most other rural areas of Colorado 
and many other States would be electrified 
today; and 

Whereas, through new-found uses and 
making the farm of today more efficient, the 
farmers are doubling their use of power 
every 4 years, which means that REA coop· 
eratives will need new sources of cheap power 
in the near future to supply their customers; 
and 

Whereas events which have transpired dur
ing the year 1953 have brought Federal power 
programs to a near standstill by ( 1) curtail
ing of REA loans for additional facilities to 
make more firm power available, (2) no new 
Federal power projects being recommended 
or start~d, (3) the threatened giveaway of 
key dam sites of public property, (4) the 
threatened violation of the Federal prefer
ence clause by long-term contracts with pri
vate utilities without withdrawal provisions 
to protect preference customers, all of which 
point the way in the near future to the pos
sibility that REA cooperatives may be made 
dependent upon local private power com
panies for their increased power needs: Now, 
therefore, be it · 

Resolved by Local No. 284, Farmers' Union. 
in a regular meeting held March 3, 1954, in 
the town and community of Wiggins, Colo •• 
That--

1. The appropriation made for REA loans 
should be large enough to provide full and 
unrestricted development of rural electrifica
tion and that pressure be brought to bear to 
assure that all reasonable applications for 
REA loans be processed with d111gence and 
expediency. 

2. Appropriations for new Federal multi
purpose dams should be forthcoming and 
long-range plans developed to meet the fu
ture public power needs, as well as the irri
gation and flood-control features that are 
provided in such dams. 

3. Key dam sites on public property 
be developed by the Federal Government, 
rather than private ut111ty companies, which 
in most cases have insufflcient funds to de
velop the sites for maximum power, efficiency, 
and other benefits. 

4. The Congress of the United States 
be ever watchful that the public power pref
erence clause not be abused by the making 
of long-term contracts to private ut111ty com
panies without the possibility of the power 
being withdrawn to meet the needs of the 
REA cooperatives as they arise. 

ELBERT MuRPHY, President. 
LoUIS HESSLER, Jr., 

Vice President. 
RoBERT BAER, Jr., 

Secretary-Treasurer. · 
RAYMOND RQARK, Director. 
DONALD C. RICHARDSON, 

Director, Legislative Chairman. 
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REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE 

The following reports of a committee 
were submitted: 

By Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska, from the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
without amendment: ' 
- H. R. 998. A bill authorizing the Secretary 
of the Interior to issue a patent to the 
State of Idaho for certain land (Rept. No. 
1135); 

H. R. 1529. A bill to facilitate the develop
ment of building materials in Alaska through 
the removal of volcanic ash from portions 
of Katmai National Monument, Alaska, and 
for other purposes (Rept. No. 1136); 

H. R. 1568. A bill to amend section 6 of 
chapter 786 of the act of June 6, 1900, en
titled "An act making further provision tor 
a civil government for Alaska, and for other 
purposes" (31 Stat. 323; title 48, sec. 108, 
U. S. C.) (Rept. No. 1137); 

H. R. 3306. A bill to provide for the relief 
of certain reclamation homestead entrymen 
(Rept. No. 1138); 

H. R. 4024. A bill to change the name of 
. the Appomattox Court House National His
. torical Monument to the "Appomattox Court 

House National Historical Park" (Rept. No. 
1139); . 

H. R. 4984. A bill to remove certain limita
tions upon the sale or conveyance of land 
heretofore conveyed to the city of Miles City, 
Mont., by the United States (Rept. No. 1140); 

H. R. 5529. A bill to preserve within Manas
sas National Battlefield Park, Va., the most 
important historic properties relating to 
the battles of Manassas, and for other pur
poses (Rept. No. 1141); and 

H. R. 6251. A bill to authorize the abolish
ment of the Shoshone Cavern National Monu
ment and the transfer of the land therein 
to the city of Cody, Wyo., for public recrea
tional use, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 
1142). -

By Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska, from the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
with an am-endment: 

S. 2874. A bill to provide that title to cer
tain school lands shall vest in the States un
der the act of January 25, 1927, notwith
standing any Federal leases which may be 
outstanding on such lands at the time they 
are surveyed (Rept. No. 1143); and _ 

S. J. Res. 69. Joint resolution requiring the 
preparation of an estimate of the cost of 
reconstructing Ford's Theater in Washing
ton, D. C. (Rept. No. 1144). 

ADDITIONAL CLERK, COMMITTEE 
ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR 
AFFAffiS 

Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska, from the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs, reported an original resolution (S. 
Res. 224), which was placed on the 
calendar, as follows: 

Resolved, That the Senate Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs is authorized, 
from May 1, 1954, through January 31, 1955, 
to employ one additional clerical assistant 
to be paid from the-contingent fund of the 
Senate at a rate of compensation to be fixed 
by the chairman in accordance with the 
provisions of section 202 (e) of the Legisla
tive Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended, 
and Public_ Law 4, 80th_ Congress, approved 
February 19, 1947, as amended. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

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

_ By Mr. CAPEHART: _ 
S. 3206. A bill to amend section 14 (b) of 

the Federal Reserve Act, as amended; to the 
Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. AIKEN (by request): 
S. 3207. A blll to amend section Sa (4) of 

the Commodity Exchange Act, as amended; 
to the Comlnittee on Agriculture and For
estry. 

By Mr. AIKEN (for himself, Mr. AN
DERSON, and Mr. IVES) : 

S. 3208. A bill to amend the Agricultural 
Act of 1949 with respect to price supports 
for dairy products; to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry. 

(See the remarks of Mr. AIKEN when he in
troduced the above bill, -which appears un
der a separate heading.) 

By Mr. SALTONSTALL (by request) : 
S. 3209. A bill to extend the period of elec

tion under the Uniformed Service contin
gency Option Act of 1953 for certain members 
of the uniformed services; 

s. 3210. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of the Navy to dispose of certain uncom
pleted naval vessels, and for other purposes; 
and 

By Mr. DUFF: 
S. 3221. A bill for the relief. of Ingeborg 

Otto; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. CASE: 

S. 3222. A bill to authorize except in time 
. of war private transactions involving the sale, 
acquisition, or holding of gold for industrial, 
professional, and artistic uses; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency. · 

By Mr. ELLENDER (for himself, Mr. 
LONG, Mr. STENNIS, Mr. EASTLAND, 
and Mr. HILL) :_ 

S. 3223. A bill to regulate commerce among 
the several States, with and among the Ter
ritories and possessions of the United States, 
and with foreign countries; to protect the 
welfare of consumers of tung oil and of those 
engaged in the domestic tung nut and tung 
oil-producing industry, to promote the ex
port trade of the United States; and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry. 

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

S. 3211. A bill to amend section 201 (e) of 
the Career Compensation Act of 1949, as 
amended, to provide for advance payments 
of certain pay and allowances of members 
of the uniformed services, and for other AMENDMENT OF AGRICULTURAL 
purposes; to the Committee on Armed Serv- ACT OF 1949 WITH RESPECT TO 
ices. PRICE SUPPORTS FOR DAIRY 

(See the remarks Of Mr. SALTONSTALL when 
he introduced the above bills, which appear PRODUCTS 
under a separate heading.) Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, on behalf 

By Mr. BEALL: f'f the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
S. 3212. A bill to fix and regulate the ANDERSON], the Senatur from New York 

salaries of teachers, school officers, and other 
employees of the Board of Education of the [Mr. IVES] • and myself, I introduce for 
District of Columbia, and for other purposes; appropriate reference a bill providing 
and ce!tain amendments to the Agricultural 

s. 3213. A bill relating to the merger of the Act of 1949 with respect to price supports 
Columbus University of Washington, District for dairy products. 

. of Columbia, into the Catholic University of This bill would change the present 
America, pursuant to an agreement of the . price support program for dairy prod
trustees of said universities; to the Commit- ucts in five important aspects: 
tee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado: First. It requires the Secretary of 
s. 3214. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Marie Agriculture to support the price of whole 

Monchen; to the Committee on the Judiciary. I:.lilk and butterfat, respectively, at such 
By Mr. DWORSHAK (for himself and level not in excess of. 90 percent nor less 

Mr. WELKER): th~n 75 percent of the parity price which 
s. 3215. A bill authorizing and directing level shall be comparable to the level of 

the Secretary of the Interior to take the nee- support given to feed grains which the 
essary action to confirm to the State of Idaho d · · 
·fun and clear title to certain lands previously airyman has to buy. 
selected py sue}). Stat~ in lieu of school land S3cond. It removes the restriction 
grants made by the Idaho Admission Act; to for supporting dairy products only 
the Committee on ·Interior and ;rnsular Af- through the purchase of such products 
fairs. as butter, cheese, and powdered milk 

By Mr. LEHMAN: and permits support of whole milk and 
s. 3216. A bill for the relief of Martin butterfat not only through loans on or 

Aloysius Madden; to the Committee on the 1 
Judiciary. pure :1ases of manufactured products, 

By Mr. SALTONSTALL: but by the purchase of whole milk as 
S. 3217. A bill providing for the withhold- well. . 

ing of veterans' benefits from persons whore- Third. It provides that the Secretary 
fuse to file a loyalty oath; to the Committee may require assurances from the manu
on the Judiciary. facturer of dairy products that the pro-
. (See the remarks of Mr. SALTONSTALL when . ducers of milk and butterfat are receiv

he introduced the above bill, which appear ing the full support price. This provi-
under a separate heading.) sion is included in the bill because of 

By Mr. MORSE: _ l 
S. 3218. A bill for the relief of Maria Elena comp aints that in some instances plant 

Venegas and Sarah Lucia Venega~; to the operators have received the full amount 
Committee on the Judiciary. of the support price from the Com

By Mr. BUTLER of Maryland (for him- modity Credit Corporation and have 
self and Mr. SALToNSTALL): failed to return that amount to the 

S. 3219. A bill to amend certain provisions producer. 
of title XI of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, F 
as amended, to facilitate private financing of · ourth. The Secretary is authorized 
new ship construction, and for other pur- to make surplus milk or the products of 
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and milk and butterfat available to low
Foreign Commerce. income groups at reduced prices until 

(See the remarks of Mr. BUTLER of Mary- July 1, 1956. 
land when he introduced the above bill, Fifth. The SecretarJ· may require as an 
which appear under a separate heading.> eligibility for price :::upport compliance 

By Mr. SMATHERS: b 
S. 3220. A bill to amend the Civil Aeronau- Y producers with such limitations on 

tics Act of 1938, as amended, so as to author- production and marketing as he deter-
, ize the Civil Aeronautics Board to -suspend mines necessary to keep supplies in bal

certificates o-r air carriers under certain addi- ance with demand. 
tiona! conditions; to the Committee on In- The sponsors of this bill believe that 
terstate and Foreign Commerce. its approval would result in broadening 
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the market for dairy pro.ducts, in main
taining producer income at a high level, 
and eventually result in making possible 
the use of land diverted from production 
of other crops to an expanded dairy 
industry. 

I c..sk unanimous. consent that the bill 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill <S. 
3~08) to amend the Agricultural Act of 
1949 with respect to price supports for 
dairy products, introduced by Mr. AIKEN 
(for himself, Mr. ANDERSON, and Mr. 

'IvEs), was received, rea.d twice by its 
title, referred to the Committee on Agri

. culture and Forestry, and ordered to be 
printed in the RE.CORD, as follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That section 201 of 
the Agricultural Act of 1949 is amended ( 1) 
by striking out "milk;, butterfat, and the 
products of milk and butterfat" from that 
portion thereof preceding subsection (a) , and 
inserting in lieu thereof "milk, and butter
fat"; and (2) by amending subsection (c) 
to read as follows: 

"(c) The price of whole milk and butter
fat, respectively, shall be supported through 
loans, purchases, or other operations at such 
level not in excess of 90 percent nor less 
than 75 percent of the parity price therefor 
as the Secretary determines appropriate after 
taking into consideration the levels at which 
price support is provided for feed grains. If 
such price support is made available through 
loans on, or purchases of, products of milk or 
butterfat; the Secretary may require satis
factory assurances through certification or 
otherwise that producers are receiving the 
full support price for the milk and butterfat. 
In carrying out operations under this sub
section and in disposing of any commodities 
acquired as a result of such operations, the 
Secretary may provide for the distribution 
of milk or the products of milk or butterfat 
to low-income groups at reduced prices until 
July 1, i956. Compliance by producers with 
such limitations on production and market
ing as the Secretary determines necessary 
to keep supplies hi line with demand shall 
be required as a condition of eligibility for 
price support." 

PROPOSED ARMED SERVICES 
LEGISLATION 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
by request, I introduce for appropriate 
reference three bills recommended by the 
Department of . Defense. I ask unani
mous consent that the accompanying 
letters of transmittal, explaining the pur
poses of the bills, be printed in the REc
ORD, immediately following the listing of 
the bills. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. PoT
TER in the chair) . The bills will be re
ceived and appropriately referred; and, 

. without objection, the letters will be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The bills introduced by Mr. SALTON
STALL <by request) were received, read 
twice by their titles, and referred tO the 
Committee on Armed Services, as fol
lows: 

S. 3209. A bill to extend the period of elec
tion under the Uniformed Services Contin
gency Option Act of 1953 for certain mem
bers of the uniformed services. 

The letter accompanying Senate bill 
3209 is as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
Washington, March 22, 1954. 

Hon. RICHARD M. NIXON, 
President of the Senate, 

United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

MY DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: There is enclosed 
a draft of proposed legislation "To extend 
the period of election under the Uniformed 
Services Contingency Option Act of 1953 for 
certain members of the uniformed services:" 

This proposal is part of the Department 
·of Defense legislative program for 1954. The 
responsibility for representing the Depart
ment of Defense on this legislation has been 
delegated to this Department by the Office 
of the Secretary of Defense. 

PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION 
The purpose of this proposed legislation 

is to extend the time during which active 
members of the uniformed services who had 
completed 18 years' service on the effective 
date of the Uniformed Services Contingency 
Option Act of 1953 may make an election 
under that act. Section 3 (a) of the Uni
formed Services Contingency Option Act 
presently provides that such members must 
make the election within 180 days after the 
effective date of the act, that is, by April 
30, 1954. The proposed legislation would 
extend this period of election to November 
1, 1954. 

The Uniformed Services Contingency Op
tion Act provides that members of the uni
formed services may elect to take a reduced 
amount of any retired pay awarded thein as 
a result of their service in a uniformed serv
ice in order to provide an annuity for their 
survivors. Under section 3 (a) of that act 
active members who had on the effective 
date of the act, November 1, 1953, completed 
18 years of service which is creditable in 
the computation of their active duty pay, 
who desire to participate in the plan, must 
make their election within 180 days after 
the effective date of the act, that is, by April 
30, 1954. 

While the Uniformed Services Contingency 
Option Act was enacted em August 8, 1953, 
the implementing regulations were not ap
proved until December 21, 1953. Informa
tion, however, concerning the options avail
able under the act and their estimated costs 
were furnished the military services as soon 
as possible after the act was enacted. Never
theless, many ships and distant stations 
have only recently received this information. 
Because the options under the act present 
a system of survivors' benefits which is en
tirely new to the military services and as the 
election which must be made is for all prac
tical purposes irrevocable, there are many 
factors which must be considered by the 
individual member before a decision can be 
made. If the time in which the members 
who have completed the 18 years' service 
is not extended the benefits of the act will 
be lost to a great many of them because of 
insufficient time to study and understand 
these benefits. 

COST AND BUDGET DATA 
The enactment . of . this proposed legisla

tion would cause no apparent increase in 
· budgetary requirements. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised 
that there would be no objection to the 
subinission of this proposal to the Congress. 
The Department of the Navy, on behalf of 
the Department of Defense, recommends that 
the proposal be enacted by the Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
. R. B. ANDERSON, 

Secretary of the Navy. 

S. 3210. A bill to authorize the.Secretary of 
th_e Navy to dispose of certain uncompleted 
naval vessels, and for other purposes. 

The letter accompanying Senate bill 
3210 is as fo!lows: 

DEPARTMENT OP' THE NAVY, 
Washington, March 22, 1954. 

Hon. RICHARD M. NIXON, 
President of the Senate, . 

United States Senate, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

MY DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: There is forwarded 
herewith a draft of legislation, "To author
ize the Secretary of the Navy to dispose of 
certain uncompleted naval vessels, and for 
other purposes." 

This proposal is a. part of the Department 
of Defense legislative program for 1954. The 
responsibility for representing the Depart
~ent of Defense on this legislation has been 
delegated to this Department by the 01II.ce 
of the Secretary of Defense. 

PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION 
The purpose of the proposed legislation is 

to authorize the Secretary of the Navy to 
dispose of the uncompleted vessels Castle 
(DD-720) and Woodrow R. Thompson (DD-
721) by scrapping, and to ratify the prior 
action of the Department· of the Navy in 
scrapping the uncompleted vessels Hoel 
(DD-768) and Abner Read (DD-769). 

The Second Supplemental Surplus Appro
priation Rescission Act, 1946, (60 Stat. 227) 
contains a provision which requires the De
partment of the Navy to complete all com
batant vessels under construction on March 
1, 1946, whose percentage of completion ex
ceeded 20 percent on that date. The fol
lowing 16 combatant ships comprise those 
ships which were more than 20 percent com
plete on March 1·, 1946, but which are, with 
the exception of the Hawaii not presently 
scheduled for completion: 

Kentucky (BB-66), Hawaii (CB-3), Castle 
(DD-720), Woodrow R. Thompson (DD-721), 
Lansdale (DD-766), Seymour D. Owens (DD-
767), Hoel (DD-768), Abner Read (DD-769), 
Seaman (DD-791), Wagner (DE-539), Van
diver (DE-540), Lancetfish (S~296), Turbot 
(S~427), Ulua (SS-428), Unicorn (88-436), 
Walrus (SS-437). 

The act of June 19, 1948 (62 Stat. 492, c. 
521), authorized the President, in his dis
cretion, to suspend construction of all of the 
foregoing vessels except the Lancetfish (S~ 
296), the Turbot (SS-427), and the Ulua 
(SS-428). Employment of the Ulua as a tar
get for · explosive tests was authorized by 
the act of October 12, 1951 ( ch. 498, 65 Stat. 
420). . 

The Castle (DD-720) and the Woodrow R. 
Thompson (DD-721), both uncompleted de
stroyers, are presently located at the Naval 
Industrial Reserve Shipyard, Port Newark, 
N. J. The condition of these two ships 
is poor. In . their present condition, they 
cannot be . launched and towed to another 
yard for completion. The Port Newark yard 
would, therefore, have to be activated before 
any productive work could be accomplished 
on these two destroyers. Barring total mo
bilization, the cost of activating the yard 
is out of all proportion to the potential 
value of these ships. 

The Hoel (DD-768) and the Abner Read 
(DD-769) were scrapped on the building 
ways after enactment of the Second Supple
mental Surplus Appropriation Rescission 
Act, 1946, but before enactment of the act 
of June 19, 1948, which authorized the sus
pension of construction of these two vessels. 
There was no statutory authority for scrap
ping these vessels and the Department of 
the Navy is now in the anomalous position 
of having scrapped two vessels which it was 
required by one statute to complete and by 

·a subsequent statute to maintain in a sus
pended st.atus. 

The Lancetfish and Turbot were more than 
20 percent complete on March 1, 1946. Sub
sequent to that date the Department. of the 
Navy conducted a study to determine the 
cost of c~mpleting the 2 submarines as 
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compared to the cost of modernizing 2 sub
marines that had already been assigned to 
the Reserve Fleet. It was determined by 
the above study that the modernization of 
two Reserve Fleet submarines would be con
siderably less expensive than completing the 
Lancetfish and Turbot. Therefore, in lieu of 
completing the Lancetfish and Turbot, two 
submarines from the Reserve Fleet were 
modernized and commissioned. The Lancet
fish was preserved and placed in the Reserve 
Fleet at New London, Conn. The Turbot 
was assigned to the United States Naval En
gineering Experiment Station at Annapolis 
where it is used for test purposes. Section 
3, if enacted, would in effect be a ratification 
of the Department of the Navy's action in 
discontinuing the construction of the two 
submarines. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that 
it has no objection to the submission of this 
proposal for the consideration of the Con
gress. The Department of the Navy, on be
half of the Department of Defense, recom
mends that the proposal be enacted by the 
Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
R. H. FOGLER, 

Assistant Secretary of the Navy. 

S. 3211. A bill to amend section 201 (e) of 
the Career Compensation Act of 1949, as 
amended, to provide for advance payments of 
certain pay and allowances of members of 
the uniformed services, and for other pur
poses. 

The letter accompanying Senate bill 
3211 is as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D. C ., March 22, 1954. 

Hon. RICHARD M. NIXON, 
President of the Senate. 

DEAR MR. PREsiDENT: There is forwarded 
herewith a draft of legislation to amend 
section 201 (e) of the Career Compensation 
Act of 1949, as amended, to provide for ad
vance payments for certain pay and allow
ances of members of the uniformed services, 
and for other purposes. 

This proposal is a part of the Department 
of Defense legislative program for 1954 and 
has been approved by the Bureau of the 
Budget. The Department of the Army rec
ommends that it be enacted by the Con
gress. 

PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION 
This proposed legislation would provide 

that members of the uniformed services may, 
incident to release from active duty or train
ing duty, be paid in advance, without regard 
to the actual performance of travel, pay, and 
allowances to which they are otherwise en
titled for the period required to travel from 
their last duty station to home. 

A similar provision of law was first en
acted by the act of March 4, 1923 ( 42 Stat. 
1508), and was carried forward to section 3 
of the Pay Readjustment Act of 1942 (56 Stat. 
360), which was repealed by the Career Com
pensation Act of 1949. However, the career 
Compensation Act omitted such provision 
for advance payments. Section 98 of the 
National Defense Act (act of June 3, 1916, 
39 Stat. 207), now authorizes payment in ad
vance to members of the National Guard par
ticipating in encampments, maneuvers, or 
other exercises. 

Payment of advance pay under this pro
posed legislation could be accomplished by 
one voucher at the time the member leaves 
the post of duty incident to release from 
active duty or training duty without the 
necessity of followup procedures or addi
tional payments and without regard to 
whether or not the member, so far as pay 
and allowances are concerned, actually trav
eled to IUs home. This procedure would 
obviate the additional workload on personnel 
omcers in preparing vouchers and also on 
disbursing omcers in computing and paying 
Buch vouchers for 2 or 3 days' pay, and in 

many instances, only 1 day's pay, when such 
a member is required to wait until he has 
performed the travel to his home. 

LEGISLATIVE REFERENCES 
Authority similar to that sought in this 

legislation was granted to members of the 
National Guard participating in encamp
ments, maneuvers, and other exercises, by 
section 98 of the National Defense Act (act 
of June 3, 1916, 39 Stat. 207). 

COST AND BUDGE~ DATA 
Enactment of this legislation will result in 

a saving to the Government through there
duction of the administrative workload, the 
monetary value of which cannot be esti
mated. 

Sincerely yours, 
ROBERT T. STEVENS, 
Secretary of the Army. 

A bill to amend section 201 (e) of the Career 
Compensation Act of 1949, as amended, to 
provide for advance payments of certain 
pay and allowances of members of the uni
formed services, and for other purposes 
Be it enacted, etc., That the Career Com-

pensation Act of 1949, as amended, is further 
amended by amending the first proviso of 
subsection 201 (e) to read as follows: "Pro
vided, That, in accordance with regulations 
prescribed by the President, in the case of 
members of the uniformed services called or 
ordered to extended active duty in excess of 
30 days, active duty shall include the time 
required to perform travel from home to 
first duty station and from last duty station 
to home by the mode of transportation"; and 
by adding at the end of subsection 201 (e) 
the following provision: "Any pay and allow
ances authorized by this act which will law
fully accrue to members for their return home 
incident to release from active duty or train
ing duty may be paid to such members prior 
to their departure from their last duty sta
tion incident to such release, without regard 
to the actual performance of such travel." 

WITHHOLDING OF VETERANS' BEN
EFITS FOR REFUSAL TO FILE 
LOYALTY OATH 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I 

introduce for appropriate reference a bill 
to withhold the payment of veterans' 
benefits from those who refuse to file a 
loyalty oath. 

Recent testimony before the Armed 
Services Committee has indicated that 
persons who are given general or unde
sirable discharges for loyalty reasons are 
not thereby denied the benefits which 
have been approved for veterans. 

The laws and regulations relating to 
veterans' benefits are not within the 
jurisdiction of the Committee on Armed 
Services, except insofar as benefits ad
ministered by the Department of Defense 
are concerned. 

However, views expressed before the 
committee during hearings on a bill to 
amend the Doctor Draft Act strongly in
dicate the need for tightening pr,esent 
laws so as to make sure that we are in 
effect not paying pensions to Commu
nists. 

It is my feeling that the most orderly 
way to get at the problem is through the 
process of committee consideration on a 
specific legislative proposal. 

The bill may need betterment, it may 
need changes, but at least it is an effort to 
deal with this problem. 

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

The bill (S. 3217> providing for the 
withholding of veterans' benefits from 
persons who refuse to file a loyalty oath, 
introduced by Mr. SALTONSTALL, was re
ceived, read twice by its title, and re
ferred to the Committee on the Ju
diciary. 

AMENDMENT OF MERCHANT MA
RINE ACT, 1936, RELATING TO 
PRIVATE FINANCING OF NEW
SHIP CONSTRUCTION 
Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Presi

dent, on behalf of myself, and the Sena
tor from Massachusetts [Mr. SALTON
STALL], I introduce for appropriate ref
erenc~ a bill to amend certain provisions 
of title XI of the Merchant Marine Act, 
1936, as amended, to facilitate private 
financing of new ship construction, and 
for other purposes. 

I have prepared some remarks in ex
planation of the bill. In order not to 
take up the time of the Senate, I ask 
unanimous consent that the remarks be 
printed in the RECORD . . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be received and appropriately re
ferred; and, without objection, the re
marks will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill <S. 3219) to amend certain 
provisions of title XI of the Merchant 
Marine Act, 1936, as amended, to facili-
tate private financing of new-ship con
struction, and for other purpos_es, intro
duced by Mr. BuTLER of Maryland (for 
himself and Mr. SALTONSTALL), was re
ceived, read twice by its title, and re
ferred to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

The remarks referred to are as follows: 
STATEMENT BY SENATOR BUTLER OF MARYLAND 

Last year the Congress enacted Public Law 
288, the aim and purpose of which was to 
bring about private financing of new mer
chant ships. Behind the passage of this 
legislation was a recognition by the Congress 
of two clear facts. 

One was that the Nat.ion is in dire need 
of new ships of modern design that could 
serve military needs in the event of war or 
national emergency of any kind. 

Secondly, the Government had served no• 
tice on the shipowners, through its admin
istrative officers in the field of maritime 
affairs, that it wished to be relieved of the 
responsibility of supplying funds for new 
private ship construction. 

Even though such Government financing 
was a self-liquidating obligation, for which 
the Government received 3 7'2 percent inter·
est and with regard to which the Govern
ment had never suffered any significant 
losses, the administrative departments felt 
that such funds were not a direct expense 
to the Government and therefore should not 
be included in the annual Federal budget. 

Unfortunately, Public Law 288 has proven 
totally inadequate. The inducements were 
not sufficient to attract the desired invest
ment funds. As the Maritime Administra
tor expressed it, in testimony before our 
subcommittee only last week, there was a 
lot of conversation about private financial 
support for ship construction, but no ac
tion. And action is needed, for our shipping 
fleet, already in sad shape from an age stand
point when that bill was passed, is a year 
older now, and just as far from any new 
construction program. 

So, in the true spirit of self-reliance, lead
ers of the shipping industry set to work 
With banking and investment omcials to de
velop a financing program that would be 
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attractive enough to investors to induce them 
to join in financing of new merchant ships. 
And I honestly believe they have come up 
with something that may well prove ef
fective. 

It is my privilege and responsibility, as 
chairman of the Senate Water Transporta
tion Subcommittee, to be a spokesman for 
those within and without the shipping in
dustry who are seeking earnestly to save 
that important segment of our Nation's 
economy from the troubles that presently 
beset it. There is so much misunderstand
ing of these problems and of the thoroughly 
reasonable and perfectly legitimate ways in 
which remedies have been applied and fur
ther remedies sought, that I am very grati
fied to bring to the attention of the Senate 
today their new proposal that has this one 
great merit, among others. It would relieve 
the Federal Government of a great deal of 
the burden of financing new ship construc
tion and would look for those funds to pri
vate investors. 

Why all this hullabaloo about a matter 
that primarily concerns only the shipping 
industry, someone might want to ask at 
this point. What has the Government got 
to do about it? Doesn't the Government 
already aid the merchant marine, through 
construction and operating-differential sub
sidies? Isn't that enough? 

And answers to such questions might very 
well be in order. In the first place, con
struction of new ships does not concern the 
shipping industry alone. Every single citi
zen of the United States has an interest in 
such new ships-just as he or she has an 
interest in all other phases of the national
defense program•. Accoiding to the Depart
ment of Defense, an adequate number of 
cargo and passenger ships is an essential 
to the security plans of our country. And 
these ships, the Defense Department tells 
us, must be modern, must keep abreast of 
changing needs, just as the fighting ships 
of the Navy must be equipped with every 
new and improved weapon, must be equal to, 
or preferably superior to, the ships of any 
or all potential enemies. 

But the sad fact is that our commercial 
fleet, more than 80 percent of which was 
hurriedly war-built 10 to 12 years ago, is 
not modern, is not abreast of the rest of 
the world. We've got quantity, but not 
quality. Most of our merchant fleet would 
be sitting ducks for the new, fast sub
marines. They're too slow. 

With regard to Government's part in the 
construction of needed new ships, the rea
sons therefor can be stated quickly. The 
need for replacing present United States 
shipping is so urgent, and the problem so 
staggering from a cost standpoint, that the 
shipping companies themselves could never 
begin to tackle it by themselves. The Gov
ernment's interest in shipping could not be 
illustrated better than. by the fact that 
nearly $3 billion of Federal funds went into 
merchant-ship construction during World 
War I, and the stupendous sum of $12 bil
lion was expended-in overnight haste--one 
might say, for the same purpose during 
World War II. In my opinion, better than 
50 percent of those astronomical sums could 
have been saved if we had had a planned 
program of merchant-ship construction and 
replacement for peacetime and wartime 
alike. 

The United States Government now owns 
more than 2,000 oceangoing vessels of all 
types. Under private ownership are more 
than 1,200 other vessels, presently engaged 
in foreign or domestic trade, or laid up for 
lack of cargoes. Anyone not conversant 
with conditions in the shipping :field might 
well be excused for wondering why, with all 
these vessels on hand, we have to talk about 
building more. And the answer, according 
to the Departments of Defense and Com
merce, is that, mostly, they're too old. 
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Ninety percent of them were built during 
the war, or before. And the war-built ones 
were semiobsolete when built. There was 
not time to design and build ships incorpo
rating the latest features. 

Twenty years is the usual economic life 
of a vessel. Thus, the vast majority of ships 
now active or in the reserve, are well on their 
way to obsolescence, and there has been no 
plan or program laid down for replacing 
them. They will all be obsolete in the pe
riod between 1962 and 1965. To depend 
upon them for any future emergency would 
truly be courting disaster. So the Govern
ment's burden and responsibility on this 
score will be lessened comparably by any 
program which makes use of private rather 
than Federal moneys. 

In the past the Government has financed 
75 percent of the shipowner's share of con
struction costs. Under that plan, the owner 
has been required to put up 25 percent of 
his cost, whereupon the Government would 
issue a 20-year mortgage for the remainder 
at 3 7'2 percent interest. As I previously 
stated, the 75 percent of shipping costs thus 
covered by the mortgage was not an expense 
to the Government. It was a self-liqui
dating obligation. And shipping's record 
has been an excellent one in the payment 
of these mortgages. There have been no 
defaults on United States flag vessels. 

From the foregoing, briefly as I have been 
able to touch on the various points, it seems 
to be evident that (a) there is a huge obso
lescence problem in our merchant fleet that 
grows more frightening each day and (b) 
replacement costs are tremendous. A re
port to the President from the Secretary of 
Commerce in November 1952 placed the cost 
of replacement for the privately owned mer
chant fleet well above $7 billion. 

The limited ship mortgage insurance pro
vided by title XI of the Merchant Marine 
Act of 1936 was so cumbersome that it had 
never been used to any appreciable extent 
by banks, insurance companies, or other 
lending institutions. To illustrate this 
point, on July 20, 1953, only 3 insured mort
gages were outstanding, covering 3 fishing 
vessels in an amount of slightly over $370,000. 

Passage of Public Law 288 of the 83d Con
gress, amending certain provisions of title 
XI of the Merchant Marine Act of 1936, was, 
I think, a forward step in the direction of 
private financing, but unfortunately it did 
not go far enough. One of the features of 
this law was that the Secretary of Com
merce was authorized to insure against loss 
not to exceed 90 percent of the unpaid bal
ance of the principal of loans and advances 
of credit made to finance the construction, 
reconstruction or reconditioning of vessels, 
with respect to which he was authorized to 
provide mortgage insurance. 

Since the enactment of Public Law 288, 
the maritime industry has consulted with 
banks, insurance companies, and other lend
ing institutions in efforts to secure private 
financing under the provisions of this law. 
Experience has shown that the law did not 
accomplish its purpose. No private financing 
has been made available under it. Never
theless, the enactment of Public Law 288 
focused attention upon the desirability of 
further efforts to secure such financing. 

It is a credit to the foresightedness of 
the American ship operators that they have 
been diligent in seeking participation by 
private investors in this ship-construction 
program. They have been united in their 
efforts to seek a solution to the problem and 
to develop a program which would attract 
private investors. They have shown a full 
Willingness to cooperate with the Govern
ment in trying to eliminate or reduce the 
funds for this type of :financing in the Gov
ernment's annual budget. 

Following months of meetings and a tre
mendous amount of work. American ship 
operators have, ~ consultation with repre-

sentatives of banks, insurance companies 
and investment bankers, finally developed a 
progra:q1 whereby it looks to be possible to 
do this financing in the open market on a 
competitive basis. They have taken a broad 
view of the problem and geared their think
ing to the necessity for a practicable solu
tion. 

As a result of their deliberations and on 
the advice of the investing group, they have 
asked Senator SALTONSTALL and me to intro
duce legislation which will make possible 
such participation by the investing public. 
In their thinking and in their proposals, they 
have gone beyond the question of private 
financing and sought public financing. That 
this new approach is necessary, the failure 
of Public Law 288 makes abundantly clear. 

Th.ere will be some, we may be sure, who 
wlll object to this bill on various counts. 
The interest rate is too generous, one will 
say. But it is decidedly less than the 6 per
cent authorized in the 1936 act--and it must 
be borne in mind that the hazards in ship 
mortgaging are considerably more than, for 
instance, in real-estate mortgages. 

If I have any reservation about the pro
visions of the bill, it is with respect to the 
interest rate. Although I have given the 
matter a great deal of thought, I am not 
prepared to say at the moment whether the 
proposed interest rate is too high or too low
or just right. 

When the blll comes up in committee, 
the interest-rate provisions Will be scruti
nized minutely. The bill must be such as 
will be attractive to investors, or we Will 
simply have another inadequate public law 
like the one passed at the last session. 

We want the interest rate to be high 
enough to attract the desired financing 
funds, but we do not want it to impose an 
undue burden on shipowners, and we defi
nitely wlll not permit it to be a windfall 
for investors. 

Another may object that 100 percent Gov
ernment guaranty of ship mortgages is be
yond reasonable requirements. But this 100-
percent guaranty applies only to the 75 
percent remaining to be financed after the 
ship purchaser makes his 25-percent down
payment. In addition, the Government not 
only has the right to take the vessel in case 
of default, but its protection goes very much 
further, in that the net worth and the work
ing capital of the shipowner is pledged along 
with the vessel itself. 

Should a shipowner default on his mort
gage, the Government would be the gainer, 
decidedly. Its recapture would add a much
needed modern ship to the reserve fleet, thus 
replacing one of the many nearly obsolete 
vessels there. And its cost to the Govern
ment, taking into effect the payments made 
by the owner, would be far less than it would 
cost the Government to build a comparable 
new vessel. 

That such a bill is necessary at this time 
is generally agreed by all concerned with 
ship financing. My personal consultations 
with its proponents have cleared up any 
questions as to its soundness and workabil
ity. I have agreed to introduce it because 
its enactment would, I am confident, en
courage and accelerate the replacement of 
our aging merchant fleet. It would do so, 
I am further convinced, on a desirable 
broader basis of public support, through the 
opportunity thus afforded to American in
vestors to part~cipate in the financing of the 
fourth arm of national defense. 

New ship construction is an absolute 
must--the Nation needs new, modern ships 
for its own protection, it needs a program 
of ship construction to keep our shipyards 
on a going basis, capable of quick expansion 
in case of emergency. These ships will have 
to be built by Federal funds if private funds 
are not forthcoming. And I believe this bill 
will attract the private investors. 
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TuNG ACT OF 1954 
Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, on 

behalf of myself, my colleague, the junior 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LoNG], the 
Senators from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS 
and Mr. EASTLAND], and the Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. HILL], I introduce for ap
propriate reference a bill to regulate 
commerce among the several States, with 
and among the Territories and posses
sions of the United States, and with for
eign countries; to protect the welfare of 
consumers of tung oil and of those en-· 
gaged in the domestic tung nut and tung 
oil-producing industry, to promote the 
export trade of the United States, and 
for other purposes. 

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

The bill (S. 3223> to regulate cc.mmerce 
among the several States, with and 
among the Territories and possessions of 
the United States, and with foreign 
countries; to prote0t the welfare of con
sumers of tung oil and of those engaged 
in the domestic tung nut and tung oil
producing industry, to promote the ex
port trade of the United States, and for 
other purposes, introduced by Mr. EL
LENDER (for himself and other Senators), 
was received, read twice by its title, and 
referred to the Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, since 
1928, when the first successful commer
cial tung oil m~ll was established, tung 
oil has come to play an increasingly im
portant role in both our Nation's econ
omy ·and in its security. 

Tung oil is a basic ingredient for, 
among other things, paint, shellacs, var
nishes, and similar surface finishes. It 
has a widespread application to medical 
uses, and modern research has indicated 
that tung oil can be efficiently turned to 
countless other purposes. AmCing the 
results of more recent tests, some have 
indicated that tung oil has had a curative 
effect upon certain types of X-ray burns. 
The armed services and the Atomic En
ergy Commission have been presented 
with samples of at least one tung oil 
compound for testing as to possible use 
in case of an atomic or hydrogen attack. 

In my own State of Louisiana, tung 
nuts and tung oil are valuable and im
portant segments of our agricultural 
economy-and, I might add, the same is 
true with respect to the other Gulf Coast 
States. During the depression years, 
when supplemental, diversified crops 
were being urged upon our farmers, it 
was discovered that tung nuts could be 
successfully produced in an area approx
imately 100 mUes wide and exter ... ding 
from eastern Texas along the Gulf of 
Mexico to the Atlantic Oceal!. ·unfor
tunately, tun~ nuts cannot be success
fully produced in our Nation outside of 
this area, but in this tung belt embrac
ing parts of Texas, Louisiana, Missis
sippi, Georgia, Alabama, and Florida, 
tung production has become firmly 
established. 

Last year the tt~ng industry provided 
employment for some 15,000 persons. 
Over $50 million is .invested in the in
industry which, in good crop years, can 
produce 40 million pounds of oil. 

It is important to realize that our Na
tion has but a limited area of land upon 
which to produce a crop which experi
ence has shown us is vitally important 
to our national security. Tung oil is a 
necessary component of various coatings 
for military equipment, as well as for 
paints, medicines, printing inks, water
proofing compounds, and cosmet.i.cs. As 
World War II demonstrated, any future 
crisis would force us to depend almost 
entirely upon domestic production for all 
tung oil requirements since overseas 
sources would, in all probability, be either 
completely denied to us or subject to fre
quent interruption by enemy attack. 
These !londomestic sources are, inci
dentally, primarily Chinese-a large 
number of which have already been 
closed to us. During World War II, the 
armed services took P.Very drop of domes
tic tung oil produced. Tung oil was 
carried on the Nation's strategic list of 
critical materials during the entire con
flict; it had an extremely high stockpile 
priority. 

Basically, the propositions concerning 
this industry, and ultimately our Nation, 
are three in number. First, tung is a 
recognized critical material. Second, it 
can be domestically produced but in a 
limited area. Third, it is in the national 
interest to maintain our domestic indus
try at as high a production level, and in 
as good economic condition, as possible. 

The bill would, I am convinced, achieve 
the last-mentioned objective. This 
measure, which I shall hereafter explain, 
is modeled after the present Sugar Act. 
It is, I believe, workable, practical, and 
conducive to the maintenance of a 
healthy tung-oil industry in this country. 
It has the full and wholehearted sup
port of the tung industry. 

Present tung price stabilization au
thority is found in the Agricultural Ad
justment Act of 1949. Under the terms 
of this act support is mandatory for tung 
nuts at levels ranging from 60 to 90 per
cent of parity. The support price for 
the 1953 crop was set at 65 percent of 
parity, the second time support prices 
have been permitted to rise above the 
60 percent minimum since the present 
program was inaugurated. The 1952 
crop was supported at 62.2 percent of 
parity. Since 1949 the tung-nut support 
program has cost our Government $100,-
000-not a small amount of money, by 
any means, but actually but a piddling 
sum when it is weighed against the bene
fits to our national security and to the 
economic well-being of an entire area. 
As a matter of fact, the tung-nut sup
port program showed a profit in 1951 of 
$200,000, and there is every indication 
that the 1953 support program will also 
produce a profit. 

The industry is agreed, and I concur, 
that the most suitable means of provid
ing a stable price for tung oil is to be 
found in the legislation which I have 
submitted today. At the present time 
the tung industry is not protected against 
low-priced foreign oil. These foreign 
products, produced by coolie or peon 
labor, have cut the market from beneath 
domestic tung oil, driving the domestic 
producers out of business, into other 
more profitable crops, or into the Federal 
price-support program. nte first course 

leaves our Nation extremely vulnerable 
should war, or similar crisis, reduce our 
imports, or even _disrupt th~m to any 
large extent. 

The latter course, that of purchase 
programs, while affording the domestic 
producer and consumer some protection, 
does not get at the root of the evil. The 
legislation I have introduced will, I be
lieve, make possible a combination of 
fair prices and stable markets-the lat
ter of which are urgently needed if our 
domestic tung industry is to survive. 

As the industry has emphasized on 
several occasions, the domestic tung pro
ducers have their backs to the wall. 
They have been pressed into this corner 
by the no-holds-barred competition of 
cheap, imported tung products, against 
which local producers cannot compete. 
The domestic producers must have a sta
bilized market and the assurance of a 
fair price, or tung-oil production in the 
United States is doomed to become ex
tinct in the not-too-distant future. 
Many tung-nut growers have already 
switched to other crops; others have 
abandoned their orchards. If this trend 
is permitted to continue, our Nation may 
well find itself without a domestic tung 
industry, just when we need it most. 

The bill that I have introduced today 
is modeled after the quota provisions of 
the Sugar Act of 1948. Under it the 
Secretary of Agriculture would deter
mine the requirements of the United 
States for tung oil at prices which would 
reflect 80 to 100 percent of parity for 
tung nuts. On the basis of these require
ments, the Secretary would establish 
quotas limiting the amount of tung oil 
which could be imported from foreign 
countries for consumption within the 
United States, and the amount of tung 
oil produced from tung nuts grown in 
the United States which could be mar
keted for consumption in the United 
States. The quota for the United States 
would be 70 percent of such require
ments, or. 50 million pounds, _whichever 
is greater; except that if the require
ments were less than 50 million pounds, 
the quota would be limited to such re
quirements. The quota for the United 
States would be allotted among pro
ducers of tung nuts if the Secretary de
termined such action to be necessary to 
afford them equal opportunities to mar
ket tung oil. 

The bill also provides for suspension 
and adjustment of quotas, appeals from 
allotment determinations, penalties for 
violations, necessary regulations, injunc
tions, reporting of information, investi
gations, and other matters incidental to 
administration of the act. The powers 
vested in the Secretary by the act would 
terminate on June 1, 1962. 

AMENDMENTS OF TARIFF ACT OF 
1930-AMENDMENTS 

Mr. HENDRICKSON submitted an 
amendment, intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill <H. R. 2763) to amend the 
Tari1f Act of 1930, which was referred 
to the Committee on Finance, and or
dered to be printed. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON submitted an 
amendment intended to be prop<)sed by 
him to the bill <H. R. 6465) to amend the 
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Tariff Act of 1930, whi({h was referred 
to the Committee on Fi!U!-nce, .and or
-dered to be printed. 

Mr. HENDRICKSON submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the. bill <H. R. 6584) to amend 
the Tariff Act of 1930, which was re
ferred to the Committee on Finance, and 
ordered to be printed. 

CHANGES OF REFERENCE 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 

the bill <H . . R. 4881) to amend the code 
of the Panama Canal Zone so as to pro
vide that causes of action in tort cases 
will survive the death of the tort feasor 
or of the person injured, or both, was 
referred to the Committee on Armed 
Services. While, under the standing 
rules of the Senate, legislation relative to 
the administration of the Canal Zone is 
referred to the Committee on Armed 
Services, it appears that in this instance 
the subject matter of the bill is one that 
is more properly within the purview of 
the Committee on the Judiciary. I 
therefore, ask unanimous consent that 
the Committee on Armed Services be dis
charged from further consideration of 
H. R. 4881, and its companion bill S. 
1810, and that they be referred to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Massachusetts? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

NOTICE OF HEAR~G ON NOMINA
TION OF THOMAS J. HERBERT 
TO BE A MEMBER OF THE SUB:. 
VERSIVE ACTIVITIES CONTROL 
BOARD 
Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, on be

half of the Committee on the Judiciary~ 
I desire to give notice that a public hear
ing has been scheduled for Wednesday, 
April 7. 1954, at 10 a. m .• in room 424, 
Senate omce Building, upon the nomina
tion of Thomas J. Herbert, of Ohio, to 
be a member of the Subversive Activities 
Control Board for the term of 3 years 
expiring April 9, 1957 <reappointment). 
At the indicated time and place all per
sons interested in the nomination may 
make such representations as may be 
pertinent. The subcommittee consists of 
myself, chairman, the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. HENDRICKSON], and the Sen
ator from Tennessee £Mr. KEFAUVER]. 

NOTICE OF HEARING ON NOMINA
TIONS OF RAYMOND T. ARM
BRUSTER. WHITNEY GILLILLAND, 
AND MRS. PEARL CARTER PACE, 
TO BE MEMBERS OF THE WAR 
CLAIMS COMMISSION 
Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, on be

half of the Committee on the Judiciary, 
I desire to give notice that a public 
hearing has been scheduled for Wednes
day, April 7, 1954, at 10 a. m., in room 
424, Senate Oftice Building, upon the 
nominations of Raymond T. Armbruster, 
of New York; Whitney Gillilland, of 
Iowa; and Mrs. Pearl Carter Pace, of 
Kentucky, to be members of the War 
Claims Commission. At the indicated 

time and pl~ce all persons interested in 
the nominations may make suc~1 rep
-resentations as may be pertinent. The 
·subcommittee consists of myself, chair
man, the Senator from Illlinois [Mr. 
DIRKSEN]. and the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. JoHNSTON]. 

CHANGE OF DATE OF HEARING ON 
S. 2370, RELATING TO SALE OF 
CERTAIN SHIPS TO BRAZIL 
Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Pres

ident, the Water Transportation Sub
committee of .the Senate Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce Committee has found 
it necessary to make a change in the 
previously announced hearing on S. 2370, 
to authorize sale of certain ships to 
Brazil for use in the coastwise trade of 
that country. 

Instead of Monday, April 5, 10 a. m ;, 
the hearing has been rescheduled fo;r 
Wednesday, April7, 2 p.m., in room G-16 
of the Capitol. 

FAR EASTERN PROBLEMS-AD
DRESS BY SECRETARY OF STATE 
JOHN FOSTER DULLES 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that there be 
printed in the body of the RECORD the 
address delivered by the Secretary of 
State last night before the Overseas 
Press Club of America at the Waldorf
Astoria Hotel in New York City, dealing 
with an important matter of foreign 
policy. 

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

FAR EASTERN PROBLEMS 

This meeting of the Overseas Press Club 
provides a timely occasion for outlining the 
administration's thinking about two related 
·matters-Indochina and the Chinese Com
munist regime. 

I. INDOCHINA 

Indochina is important for many reasons. 
First--and always first--are the human 
values. About 30 mlllion people are seek
ing for themselves the dignity of self-govern
ment. Until a few years ago, they formed 
.merely a French dependency. Now, their 
three political units-Vietnam, Laos, and 
Cambodia-are exercising much political in
dependence within the French Union. Each 
of the three is now recognized by the United 
States and by more than 30 other nations. 
-They signed the Japanese Peace Treaty with 
us. Their independence is not yet complete. 
But the French Government last July de
clared its intention to complete that inde.:. 
pendence, and negotiations to consummate 
that pledge are actively under way. 

The United States is watching this de
velopment with close attention and great 
sympathy. We do not forget that we were 
a colony that won its freedom. We have 
sponsored in the Philippines a conspicuously 
successful development of polltical inde
pendence. We feel a sense of kinship with 
those everywhere who yearn for freedom. 

Communist imperialism 
The Communists are attempting to pre

vent the orderly development of independ
ence and to confuse the issue before the 
world. The Communists have, in these mat
ters, a regular line which Stalin laid down 
in 1924. 

The scheme is to whip up the spirit of na
tionalism so that it becomes violent. That 
1s done by professional agitators. Then the 

violence is enlarged by Communist military 
and technica~ leadership and the provision 
pf military supplles. . In these ways, inter
national communism gets a stranglehold on 
the people and it uses that power to "amal
gamate" the peoples into the Soviet orbit. 

"Amalgamation" is Lenin's and Stalin's 
word to· describe their process. · 

Amalgamation is now being attempted in 
Indochina under the ostensible leadership 
of Ho Chi Minh. He was indoctrinated in 
Moscow. He became an associate of the 
Russian, Borodin, when the latter was or
ganizing the Chinese Communist Party which 
was to bring China into the Soviet orbit. 
Then Ho transferred his activities to Indo
china. 

Those fighting under the banner of Ho 
.Chi Minh have largely been trained and 
equipped in Communist China. They are 
.supplied with artillery and ammunition 
through the Soviet-Chinese Communist bloc. 
Captured materiel shows that much of it 
was fabricated by the Skoda Munition Works 
in Czechoslovakia and transported across 
Russia and Siberia and then sent through 
China into Vietnam. Military supplies for 
the Communist armies have been pouring 
into Vietnam at a steadily increasing rate. 

Military and technical guidance is supplied 
by an estimated 2,000 Communist Chinese. 
They function with the forces of Ho Chi 
Minh in key positions-in staff sections of 
the high command, at the division level, 
and in specialized units such as signal, engi
neer, artillery, and transportation. 

In the present stage, the Communists in 
Indochina use nationalistic anti-French 
slogans to win local support. But 11 they 
achieved military or polltical success, it is 
certain that they would subject the people 
to a cruel Communist dictatorship taking 
its orders from Peiping and Moscow. 

The scope of the danger 
The tragedy would not stop there. If the 

Communist forces won uncontested control 
over Indochina or any substantial part there
of, they would surely resume the same pat
tern of aggression against other free peoples 
in the area. 

The propagandists of Red China and Rus
sia make it apparent that the purpose is to 
.dominate all of southeast Asia. 

Southeast Asia is the so-called Rice Bowl 
which helps to feed the densely populated 
region that extends from India to Japan. 
It is rich in many raw materials, such as tin, 
oil, rubber, and iron ore. It offers industrial 
Japan potentially important markets and 
sources of raw materials. 

The area has great strategic value. South
east Asia is astride the most direct and best 
developed sea and air routes between the 
Pacific and south Asia. It has major naval 
and air bases. Communist control of south
east Asia would carry a grave threat to the 
Phlllppines, Australia, and New Zealand, 
with whom we have treaties of mutual assist
ance. The entire western Pacific area, in
cluding the so-called offshore island chain, 
would be strategically endangered. 

President Eisenhower appraised the situ
ation last Wednesday when he said that the 
area is of transcendent importance. 

The United States position 
The United States has shown in many ways 

its sympathy for the gallant struggle being 
waged in Indochina by French forces and 
those of the Associated States. Congress has 
enabled us to provide material aid to the 
established governments and their peoples; 
also, our diplomacy has sought to deter 
Communist China from open aggression in 
that area. 
. President Eisenhower, in his address of 
Apri116, 1953, explained that a Korean armi
stice would be a fraud if it merely released 
aggressive armies for attack elsewhere. I 
said last September that if Red China sent 
its own army into Indochina that would 
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result in grave consequences which might 
not be confined to Indochina. -

Recent statements have been designed to 
impress upon potential aggressors that ag
gression might lead to action at places and 
by means of free world choosing, so that 
aggression :would cost more than it could 
gain. 

The Chinese Communists have, in fact, 
avoided the direct use of their own Red 
armies in open aggression against Indochina. 
They have, however, largely stepped up their 
support of the aggression in that area. In
deed, they promote that aggression by all 
means short of open invasion. 

Under all the circumstanc~s it seems de
sirable to clarify further the United States 
position. . 

Under the conditions of today, the imposi
tion on southeast Asia of the political system 
of Communist Russia and its Chinese Com
munist ally, by whatever means, would be 
a grave threat to the whole-free community. 
The United States feels that that possibil1ty 
should not be passively accepted, but should 
be met by united action. This might in
volve serious risks. But these risks are far 
less than those that will face us a few years 
from now, if we dare not be resolute today. 

The free nations want peace. However, 
peace is not had merely by wanting it. Peace 
has to be worked for and planned for. Some
times it is necessary to take risks to win 
peace, just as it is necessary in war to take 
risks to win victory. The chances for peace 
are usually bettered by letting a potential 
aggressor know in advance where his aggres
sion could lead him. 

I hope that these statements which I make 
here tonight will serve the cause of peace. 

n. COMMUNIST CHINA 

Let me now discuss our political relations 
with Red China, taking first, the matter of 
recognition. 

The United States does not recognize the 
Chinese Communist regime. That is well 
known. But the reasons seem not so well 
known. Some think that there are no rea
sons and that we are actuated purely by 
emotion. Your Government believes that its 
position is soberly rational. 

Nonrecognition 
Let me first recall that diplomatic recog

nition is a voluntary act. One country has 
no right to demand recognition by another. 
Generally, it is useful that there should be 
diplomatic intercourse between those who 
exercise de facto governmental authority and 
it is well established that recognition does 
not imply moral approval. 

President Monroe, in his famous message 
to Congress, denounced the expansionist and 
despotic system of Czarist Russia and its 
allles. But he said that it would neverthe
less be our policy to cor'3ider the govern
ment de facto as the legitimate government 
for us. That has indeed been the general 
United States policy, and I believe that it 
is a sound general policy. However, where 
it does not serve our interests, we are free 
to vary from it. 

In relation to Communist China, we are 
forced to take account of the fact that the 
Chinese Communist regime has been con
sistently and viciously hostile to the United 
States. 

A typical Chinese Communist pamphlet 
reads: we must hate America, because she 
is the Chinese People's implacable enemy. 
We must despise America because it is a 
corrupt imperialist nation, the world center 
of reaction and decadency. We must look 
down upon America because she is a paper 
tiger and entirely vulnerable to defeat. 

By print, by radio, by drama, by pictures, 
with all the propaganda skills which com
munism has devised, such themes are prop
agated by the Red rulers. They vent their 
hatred by barbarous acts, such ·as seizures 
and imprisonments of Americans. 

Those responsible for United States policy 
must ask and answer: Will it help our co.un
try if, by recognition, we give _increased 
prestige and influence to a regime that ac
tively attacks our ·vital interests? I can find 
only the answer "No. •• · 

Admission to the United Nations 
Let us turn now to the matter of seating 

Red China in the United Nations. By the 
charter, membership is supposed to be 
limited to peace-loving states. Therefore, it 
is relevant to recall that the Chinese Com
munist regime became an aggressor in .the 
latter part of 1950. Its _armies invaded Ko
rea and waged war against the United Na
tions Command. They contributed largely to 
the kllling, wounding or losing in action of 
about 500,000 soldiers of the United Nations 
Command, including over 100,000 American~. 

The United Nations General Assembly on 
February 1, 1951, voted 44 to 7, that the Chi
nese People's Republic was guilty of aggres
sion ip Korea. It called upon it to withdraw 
its forces from Korea. But they stlll remain. 

It is true that the Chinese Communist 
Command concluded a Korean armistice. 
But that was not a Chinese Communist 
good-will offering. It was something that 
the United Nations Command won. The 
Communists signed only after desperate and 
bloody final efforts had failed to break the 
allied line, and only after the United Na
tions Command had made it apparent that 
the conflict, if continued, would bring into 
jeopardy valuable Communist mllltary and 
industrial assets in nearby Manchuria. 

The Chinese Communists' continuing lack 
of genuine wlll for peace is being demon
strated in Indochina. 

As one of the United Nations members 
who must pass on representation, we must 
ask, Will it serve the interests of world order 
to bring into the United Nations a regime 
which is a convicted aggressor, which has 
not purged itself from that aggression, and 
which continues to promote the use of force 
in violation of the principles of the United 
Nations? I can find only the answer "No." 

Free China on Fo~mosa 
There Is still another aspect of this China 

matter. -We must not forget that the Na
tional Government of China continues to 
function in Formosa and millions of free 
Chinese are gathered there under its juris
diction. It has the loyalty of many more. 
They have been loyal friends and allies when, 
during World warn, we needed each other. 

Should the free nations facil1tate and 
encourage the bloody liquidation by the 
Chinese Communists of these free Chinese 
on Formosa? To me that is unthinkable. 

Experience with Communist promises 
Some say that the United States should 

recognize the Chinese Communist regime 
and welcome it to the United Nations, in 
reliance of promises in relation to Korea and 
Indochina. · 

The United States must judge that pro
posal on the basis of past experience. 

The United States agreed to recognize the 
Soviet regime in 1933 relying on its promise, 
in the so-called Lltvinov agreement, to avoid 
and prevent political action from Russia 
against our political or social order. We 
performed and granted recognition. But the 
promises we received were vain. 

At Yalta, in February 1945, Britain and the 
United States gave sanction to the fact of 
dom~nant Soviet influence in Central Europe. 
They did so on the basis of a Soviet agree
ment that the peoples of liberated Europe 
would have the right to choose the form of 
government under which they will live, and 
that in Poland there would be tree and unfet..: 
tered elections as soon as possible. _ But 
those promises we received were vain. 

There was also a Yalta agreement with 
reference to the Far East. The United States 
agreed to obtain for the Soviet Union control 

of Port Arthur, Dairen, ·and the Manchurian 
Railroad. In exchange, the Soviet - Union 
promised to support the National Govern
ment of China: This arrangement was con
summated at Moscow in August 1945: · Then 
the soviet Governnient acquired from China 
the Manchurian assets that had· been prom
ised it. In return it gave a 30-year engage• 
ment to render to China moral support and 
aid in mil1tary supplies and other material 
resources, such support and aid to be entirely · 
given to the National Government as the 
central Government of China. 

Having gained what it wanted, the Soviet 
Government thim moved promptly to assist 
the Chinese Communist regime in its efforts 
to overthrow the National Government. It 
gave to the Chinese Communist forces vast 
stocks of mil1tary supplies and other ma
terial resources which it had promised to 
give entirely to the National Government. 

In this matter again we gave performance. 
But the corresponding Communist promises 
proved vain. 

Our experience with Chinese· Communis~ 
promises is limited because we have with 
them only one agreement. That is the 
Korean armistice. The United Nations Com
mand has reported that the Communists 
have violated it 40 times. That only tells 
part of the story, for the basic violation is 
that the Swedish and Swiss members of the 
Supervisory Commission are denied an ade
quate opportunity to supervise the North and 
to detect Communist violations. 

The United States recognizes that few 
nations have a record which is ' not marred 
by some violations of agreements. Also, we 
recognize that nothing human is immutable. 
Surely, there is nothing vindictive or im- . 
placable about the American people. Indeed. 
few people are as ready as we to forgive and 
forget. But-it would be reckless for us to 
ignore the events of recent years which have 
filled our archives with vain promises. We 
are not in the market for more. 

It is now the policy of the United States 
not to exchange United States performance 
for Comm_unist promises. . . 

That United States position~~ made cl~ar _ 
at the recent Berlin Conference. There, by 
standing firm, I finally obtained the reluc
tant agreement by Mr. Molotov that the 
Geneva C5>nference would not be a Big Five 
Conference and that the invitatioh to Geneva 
would itself specify that neither the invita- , 
tion to, nor the holding of that conference, 
sh_ould be d-eemed to i~ply diplomatic recog
nition where it had not already been 
accorded. 

The Chinese Communist reg~e has been 
invited only to discuss Korea and Indochina, 
where it is in fact a force of aggression which 
we cannot ignore. It gets no diplomatic rec
ognition from us by the fact of its presence 
at Geneva. I said at Berlin: "It is one thing 
to recognize evil as a fact. It is another 
thing to take evil to one's breast and call 1t 
goOd." That we shall not do. 

The dangers ahead 
The United States delegation wUI go to 

Geneva in an effort to bring about a united 
and independent Korea, from which Commu
nist China will have withdrawn its army of 
invasion. Also, we hope that any Indochina 
discussion will serve to bring the Chinese 
Communists to see the danger of their ap
parent design for the conquest of southeast 
Asia, so that they will cease and desist. We 
shall pot, however, be d~sposed to give Com,
munist China what it wants from us, merely 
to buy its promises of future good behavior. 

Some, perhaps, would have it otherwise. 
But we dare not forget .that during the period 
when we accepted Communist promises at 
their face value, and took for granted their 
peaceful intentions, the danger steadily gre_w. 

We can, I tl_link, take __ a lesson from Dien 
Bien Phu. For some days there has seemed 
to be a lull. But in fact the danger has 
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steadily mounted. The .enemy sap}')ers -have 
never ceased their work. They have bur
rowed and tunneled to gain forward posi
tions so that the inner citadels can be sub
Jected to mass assault from close positions. 

Today the free world also feels a sense of 
lull. The danger of general war seems to 
have receded. I hope that that is so. If it 
is so, it is because the free nations saw the 
danger and moved unitedly, with courage 
and decision, to meet it. 

- There is, however, no reason for assuming 
that the danger has permanently passed. 
There is nothing to prove- that the Soviet 
Communist rulers accept peace as perma
nent, if permanent peace would block their 
ambitions. They continue unceasingly to 
burrow and tunnel to advance their positions 
against the citadels of freedom. 

In Europe, soviet Russia lioids its grip on 
Eastern Germany and Austria and maneuvers 
recklessly to prevent reconciliation between 
France and Germany. In Asia, the whole 
area from Japan and · Korea to southeast 
Asia is troubled by Communist efforts at 
penetration. 

As against such efforts, there is only one 
defense--eternal vigilance, sound policies, 
and high courage. 

The United States is a member of a goodly 
company who in the past have stood to
gether in the face of great peril and have 
overcome it. If we are true to that past, we 
can face the future with hope and confi
dence. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey subsequently 
said: Mr. President, I am advised by the 
majority leader that earlier in the day 
he placed in the REcORD tne very out
standing address delivered by the Secre
tary of State last night in New York 
before the Overseas Press Club of Amer:
ica. 

I rise to say that I wish to identify 
myself completely with the position 
taken by the Secretary of State. I 
commend him for his very clear-cut pre
sentation of the situation in Indochina 
and the reason for our participation 
there. _ 

Above all, I commend him for his 
clear-cut position on the nonrecognition 
of Communist China, or the admission 
of Communist China to the United Na
tions. I have had many occasions to 
talk with the Secretary of State on this 
subject, and I express my great gratifi- · 
cation at the very firm position taken 
by him, with the approval of the Presi
dent .of the United States, on this very 
important question. 

PRESIDENT 
SAGE ON 
POLICY 

EISENHOWER'S MES
FOREIGN ECONOMIC 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, President 
Eisenhower's message on foreign eco
nomic policy is a clear, forthright state
ment of issues which it is .crucially im
portant for the American people to un
derstand. 

As the President said: 
If we fail in our trade policy, we may fail 

1n all. Our domestic employment, our stand
ard of living, our security, and the solidarity 
of the free world-all are involved. 

It was gratifying to note that the 
President adopted virtually all the rec
ommendations of the Commission on 
Foreign Economic Policy. In connec
tion with tariff matters, his emphasis on 
a gradual and careful approach, and 

avoidance of sudden or widespread ad
justments in our economy reflects the 
Commission's views, and should allay 
apprehension in industries which are 
especially vulnerable to foreign compe
tition. 

A first step toward elimination of low 
wage rates as a basis of competition has 
been made by the President's adoption 
of the Commission's recommendations 
that the United States withhold reduc
tions in tariffs on products made by 
workers receiving wages which are sub
standard in the exporting country. This 
recognition of the unfairness of compe
tition based on "sweated~' labor abroad 
will be, I hope, a forerunner of greater 
consideration by our tariff negotiators 
of the differentials between American 
and foreign wage rate~. _ 

Removal of the 1,mjustifiable restric
tions which have clogged the channels 
of trade will, as the President has pointed 
out, strengthen the United States and 
her allies in the free world in their 
struggle against Communist aggression. 
I hope Congress will adopt the Presi
dent's recommendations, and thus· will 
accept for the United States the posi
tion of world leadership which events 
have thrust upon us. 

TRffiUTE TO SENATOR HUMPHREY 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the body of the RECORD as a part of 
my remarks an article paying tribute to 
our colleague· the junior Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. · HuMPHREY], which ap
peared in the Washington Star of l'yfarch 
1'9, 1954. It was written by the distin
guished columnist, Doris Fleeson. I 
bring it to the attention of the Senate 
not only because ·of the tribute paid to 
the Senator from Minnesota, but also . 
because I want to join the distin
guished senior Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. GEORGE] in praising the activities 
of the junior Senator from Minnesota 
as a Member of the United States Senate. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: · 
FIGHT SHAPING UP IN MINNESOTA-VAL BJO.RN• 

SON, ALTHOUGH WELL KNOWN IN His STATE, 
WILL NEED LOTS OF HELP TO UNSEAT POPU• 
LAR SENATOR HUMPHREY 

(By Doris Fleeson) 
Word straight from the horse's mouth that 

Harold Stassen had a suppressed desire to be 
a Senator ended the long search of Minne
sota Republicans for a strong candidate to 
run against HUBERT HuMPHREY, incumbent 
Democrat, this fall. 

Gov. Elmer Anderson does not care for 
Mr. Stassen. His sentiments are doubled in 
spades by the Old Guard which Stassen dis
placed when Governor and by the Young 
Turks who resented Stassen's refusal to bow 
out of the 1952 presidential primary in favor 
of General Eisenhower. 

When Victor Johnson, of the Republican 
Senate campaign committee, brought the bad 
news from Washington that Stassen was in 
earnest about the Senate, Governor Anderson 
acted. Johnson explained that Stassen's for
eign-operations empire faces major surgery 
from a hostile Senate Appropriations Com
mittee and might even expire on the operat
ing table. Hence, the Stassen search for 
another base of political operations. 

Governor Anderson had been under heavy 
pressure himself to attempt the precarious 
effort to unseat HuMPHREY, a notably bril
liant campaigner and successful Senator. 
Still unwilling but determined to squash any 
Stassen comeback in Minnesota, he called a 
showdown conference of top State Repub
licans. 

From it State Treasurer Val Bjornson 
emerged as the people's choice. Should this 
prove slightly inaccurate, both the State and 
Nation are in Republican hands competent 
to hand out a consolation prize. Mr. Stassen 
meanwhile has bowed out of the race. 

Mr. Bjornson ls well known in Minnesota 
and has spoken fluently and well all over the 
State. Like Senator MAGNUSON, of Washing- . 
ton, he enjoys the political asset of a name 
worth votes in his State before he even opens 
his mouth. . 

He is, however, a far cry from the national 
prestige which the Minnesota GOP hoped to 
draft. Their first choice was the eminent 

- Dr. Charles Mayo, who recently made a 
memorable contribution as a United Nations 
delegate with his informed analysis of Com
munist brainwashing techniques. 

After Dr. Mayo had resisted home-State 
pressure, the President himself took a hand. 
A White House supper table was set just for 
the general and the doctor and the Senate 
bait placed on it. Dr. Mayo still refused to • 
enter the new field, after a lifetime . in • 
medicine. 

Mr. Bjornson will have the help of the big 
campaign contributors in a State basically 
conservative except where agriculture is in
volved. But Senator HuMPHREY will be hard 
to beat. 

He is; for orie thing, no longer just the 
smart, articulate young man who zoomed 
from nowhere to the Minneapolis City Hall 
and the Senate with an acid civil-rights 
triumph over the southern Democrats at the 
1948. Democratic convention to his credit. 
The South then took a very dim view of him, 
indeed. · . · _ 

Today the most influential southerner. 1n 
the Senate, GEORGE, of Georgia, leads the 
applause for him. · 

"Senator HuMPHREY is a worthy Senator, 
and he will have the cordial good wishes and 
help of all his colleagues on our side of the 

· aisle," GEORGE promised. "Without aban
doning principle, he has learned there are 
two sides to every question. He is a credit 
to the Senate ~nd the country. We are sure 
he will be kept in omce." 

ONE HUNDRED THIRTY-THIRD AN
NIVERSARY OF GREEK INDEPEND
ENCE 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, on 
the 133d anniversary of Greek independ
ence, I wish to make a brief statement. 

In ' these times of serious threats to 
liberty and freedom to the individual, 
it is particularly fitting that we take re
spectful notice that March 25 is the an
niversary of Greek independence. 

This great country of ours has gained 
much from the democratic thinking of 
the ancient Greek philosophers, from 
the American citizenship of those of 
Greek heritage, and from the many ex
amples of personal courage in' their fight 
to preserve freedom and inclependence 
in their home country. 

Today, the situation of mutual advan
tage still characterizes our friendship 
with Greece. 

May this anniversary be but one of ·a 
continuing and uninterrupted history of 
:freedom for both our great countries. 
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IS THE RECESSION OVER? 
Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, ' 'Is the 

Recession Over?" is the title of an edi
torial which appeared in the April issue 
of the Fortune magazine and is being 
published this week in a number of news
papers in the United States. This time
ly editorial discusses very frankly some 
of our economic problems during this 
period of adjustment from a period of 
production for war to one of production 
for peace. 

In the first sentence the editorial states 
that-

A respectable case can be made that the 
1953-54 business readjustment may be about 
over. 

Mr. President, let us look at some of 
the encouraging features of our present 
economic situation. Apparently, unem
ployment is no longer rising. The out
put of · goods, off approximately 10 per
cent from the top, is holding about 
steady. Auto sales are better. Appli
ances are moving well. Prices are being 
cut on all kinds of household equipment 
and on new cars in order to make sales. 
Tax cuts, which I trust Congress will 
approve today on many goods and serv
ices, will be an added incentive to make 
purchases. 

All the signs are that the present ad
justment will work out on its own. Yet 
there are those who are clamoring for 
the Federal Government to step into 
this picture with a program of ''pump 
priming." , 

It is true that there is a substantial 
amount of unemployment in the Nation. 
The March figures show that the esti
mated unemployment figures were be
tween 3,400,000 and 3,700,000, which, in 
reality, are generally low figures for a 
year which shows a business decline. In 
contrast, in the 1949-50 recession period, 
when our work force was much smaller, 
unemployment rose to 4, 700,000, or at 
least 1 million more than the present 
number of unemployed. The persons 
who now are clamoring for the Govern
ment to step into the picture, and who 
predict dire calamities if the Govern
ment does not do so, were not so vocal at 
that time. 

It is interesting to note that the vol
ume of idle workers who have unemploy
ment-compensation insurance declined 
for a second straight week to 2,187,100 
for the week ending March 13. 

Initial claims filed by workers insured 
under State unemployment-insurance 
programs declined by 16,900, to 293,706, 
during the week ending March 20. This 
is the second time this year that the 
volume of initial claims fell below the 
300,000 level. A year ago the initial 
claims were 169,759. 

I think I should mention the situation 
1n my own State of Kansas, Victor J. 
Howard, division research chief of the 
employment security division of the 
State labor department, stated that the 
number of persons claiming unemploy
ment compensation for the first 3 weeks 
of March declined each we·ek. During 
the first 3 weeks of March, 4~,637 weeks 
of compensation were claimed, as against 

67,235 in all of last month, -and 57,219 in 
all of January. On the basis of these 
claims the estimated number of unem
ployed in the State was fixed at 44,000 in 
February, and 43,300 in January. The 
figures for the month of March are not 
yet available. Last year the unemploy
ment estimates were: January, 24,200; 
February, 25,000; and March, 24,200. 

Mr. President, it is my contention that 
the economy of the Nation is sound, and 
is making rapid progress in production 
and consumer buying that will make 
1954 second only to 1953, which was the 
greatest year of gross national produc
tion in our Nation's history. 

As Gen. Robert E. Wood, the retiring 
chairman of Sears, Roebuck, remarked 
recently-

The people of this country couldn't talk 
themselves into a depression if they tried. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the editorial appearing in the 
April issue of the Fortune magazine be 
printed at this point in the RECORD, as a 
part of these remarks. 

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

Is THE RECESSION OVER? 

A respectable case can be made that the 
1953-54 business readjustment may be about 
over. To be sure, industrial production has 
ebbed 12 percent since last summer, and 
some cities and industries are feeling the 
unpleasant after effects of that decline. But 
in the economy as a whole, production ap
pears to be leveling and should soon rise. 
Steel use, for example, is now outrunning 
production by 15 percent. · As CEA Chair
man Arthur Burns recently observed "a foun
dation is being laid for a new economic ad
vance." 

For what the United States has been ex
periencing to date, Burns and most other 
economists agree, has been primarily an in
ventory readjustment; the most clucked
over inventory readjustment in history, per
haps, but an unclogging of the Nation's sup
ply pipelines nevertheless. The turnabout 
from inventory building to inventory red_uc
tion has cut demand for goods by $14 billion 
a year while final purchases have dropped 
less than half that much. 

What complicates matters, of course, is 
that the Nation has also been readjusting 
from a part-war to a peace economy. In 
most discussions o! this larger transition, 
however, two immensely iinportant facts 
have had less attention than they deserve. 
The first is that consumers have remained 
remarkably unperturbed by all the glooming 
and brooding about the economic outlook. 
Savings have risen slightly, but only because 
people have been paying off debts (and get
ting in shape for a new round of credit buy
ing) . 

While the politicians and pundits have 
been arguing whether we are in a depression, 
recession, or readjustment, the consumer has 
been blithely treating the present for what 
it is, a period of unusual prosperity. Al
though sales of specific items· such as cars 
and appliances have sagged sufticiently to 
make news (both have picked up recently), 
last month Americans were earning and, in 
the aggregate, spending just about as much 
as in the record year 1953. 

The second !act that is frequently over
looked is that most consumers have never 
had it so good. Consumer prices have not 
changed appreciably for more than 2 years 
now. Price stability for that long in a time 
of rising wages ancl in~omes is unprece-

dented. It even connotes a -sort of economic 
millenniUII;l. For price stability with ·rising 
wages has meant a rise in the real standard 
of living for millions of Americans and a 
respite from the corrosive effect of inflation 
for those living on fi:x;ed incomes. With 
pric!'ls right and consumers buying, it might 
well be asked what all the shooting is about. 

Unemployment, of course, is the answer. 
The March figures, when announced, con
ceivably may record a further rise in job
lessness. And Dwight Eisenhower, in effect, 
promised to take remedial action if any 
substantial rise occurred in March. But 
there is one fact · about the present unem
ployment situation worth noting. The pres
ent range of 3,400,000 to 3,700,000 unem
ployed is remarkably low for a year of busi• 
ness decline. In the 1949-50 recession the 
work force was smaller and unemployment 
rose considerably higher-1. e., to 4,700,000. 

If the Government provides a salubrious 
business climate (it has already provided 
ample money and credit) , the Nation's long
term readjustment from war to peace may 
be accomplished as expeditiously and with 
as little relative discomfort as has been the 
current inventory cleanup. For the busi
ness community, no less than the consum
ing public, seems remarkably confident about 
the future. As Sears, Roebuck's retiring 
chairman, Gen. Robert E. Wood, remarked, 
"The people of this country couldn't talk 
themselves into a depression if they tried." 

A good many business executives appar
ently agree with General Wood. Despite all 
the recession talk, a substantial number have 
announced impressive expansion programs. 
According to the F. W. Dodge reports, in fact, 
new construction awards rose to an all-time 
high for the first 2 months of the year, and 
nonresidential construction awards were up 
21 percent from a year ago. General Motors' 
billion-dollar pledge of faith in the economy 
and in its own ability to expand sales beyond 
the $10-billion level naturally made the 
biggest headlines. 

But there were other sizable corporate bets 
being placed on continued industrial growth 
and prosperity. General Electric planned to 
spend $160 million on expansion in 1954 and 
a like amount in 1955; Standard 011 of Indi
ana earmarked hal! a billion dollars for ex
pansion in the next 2 years; Standard of 
California mapped a $275-million expansion 
and drilling program for ·1954. The Bell 
System companies will lay out $1.4 billion; 
the electric utilities $3 billion as compared 
with $2 .8 billion last year. Steel firms, de
spite all the forebodings of the Cassandras, 
plan to invest another three-quarters of a 
billion dollars in modernization and added 
capacity in 1954. 

Businessmen do not invest such large sums 
in expansion unless they expect their sales 
to increase. Nor do they commit such suinS 
if they believe new plant is going to become 
much cheaper than it is today. And con
sumers do not keep spending as freely as they 
have been if they expect their incomes or 
prices to drop substantially. Thus, by their 
actions to date, both businessmen and con
sumers have demonstrated considerably 
steadier nerves than have the political and 
professional pundits. 

And this raises an interesting question !or 
the experts to ponder in their contemplation 
of the economic outlook. Wh~n there is 
such widespread confidence in the long-term 
prospects for prosperity, can any readjust
ment possibly get very bad? The _fact that 
neither businessmen nor consumers appear 
perturbed about the outlook for next year ·or 
the year after is probably the best assurance 
th~t this "recession" year will turn out to be 
the second best in the Nation's history, and 
that the present inventory readjustment, 1t 
not already completed, soon w111 be. 
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FARM TRADING POST B~LETTER 

FROM . DUCKWALL BROS., INC., 
HOOD RIVER, OREG. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 

since I introduced S. 3020, the farm tr;:td
ing post bill, aimed at expanding over
seas outlets for our agricultural prod
ucts, I have received many encouraging 
indications of support for the measure. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a letter from 
Duckwall Bros.,· Inc., packe:r:s and ship
pers of cherries, box apples, and pears 
at Hood River, Oreg., which is typical of 
the reaction I have received from many 
parts of the country, expressing hope 
that the Senate agriculture committee 
will make possible early action in this 
direction. 

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

DUCKWALL BROS., INC., 
Hood River, Oreg., March 23, 1954. 

Ron. HUBERT HuMPHREY, 
Uni ted States Senator from Minnesota, 

United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: We are advised 
that on February 25, you introduced S. 
3020, so-called the trading post bill, the aim 
of which is to expand overseas outlets for 
agricultural products. 

We, as a firm, and fruit growers are very 
much in favor of this bill which you have 
introduced and the purposes which it hopes 
to achieve. We understand that this bill 
will authorize, and if cooperation is given 
by the branches of Government including 
the State Department, that our outlet for 
agricultural surplusage overseas will be very 
greatly . extended and expanded. 

Our fruit outlets prior to the war bad this 
export market as an important and essential 
part of our business. Principally on account 
of the opposition of the State Department 
and the State Department Embassy repre
sentatives overseas, this market which is 
still open to us bas been practically closed, 
although, both from the standpoint of the 
European importer and the European con
sumer, our fruit is just as greatly in demand 
as in years prior to World war II. This, we 
understand, is also true of probably most 
agricultural products which had this for
eign market available prior .to 1939. 

We want to commend you very highly and 
also the Senators who took part in the dis
cussion which we understand was on the 
25th of February or on some date shortly 
thereafter. We believe that the Senators 
from all the States producing agricultural 
products of which there is a surplus should 
join heartily in pushing this bill to an early 
passage and then work actively to see that 
the objects of the bill are wholeheartedly 
supported by the State Department foreign 
representatives. 

For a number of years the Northwest Hor
ticultural Council, which represents all the 
fruit shipping interests in·tbe States of Ore
gon and washington and also the fruit ship
ping interests in the State of California, bas 
supported a movement such as your bill 
sponsors. We understand that the Senators 
from Florida and the Senators from the 
east coast agricultural apple growing States 
will support this measure and we believe 
all of the States which have an agricul
tural surplus should heartily get behind 
your S. 3020. 

We want to congratulate also Senator 
EAsTLAND, who took part in this discussion, 
Senator AIKEN, of Vermont, who was reported 
to haqe spoken as follows: "In niy opinion, 

there would have been larg.e exports if it 
bad not been for the action of the State 
Department in throttling them." · 

This exactly describes the situation which 
has been in effect. Gordon Rule in a No
vember issue of the Post, last, explained very 
clearly what happened in connection with 
Navy contracts which be endeavored to nego
tiate with European governments. This ex
actly described the fruit situation and we 
think that the Senators are now in a posi
tion to demand that the State Department 
representatives in foreign countries, espe
cially Europe, give wholehearted support to 
this bill when passed, which we feel abso
lutely certain will be approved in the near 
future. 

We also want to commend Senator LoNG, 
who took part in this discussion and Senator 
THYE, of Minnesota. We know that other 
Senators have given their measure of whole
hearted support. We are writing these Sen
ators mentioned and also Senators CoRDON 
and MoRsE, of Oregon, and Senator MAGNu
soN, of Washington, who has worked for 
agricultural surplus exports over a number 
of years. We trust that this measure be
comes a law in the near future and it will 
then be up to the Members of the Senate 
to see that the State Department gives this 
measure wholehearted support in getting the 
principles of the bill into active and success
ful operation. 

We thank you very much for your intra-. 
duction of this bill and your attitude, to
gether with other Memb~rs of the Senate 
who have been active in this connection. 

Yours very truly, 
DUCKWALL BROS., INC. 
JOHN C. DUCKWALL. 

EXTENSION OF SOCIAL:.SECURITY 
PROGRAM-LETTER 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that a letter 
which I have received from Luther West, 
president of the Lake Superior chapter, 
Am.erican Association of University Pro
fessors, in support of my bill, S. 1932, 
to extend the social-security program to 
include employees of institutions of 
higher learning, be printed in the RECORD. 

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

NORTHERN MICHIGAN 
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION, 

Marquette, Mich., March 22, 1954. 
The Honorable HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 

United States Senator, 
Uni ted States Congress, 

Washi ngton, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: The members 

of the Lake Superior chapter of the American 
Association of University Professors at North
ern Michigan College of Education, Mar
quette, Mich., voted to commend your action 
in introducing bill S. 1932. We will appre
ciate your interest and efforts to secure pas
sage of this bill. 

Very truly yours, 
LUTHER S. WEST, 

President, Lake Superior Chapter, 
Ameri can Association of University 
Professors. 

ALMON V. VEDDER, 
Corresponding Secretary. 

MAIL HANDLER IN CHARGE
RESOLUTION AND BRIEF 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that a resolu
tion adopted by Local 245, National 

Association of ·Post Office and· Postal 
Transportation Service Mail Handlers, 
Watchmen, and Messengers, in support 
of H. R. 1938, a bill to create the posi
tion known as mail handler in charge, 
be printed in the body of the RECORD, 
together with a brief on the resolution. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion and brief were ordered to be printed 
in the REcORD, as follows: 

MINNEAPOLis, MINN., March 7, 1954. 
"Whereas mail handlers in the Government 

postal service do not have promotional op
. portunities commensurate. with those in va
rious other classifications; and 

"Whereas incentives must come from 
sources outside their classification through 
transfers, etc.; and 

"Whereas many years of service within the 
mail-handler classification is wasted as sen
iority starts "from transfer thereby reducing 
opportunities; and 

"Whereas the National Association of Post 
Office and Postal Transport Service Mail 
Handlers, Watchmen, and Messengers adopted 
a resolution at their national convention 
held in Milwaukee, Wis., 1953, to the effect 
that their national officers should work to
ward the enactment of legislation known as 
H. R. 1938, a bill to create the position 
known as mail handler in charge; and 

"Whereas enactment of this legislation 
would offer promotional opportunities which 
have been considered as essential to the 
morale of those concerned: Therefore be it 

"Resolved, That the national officers be 
hereby instructed to use their good office 
toward immediate action on this most im
portant measure; and be it further 

"Resolved, That copies of this resolution 
be forwarded to the national president, Har
old McAvoy, to each district national vice 
president, to all Members ·of Congress from 
Minnesota, to Congressman EDWARD REEs, 
chairman of the House Civil Service Com
mittee, to Senator FRANK CARLSON, chair• 
man of the Senate Civil Service Committee, 
to urge each of those named to use every 
means possible for immediate favorable ac
tion on this most important legislative 
measure." 

R. E. SANDALL, 
President, Local 45. 

E. J. LILLIE, 
Secretary, Local 45. 

Adopted at the regular March 7 meeting, 
1954, by Local 45, National Association of 
Post Office and Postal Transportation Service 
Mail Handlers, Watchmen, and Messengers. 

A BRIEF ON RESOLUTION REGARDING H. R. 1938 
To Whom It May Concern: 

Today, more than ever before, we stand 
firmly behind those leaders of Government 
employees associations, duly elected by their 
respective membership, in a common stand 
for a general increase in salary. However, 
we also feel we should not lose sight of im
portant measures which will affect our well
being-in particular the bill known as mail 
handler in charge, H. R. 1938. By enactment 
of this measure we will establish a separate 
category of Government employees enjoy
ing the same benefits as all others. As there 
ls no promotional opportunities for members 
of the Mail Handlers Association, except 
through transfers, and, as our present rate of 
pay is small, there is every justification that 
our membership exert every effort toward en
actment of H. R. 1938. 

Our association is recognized by others 
within the Government service. We are a 
duly organized group of employees with the 
same privileges extended to other associa
tions insofar as organization is concerned. 
we do not enjoy promotional opportunities. 
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Supervisors are, or have been in the past, re
cruited from the ranks of clerk-carrier em
ployees. Our members are directly under 
this supervision. We have little recourse to 
grievance settlement due to the fact that 
favoritism naturally is shown members of the 
clerk-carrier groups. We are designated to 
perform certain duties not considered by the 
Department as essentially mail-handler du
ties. Duties essentially designated as mail 
handlers are all too frequently given to 
members of the clerk-carrier group. 

Members of our association with many 
years of service, qualified through experience 
and education, willing and anxious to per
form designated duties are often told that 
only through transfers may we hope to make 
financial gains. Such transfers mean a total 
loss of seniority, causing the mail handler 
to return to night duties and a new start 
upon the substitute list or he shall remain, if 
he chooses, to hold his present position until 
the substitute list is exhausted and then 
start at the bottom of the regular em
ployee list. Time consumed will range from 
6 months to 6 years. In the meantime the 
mail handler is growing old and the posi
tion desired may be filled through recom
mendations that would render all, or at least 
some, of the efforts useless. 

In the Minneapolis, Minn., post omce we 
have a situation as follows: One mail handler 
with 33 years of service, with 16 years of 
faithful service in charge of sack room, is 
drawing wages of a mail handler, top grade. 
His present duties consist of supplying sacks 
to trains, stations, both classified and con
tract, the various floors of the main post 
omce, to firms, and other designated places. 
Approximately 25,000 sacks are handled each 
day. His duties also cover assignments of 
approximately 20 men who work under his 
direction. He is responsible to authority for 
reports on timecards, annual and sick cards, 
duty assignment, report sheets on disposal of 
sacks, and many other duties that require 
time and energy. Under the present promo
tional arrangements for clerk-carrier these 
20 men would be supervised by no less than 
3 supervisors at salaries ranging from $5,000 
upward per annum. 

Another point relative to supervision over 
mall handlers: Eacb floor, each station, and 
other places requiring the service of mail 
handlers, does increase promotional oppor
tunities for clerk-carrier groups as mall-han
dler employees are counted under direct 
supervision and the number of employees 
determine the number of supervisors. Ap
proximately 175 mail handlers are employed 
in the Minneapolis, Minn., post omce. 

Twenty of these mail handlers are now 
working in the sack room, the balance scat
tered throughout the omce. At no point in 
this arrangement have we direct supervision 
over a mail handler by mail handlers except 
in the sack room and then only as a mail 
handler designated to serve in the capacity 
of supervisor while receiving mail-handler 
pay. Actually no authority exists. The de
gree of cooperation by these 20 employees is 
outstanding. An equal degree of under
standing of duties, assuming responsibility, 
loyalty, faithful and honest service, educa
tion, and other characteristics of mall-han
dler employees corresponds to that of super
vision and general employment of any other 
category. To illustrate more forcefully: Ex
isting rules for examination to supervisory 
positions are denied members of the Mall 
Handlers Association. Only through exami
nation to clerk-carrier and after this the re
quired promotional register (examination) 
may a mail handler expect to obtain the posi
tions desired. 

During the past years many mall handlers 
have taken the clerk-carrier examination 
and passed. They have subsequently be
come clerk-carrier employees. However. 
there is a general resentment against those 
who transfer from a lower classification to 
a higher one. We have entertained hopes 

that this discrimination may vanish, how
ever, under the new rules we cannot take 
the examination for supervisor unless we 
first take the clerk-carrier examination and 
then wait for the supervision tests which 
place us on the eligible list for promotion 
to supervisory positions. 

We, therefore, respectfully request that 
due and proper consideration be given to 
these employees of the mail-handler service. 
We have the ab111ty, the desire, and are 
anxious to improve our social status through 
economic returns rightfully gained. This is 
all we ask; an equal status with others for 
equal economic returns. 

Thank you. 
R. E. SANDALL, 

President, Local 45. 
E. J. LILLIE, 

Secretary, Local 45. 

DAffiY PRICE SUPPORTS 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

again remind the Senate body that only 
2 days remain in which we can and 
should act to avert an unwise economic 
blow against America's dairy industry. 

April 1 is rapidly approaching. Un
less we take some action by that time, 
Secretary Benson's order will go into ef
fect, pulling the rug out from under the 
dairy industry. The result will be con
fusion, hardship, and severe economic 
loss. 

It can and should be avoided. With
out compromising ·anybody's position or 
convictions on future levels of price sup
port, I sincerely believe that we should 
take action· immediately to defer this 
price slash until our Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry has concluded its 
hearings now underway and reported on 
a farm bill for this body to vote upon. 

Why should we throw the dairy mar
kets into a shambles of confusion and 
uncertainty by allowing the Secretary of 
Agriculture to establish one level of price 
support on Thursday when this Senate 
may later in this session make some 
other determination regarding the farm 
program? 

I charge that this administration and 
the Secretary of Agriculture have thrown 
the dairy industry into utter confusion, 
with great economic loss to the American 
farmer. 

I further say that today many an 
American farmer is taking a sharply re
duced price on his dairy commodities, 
even before the price support reduction 
goes into effect, because processors know 
that after April 1 they will have to re
duce the prices of their commodities. 

Earlier I stated that the surplus would 
grow with the Secretary's action. I 
should like to have the Senate investi
gate to determine how many pounds of 
butter have come into the possession of 
the Government since this unwise deci
sion reducing the price supports was 
reached. The warehouses are overflow
ing. They are loaded, and the Secretary 
of Agriculture must take the burden of 
the blame. 

The least we can do is to give our own 
committees a chance to finish their 
work, in the Senate and the House. The 
least we can do is keep the present pro
tection in effect until these committees 
have reported to the Congress. 

That is all I have asked in s. 3169-
a 4-month extension of the present 90 

percent of parity, instead of letting it 
be dropped to 75 percent on Thursday. 

Mr. President, similar measures are 
now before the House, with an urgent 
push being made for their passage. The 
action originated in the House under 
sponsorship of Representative LESTER 
JoHNSON of Wisconsin, who has per
formed a real service for America's dairy 
industry in fighting to avert this disas
trous drop. Many others in the House 
have followed his lead. I was more than 
pleased to introduce similar legislation 
in the Senate in the hope it would be 
accepted as a constructive way for even 
the most ardent administration sup
porters to escape the growing resentment 
of America's dairymen, and make it pos
sible for a wise decision to be made in 
the course of orderly legislative process 
instead of entirely at the administrative 
decision of a Secretary of Agriculture 
who repeatedly says he was compelled by 
law to make such a decision. 
If it is the administration's contention 

that is true, why does the administration 
object to emergency legislation providing 
a 4-month extension of the persent sup
port levels until new legislation is 
adopted? 

As I have asked before, I ask again: 
Are we going to be denied an opportunity 
to vote upon this dairy issue in any form 
before April 1? 

Therefore, I ask consent to have 
printed in the body of the RECORD a res
olution in the form of a letter, adopted 
by the Sauk Centre Lions Club of Sauk 
Centre, Minn., setting forth that it will 
prove disastrous in that area if dairy 
supports are not retained at 90 percent 
of parity. 

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

SAUK CENTRE LIONS CLUB, 
Sauk Centre, Minn., March 18, 1954. 

Senator HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 
Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D. c. 
DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: As a service 

club within this agricultural area, we, the 
members of the &auk Centre Lions Club, wish 
to stress to you that the 90-percent parity 
for butter and other farm products are es
sential if farm and local business is to con
tinue as it should. If it is not maintained 
it will prove disastrous to an in our area, and 
result in financial problems. 

We urge your unceasing support toward 
this situation which is of greatest interest 
to those of whom you represent. 

Very truly yours, 
HENRY GRITZMACHER, 

President. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. From the same 
community, Mr. President, comes an
other resolution carrying a similar ap
peal from the Sauk Centre Post of the 
American Legion. I ask unanimous con
sent to have it printed at this point in 
the body of the RECORD. 

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

THE AMERICAN LEGION, 
SAUK CENTRE POST, No. 67, 

Sauk Centre, Minn., March 24,1954. 
The Honorable HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 

United States Senator, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: Sauk Centre 
Post, No. 67, the American Legion, went on 
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record opposing the flexible price support 
program and in favor of the 90-percent parity 
program which you have championed for 
many months. We also favor your bill for 
the postponement of the Department's idea 
of putting into effect the flexible price sup· 
port program on April 1. 

We sincerely request that you carry on 
with your ideas and do everything in your 
power to again make it possible for the 
farmer to make a good living. For as the 
farmer prospers so will the rest of us as we 
are all farmers at heart. Keep up the good 
fight. 

Respectfully yours, 
JAMES R. O'GARA, Commander. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may be 
permitted to speak for not more than 3 
minutes in concluding my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
BEALL in the chair). Is there objection? 
The Chair hears none, and the Senator 
from Minnesota may proceed. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
blow has already begun to fall on our 
dairymen. 

Understandably, the creameries have 
had to anticipate Secretary Benson's 
move on April 1, and have already cut 
prices to the producers. 

I have here a note from Albert E. Popp, 
of Fulda, Minn., that dramatically tells 
the story. He says: 

We thought that the butter price was to 
be supported to the producer at 90 percent 
of parity until April 1, as the New York 
and Chicago markets have not changed to 
date. But the creameries here and in sur· 
rounding areas have reduced butterfat prices 
as follows: 

On February 18, they paid 71 cents a pound. 
On February 19, they paid 69 cents a pound. 
On February 22, they paid 68 cents a pound. 
On March 5, they paid 65 cents a pound. 
On March 22, they paid 62 cents a pound. 

And they want to reduce it more in a day 
or two. 

Mr. President, every day's delay in 
taking positive action is costing our 
draiymen thousands of dollars, and wip· 
ing out more purchasing power from our 
economy. 

· Why will not the administration at 
least give the Congress a chance to ex
press its considered judgment before 
April 1? 

Is it afraid of the answer? 
Mr. President, I cannot understand 

the economic blindness of the adminis
tration. First, it ignores the 4 million 
unemployed, and now it wants to deal a 
death blow to America's agricultural 
economy. I cannot understand what it 
has in the back of its mind, unless it is 
to shake the economy down. I believe 
the administration should be shaken up 
and reminded of its responsibilities and 
duties t{) public service. 

I was delighted this morning to note 
that the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry, 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN], 
introduced a bill which is being cospon
sored by the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. ANDERSON]. Both Senators are in 
favor of what we call the flexible scale 
of price supports. Although they do not 
necessarily favor 90 percent of parity for 
price supports they have now introduced 
a measure which'provides that the price 
supports for dairy .products shall be tied 
to the feed grain cost. 

By introducing the bill the Chairman 
of the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry, and the Senator from New 
Mexico have thereby served notice on the 
administration that · they, too, are op
posed to the reduction to 75 percent of 
parity for dairy price supports. 

Secretary Benson has no reason in the 
world to stand in the way of effective 
legislation, and he should support the 
suggestion of an extension of 90 percent 
parity for 120 days or 4 months in which 
to permit Congress to decide the issue. 
My proposal asks only for time; that is 
all. When the chairman of the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry in
troduces a bill, as he did today, asking 
that price supports for dairy products 
be related to the price supports for feed 
grains, which would be from 85 to 87 
percent under present prices, it is time 
for the Senate to take action, and it is 
time for Congress to try to save the 
farmers from the administration. 

Mr. President, I have branded April 
1st as a day of mourning. Although 
April 1st is known as April Fools Day in 
the vernacular of children, but the ad
ministration is not fooling anyone, and 
it is certainly not fooling the American 
dairy farmer. 

If the administration cannot have 
some economic sense, it should at least 
have a little political sense, because Mr. 
President, I say that unless something is 
done April 1st -will live in American agri
cultural history as a day of infamy and 
as a day of betrayal. 

I remind the President and his Sec
retary of Agriculture of the golden 
promises which were made in 1952, and 
I remind them of the pledges which were 
made to the American people. Those 
pledges were for 90 percent to 100 per
cent of parity. 

I say to the President and to his Sec
retary of Agriculture that they have 
violated those promises and those 
pledges. I conclude by saying that I 

·was not elected to the Senate from the 
State of Minnesota to stand idly by and 
watch the economy I, in part, represent 
weakened and jeopardized by the Secre
tary of Agriculture. 

I am not going to stand idly by and 
permit the President and the Secretary 
of Agriculture to forget the promises 
which were made in the State of Minne
sota. This administration, Mr. Presi
dent, has broken its word and it bas 
broken faith with the farmer. 

Mr. President, the deluge of mail 
reaching my office from protesting farm
ers reflects pitiful stories of frustration 
and disappointment. Typical is a letter 
I have from a farmer in Wabasha, who 
is willing to give up his 285 acres free if 
anybody will just pay him what his 
buildings alone are insured for. 

I ask consent that the letter from Mr. 
Roemer, of Wabasha, be printed in the 
body of the REcORD, along with a news
paper clipping which he enclosed headed 
"Facts Show Damage Done To Farmers 
by Republicans." 

There being np objection, the letter 
and the article were ordered to be print
ed in the RECORD, as follows: 

WABASHA, MINN., March 23, !954. 
. Senator HUBERT HUMPHREY: I am a dirt 

farmer, and I follow the farm program very 

carefully. See to it we farmers get our fair 
share of what we produce. Too much of 
what we produce is kicked off on the road 
before it gets to the consumer. Read this 
.article from Spring Valley, signed William 
Byrge. Please hand this article to the Agri
culture Committee, so that they get ac
quainted with what is going on the farm, and 
how much money we are making. Please 
come to Minnesota and buy my farm for 
what the buildings are insured for on my 
farm, and I will throw in the land for good 
measure-all level land farm, contains 285 
acres. These are the conditions on the farm 
today. Be sure to bring the cash along, be
cause the banks do not lend on farmland. 
Please hand this letter and article to the 
Agriculture Committee. Please let me know 
when you come to Minnesota so I can show 
you this farm and the insurance policy, the 
price of this farm. 

Yours truly, 
CHARLES G. ROEMER. 

FACTS SHOW DAMAGE DONE TO FARMERS BY 
REPUBLICANS 

SPRING VALLEY, MINN., March 20.-secre· 
tary of Agriculture Benson, Mr. Klein of the 
Farm Bureau, and the President have done 
the American farmer millions of dollars 
worth of irreparable damage by shouting 
"The farmer is pricing his product out of 
the market." To gain the confidence of the 
city consumer again means endless proofs 
and figures by farmers. Why could they 
not have investigated first? It is simple 
matter to learn the facts. 

Here are a few as they affect us here in 
Minnesota. Milk today is $3. per hundred· 
weight for base test of 3V2 percent. 

Reducing 100 pounds to quarts equals 50 
quarts. Dividing $3 by 50 quarts equals .06 
cents a quart. What farmer received by the 
quart 6 cents? 

After it leaves the farm it quickly reaches 
20 cents per quart or $10 per hundred 
pounds. It also reaches the consumer by 
way of the cafeteria counter. 

Now it is served by the glass, whereby most 
places can serve four glasses of milk to the 
quart at 10 cents. Ten cents times 4 equals 
40 cents per quart. This means 50 quarts 
times 40 cents equals $20 per hundredweight. 
The farmer's $3 looks small compared to $10 
and $20. Remember our $3 is not net. It 
took us 3 years to grow the cow before the 
first pound of milk and butter could be ex· 
tracted, besides insurance, taxes, and special 
feed to stimulate fast growth and produc· 
tion. 

The Am,erican economy is so stacked 
against the farmer that we should realize if 
a glass of 7-Up or beer is worth 10 cents and 
15 cents that the food value in a glass of 

. milk is really worth many times that. The 
funny part is, we do not hear a whimper 
about beer even if it takes the last cent. 

Shortly after the First World War a de· 
partment store owner made a statement on 
the street to his town friends as a nearby 
farmer happened past. Getting the drift of 
the conversation he hesitated and joined 
them. As the farmer neared them, Mr. D. 
was saying: "The farmers ought not to kick 
now-they are getting pretty good for their 
stuff." Mr. S. answers, "Perhaps, but my 
neighbor boy bought a suit of clothes from 
you the other day and paid $100 for it-you 
know as well as I do it takes 5 pounds of 
wool in a suit, but we'll allow 10 pounds
now the farmer gets 35 cents per pound for 
wool, figure it out for yourself-$3.50 is 
what the farmer receives; who got the rest? 
I wonder if you didn't get $50 out of it." 
I knew both parties in the conversation. 

· My boy and pal, taking a trip through 
Michigan, had for breakfast, toast, bacon, 
two eggs, and a glass of milk. The ticket 
showed $1.3()--50 cents for two eggs. Think
ing this a mistake they questioned it and 
the reply was, "Can't help it. I pay 70 cents 
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for a dozen eggs." Figure It for yourself, at 
50 cents for two, equals $3 per dozen. We, 
on the farm, were getting 20 cents at that 
time. 

Isn't it pitiful how we farmers price our
selves out of the market? 

Why should our Republican leaders be so 
Inconsiderate of us today? They are so very 
liberal With promises to get our vote but be
ware afterwards. I have lived through quite 
a few campaigns of promises. What won
derful things they will accomplish and such 
nasty boys they are who consider the farmer 
and common man. · 
· How far our farm position has slid out of 
balance with other business must be recog
nized. Some business people build new 
homes costing ordinarily from $15,000 to 
$80,000. If the farmer too is compelled to 
build and accordingly at an ordinary figure 
of $12,000 to $15,000, and all other build
ings that are required, also livestock and 
expensive machinery, fences and water sup
ply, where would he be if he were to sell 
out? He could only expect a price equal to 
the buildings and throw in the land or vice 
versa. One or the other has to be sacrificed. 
Because our produce market is so out of bal
ance, a person assuming the full value as 
a debt could not take in enough to pay the 
interest, taxes, insurance, and hired help, 
besides regular farming expenses, and pay 
on the principal, according to full value, if 
the flexible price program is put onto us. 

Still we hear it said "the future looks won
derful for the farmer and he has never been 
in such a good position." That sounds 
something like "prosperity is just around the 

. corner" again, but they didn't tell us who's 
prosperity. 

Those who have enjoyed special privileges 
of control hold influence to gain legisla
tion in their favor like oil privileges, divi
dend tax deductions, etc. If they want dol
lars out of circulation you know what an 
excellent position that puts them in over 
those heavily in debt by going back on gold 
standard again will reward with a large sir
loin steak dinner and all the champagne 
that can be soaked up. If, etc. 

Oh, what is loyalty? What does it mean? 
Sad, is it not, to see a few so anxious and 
greedy to get under their control the value 
of the whole country after having had lead
ers who have kept wars away from our shores 
and saved us from destruction. 

WILLIAM BYRGE. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD at this point as a part of 
my remarks a telegram which I have 
today addressed to the Secretary of Ag
riculture, Hon. Ezra Taft Benson. The 
substance of the telegram is simply a re
quest to the Secretary to join with us 
in asking for a temporary extension of 
the 90-percent parity for at least 120 
days, in order to give congressional com
mittees time to complete the hearings 
which are now in progress. 

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

MARcH 30, 1954. 
The Honorable EzRA TAFT BENSON, 

Secretary of Agriculture, 
Department ot Agriculture, 

Washington, D. C.: 
At this late hour, I appeal in the name 

of fairness, equity, and orderly processes of 
government that you immediately revoke 
your previous announcement of intention 
to lower dairy support prices to 75 percent 
of parity on April 1. I respectfully request 
that you announce instead your agreement 
to a temporary extension of 90 percent of 

parity for at least 120 days in order to give 
Congress time to complete its hearings now 
under way. 

You will recall that I wrote last January 
22 urging you not to change dairy sup
port levels until Congress had time to reach 
its own decision. You chose to reject that 
appeal. 

Since then there can be no doubt of the 
overwhelming protest of America's dairy in
dustry to the economic injustice of what 
you propose. It is unfair to discriminate 
against the dairy industry. Your action is 
a violation of promises made in the fall of 
1952. It repudiates the faith which farmers 
of America placed in you and the President. 
It's unsafe for America's entire economy 
to have this new blow to farm purchasing 
power deliberately created by administrative 
decision. 

Day after day I have voiced this appeal 
on the floor of the Senate. I have spon
sored and cosponsored legislation seeking 
alternative courses for you to follow. Your 
claim that you are required by law to make 
this slash falls with a dull thud in view of 
your silence about efforts to change the law 
to permit you to ease this blow. Do you 
or do you not want the law changed, Mr. 
Secretary? 

On March 23 I introduced S. 3169, asking 
a 4-month temporary extension of the pres
ent program to permit Congress to express 
its policy. S. 3169 would not commit anyone 
on future levels of price supports, merely 
contribute to orderly processes of govern
ment by permitting congressional commit
tees to complete hearings on future legisla
tion before making any changes in support 
levels. 

In view of the action today of your own 
administration's Senate Agriculture Com
mittee chairman, Senator AIKEN, joined by 
Senator ANDERSoN, introducing new legisla
tion proposing linking dairy supports to the 
level of feed grain supports, I ask you to seri
ously consider what you are doing in dis
rupting dairy markets at this time in the 
face of prospects for your action being later 
repudiated by the Congress. 

Mr. Secretary, why not give Congress a 
chance? Why not give your own Agriculture 
Committee chairman a chance to have his 
bill considered, or any of the pending bills 
considered? I urge you, and appeal to you, 
to announce today your willingness to ac
cept a 4-month extension so that any neces
sary legislative action that may be needed 
can still be taken before it is too late. 

HUBERT H. HuMPHREY. 

STATEHOOD FOR HAWAII 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill <S. 49) to enable the people of 
Hawaii to form a constitution and State 
government and to be admitted into the 
Union on an equal footing with the origi
nal States. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
have before me a radiogram which I 
have received from the Honorable Sam
uel Wilder King, Governor of Hawaii. I 
ask unanimous consent that it may be 
printed in the RECORD at this point as a 
part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the radio
gram y.ras ordered to be printed in the 
REcORD, as follows: 

HONOLULU 28 NFI'. 
Han. WILLIAM F. KNoWLAND, 

United. States Senator, 
Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D. C.: , 
Members both hol.lSes ·Hawaii Legislature 

in conference called by me emphatically urge 
and I fully concur Senate take immediate 

favorable action on S. ·49; as amended. and 
reject commonwealth status as entirely un
acceptable. 

SAMUEL WILDER KING, 
Governor. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 1 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the body of the RECORD the results of a 
poll taken by the Princeton Research 
Service on the question of statehood for 
Hawaii and Alaska. 

There being no objection, the poll was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as . 
follows: 
STATEHOOD FOR HAW All FAVORED--ONLY liN 10 

NEW YORK VOTERS OPPOSED 
The question of admitting Hawaii into the 

Union is being considered in Congress. 
Results of the latest New York poll survey 

show voters across the State are overwhelm
ingly in favor of making Hawaii our 49th 
State. 

Just about 4 out of every 5 voters ques
tioned favor admitting Hawaii. 

Poll staff reporters asked an accurate cross
section of voters across the State: 

"Would you favor or oppose having Hawaii 
admitted as a State in the Union?" 

These were the statewide results: 
Favor, 79 percent; oppose, 10 percent; no 

opinion, 11 percent. 
A second question in today's survey shows 

statehood for Alas.ka also has overwhelming 
support of New York State voters. 

Those who would approve admitting Alaska 
outnumber by a 9-to-1 margin those who 
disapprove. 

"Would you favor or oppose having Alaska 
as a State in the Union?" they were asked. 

The results: 
Favor, 82 percent; oppose, 9 percent; no 

opinion, 9 percent. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the body of the RECORD at this point, 
as a part of my remarks, a series of edi
torials published in various newspapers, 
presented in chronological order, in 
order to indicate the sentiment that is 
expressed on developments attending 
consideration of the statehood bill. 

There being no objection, the edi
torials were ordered to be printed in the 
REcORD, as follows: 
[From the Los Angeles (Calif.) Citizen of 

January 15, 1954] 
HAWAIIAN STATEHOOD 

Expressions of the former Hawaiian Gov
ernor, Ingram Stainback, advocating com
monwealth status for the Territory of Hawaii 
before the Senate Interior Committee last 
week are but an extreme minority viewpoint. 

The Gallup poll this week reported 78 per
cent of the people in the mainland favored 
statehood for Hawaii. It was 2 to 1 for state
hood in the 1940 Hawaiian plebiscite and 3 to 
1 to ratify a proposed State constitution in 
1950. Communism, one of the bugaboos 
foisted by statehood opponents, as a problem 
is diminishing in Hawaii. 

Moreover, the status of "commonwealths" 
is foreign to the mind of the Hawaiian ma
jority. A commonwealth is but a stepping
stone on the road to political ·ndependence. 
Such was the pattern for the Philippines, a 
sovereign nation today; and Presid~nt Eisen
hower has even suggested that the co~on
wealth of Puerto Rico could have its inde-
pendence. · 

We venture to state that even ex-Governor 
Stainback was not seeking political inde
pendence for HawaU when he advocated 
commonwealth status. 
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[From the Milwaukee (Wis.) Sentinel of Jan

uary 26, 1954] 
THE REAL IsSUE 

The main obstacle to statehood for Hawaii 
and Alaska, which would be granted by meas
ures now pending in Congress, appears to be 
that the Democrats are afraid the Republ~
cans will get 2 J:!ew . Senators . from ~awaii 
and the Republicans are afraid the Demo
crats will get 2 new Senators from Alaska. 

That would seem to be a standoff if it 
should work out that way, but in any event 
the opposition is pretty much a matter of 
politics-and pretty smelly politics at that. 

The political issues involved in the situa
tion are not of much interest or importance 
to anybody, except of course the politicians. 

The real issue in this and all other matters 
of public ·policy is, or ·should be, solely the 
question of how much the Nation as a whole 
will benefit. 

What business is it of anybody but the 
people of Hawaii and Alaska whether their 
Senators will be Democrats or Republicans? 

Who has the right to tell the people of 
New York or K-ansas or California to elect 
Democratic Senators instead of Republican 
Senators, or the other way ·around? 

That is what the opposition to Hawaiian 
and Alaskan statehood plainly amounts to. 

What the Congress should be thinking 
about, and the only thing it should consider, 
is the manner in which Hawaiian and 
Alaskan statehood will enhance the welfare 
and security of America. 

To withhold statehood on political 
grounds, when the national interest would 
be so clearly served by statehood, puts Con
gress in an unenviable and discreditab!e 
position. 

[From the Indianapolis (ind.) Times of 
January 30, 1954] 
TIME FOR A VOTE 

If one thing is certain in regard to state
hood for Alaska and Hawaii, it is that Con
gress has plenty of information about both 
places. 

There have been so many congressional 
Investigations over the years that Alaskans 
and Hawaiian have come to look forward to 
grOUP.S of junketing Congressmen as annual 
harbingers of the tourist season-winter vis
its in Hawaii, summer inspections in Ala~ka. 
Their reports would fill a sizable bookshelf; 
if there is a significant fact about either 
Territory that has not been chewed over at 
least six times, we cannot imagine what it is. 

What they all add up to is that the loyal 
Americans in Alaska and Hawaii deserve the 
full citizenship that only statehood can give 
them, and that it is high time it was granted. 

Now that its committee has finally ap
proved a bill for Hawaii statehood and prom
ises to report on Alaska next week, the Sen
ate can vote on them soon. 

We hope it will, and that the House of Rep
resentatives meanwhile will act on Alaska 
statehood-which it neglected to do when it 
passed the Hawaii bill last year. 

. Which comes firat is a small matter-espe
cially to people who have waited this long 
_for justice. 

[From the Waco (Tex.) Times-Herald of 
February 6, 1954) 

ADMIT BOTH 

In order to obtain, without opposition 
from the Senate floor, statehood for Hawaii, 
administration forces made the promise that 
a bill soon would be brought up proposing 
statehood for Alaska. 

The aspirations of these Territories and 
much of the reasons for their admission have 
been smothered under the weight of the 
political bickerings of those who argue for 
Hawait alone, while others demand that the 

admission·of Alaska be provided in the same 
bill admitting Ha waH. 

It .is unfair to both Territories that. their 
qualifications be buried in a welter of politi
cal controversy. If Hawaii brings 2 GOP 
Senators to Congress, and if Alaska brings 

· 2 Democratic Senators to Congress, why not? 
Must politicians continue to re&art to unfair 
advantage to prop up their party positions? 

By all means, admit both Hawaii and 
Alaska. Both have earned statehood. Both 
will bring great tangibles to the diadem of 
the States. Since both are in exposed posi
tions, it would seem only elementary that 
considerations for their entry rise above the 
narrow manipulations of waterfront politics. 

[From the University of Minnesota Daily of 
February 10, 1954] 

HAWAII DESERVES STATEHOOD; IT'S WAITED A 
LoNG TIME 

For almost 100 years, the Territory of Ha
waii bas been seeking admission as a State. 
On several occasions, the House of Repre

. sentatives has voted statehood rights, but 
the bill never has passed the Senate. 

In a recent series of articles on these pages, 
Daily Writer Newton Sue pointed out the 
arguments for and against statehood, and 
we can conclude only that Hawaii has been 
wrongfully deprived of a status which it cer
tainly deserves. 

No longer is Hawaii an isolated outpost; 
it is a spot of strategic importance in the 
Pacific world. It is just a short air hop from 
the mainland-about 7 hours from San 
Francisco. 

The people of Hawaii want statehood. 
They ratified a proposed State constitution 
by 3 t9 1 in 1950, They are a politically ma
ture people--88 percent of them voted in the 
1952 Territorial election. 

Most of the current arguments against Ha
waiian statehood are political. Some Demo
cratic Senators fee1 that Hawaii, normally 
Republican, should not be admitted unless 
Alaska, normally Democratic, is admitted at 
the same time. 

The bid of Hawaii should not be made rela
tive to the bid of any other Territory. Ha
waii deserves statehood on its own merits. 
Both political parties have promised it. They 
have a moral obligation to keep their word. 

· (From the Moline (Ill.) Dispatch of February 
11, 1954) 

HAWAII STATEHOOD: LONG, LONG TRAIL 

The strange career of Hawaii's 50-year bat
tle to gain statehood may achieve a success
ful end this year, but the end is still dimly 
seen. 

The United States House of Representa
tives on March 10, 1953, approved Hawaiian 
statehood. The Senate Interior and Insular 
Affairs Committee last January 27 reported 
the bill out to the Senate floor with a fa
vorable recommendation. The President has 
said emphatically that he favored Hawaiian 
statehood. The platforms of both major par
ties contained planks in 1952 urging Ha
waiian statehood. 

From the appearance of all that, it would 
appear that Hawaii will be a State this year, 
instead of a Federal Territory. But, as in the 
case of the sister Territory, Alaska, a lot more 
steam must be behind it than just everyone 
being in favor of it. 

Congress first considered Hawaiian state
hood in 1903. Every President since then has 
supported it. Six congressional committees 
have made on-the-spot investigations of 
qualifications for state'hood, and the last four 
have recommended immediate action. The 
House of Representatives has approved state
hood three times, including the action in the 
present Congress. 

But the monkey wrench ln the machinery 
1s the Senate, where the issue has never come 

-to a vote, largely because of a threat of the 
southern bloc to filibuster it out of existence. 

The southern bloc has two major objec
tions to Hawaiian statehood, neither of 
which they express in debate--Hawaii is 
strongly Republican and ha~ a high .ratio of 

.. nonwhite population, most of whom are 
orientals. 

There are a number of good reasons why 
Hawaii should be the 49th State--or the 50th 
in company with Alaska-but it seems to us 
the overriding reason is simply that it is the 
right thing to do. The Territory has long 
since been qualified in every respect for 
statehood legally. Citizens of Hawaii pay 
Federal taxes and fight in United States wars. 
Their second-class status under these cir
cumstances makes something of a farce of 
the pious position which our Federal legis
lative body takes on countless other issues. 

The southern bloc preaches State 's rights. 
They should be more consistent. 

[From the Santa Cruz (Calif.) Sentinel News 
of February 11, 1954] 

STATEHOOD FOR HAWAII 

It is time that the Congress of the United 
States granted statehood to Hawaii. 

For several years the Territory of Hawaii, 
our major outpost in the Pacifi.:!, has been on 
the verge of statehood. Actually it has been 
a 50-year struggle for the Territory, although 
last year the House of Representatives ap.
proved the measure by a 274 to 138 vote. 
Hearings were held before the Senate Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, but 
the matter never came to a vote. 

One of the main problems has been the 
failure of southern Senators to act on the 
measure as the Democratic leaders in the 
South don't particularly want two more Sen
ators in the upper Chamber. 

Such a political rule of parliament is de
spairingly unfair to the 423,000 American cit
izens living in the Territory of Hawaii. They 
assume all the responsibilities, but are de
nied many of the rights of their citizenship. 

The citizens living in the Territory pay all 
the Federal taxes, in peace or in war, as do 
the citizens in the 48 States, yet those living 
in Hawaii have no voice in levying the taxes 
or spending the revenue. 

Only a change from a Territory to the 
status of statehood will right the wrong that 
is being done to these citizens. 

With statehood, American citizens in Ha
waii would have the right to full voting rep
resentation in both the United States Senate 
and the House of Representatives. 

They would have the right to vote for the 
President and Vice President of the United 
States. 

They would be able to elect their own gov
ernor and to carry on the functions of gov
ernment by thelr own elected officials rather 
than Federal administrators. 

They would gain the right of latitude in 
lawmaking by their own legislature. 

They would have the right to judicial 
functioning in their own courts by local au
thorities rather than by Federal appointees. 

They woUld gain the right to an equal 
share on a per capita basis of Federal grants 
for education, health, highways, and other 
improvements. 

They would have the right to vote on any 
proposed amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States. 

These are important factors in an Ameri
can way of life that are now denied the 
American citizens of Hawaii. 

Hawaii has 433,000 American citizens, as 
compared •with only 66,000 aliens. The Ter
ritory bas demonstrated beyond any shadow 
of a doubt its abiUty to quell communism 
a.nd to oust Reds from nefarious activities. 
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The soldiers of Hawaii have established an 
enviable record in the Armed Forces of the 
United States. The islands have grown tre
mendously from a production and economic 
point of view. ·. 

Blessed with an extraordinary climate, Ha
waii has made great strides in almost every 
field of endeavor in the past 50 years. The 
islands are a fabulous showplace of modern 
living in a Polynesian setting. 

Despite their dependence upon the marl
time industry the citizens of HawaU took 
drastic action in the waterfront strike of 
1949 to overcome the ILWU. Unfortunately, 
the union was able to block loadings for 
Hawaii through its control of stevedores on 
the mainland until the strike was settled. 

It is only just that the Congress of the 
United States recognize the facts and ap
prove statehood for Hawaii at the present 
session of Congress. 

[From the Sacramento -(Calif.) Union of 
February 12·, 1954] 

FORTY-NINTH STAR-HAWAU SHOULD BE 
ADMITTED 

This newspaper carried a picture this week 
of junior chamber men pinning a symbolic 
star for the St ate of Hawaii on Old Glory. 
We hope it was a good omen. For half a 
century, since their islands have been a part 
of the United States, the people of Hawaii 
have lived up to the letter of good _American 
citizenship without enjoying all of the re
wards. Statehood will bring them the final 
reward of full citizenship. We hope they get 
their reward in 1954. 

[From the Canton (Ohio) Repository of 
February 13, 1954] 

As OTHERS SEE Us 
A booklet published by Hawaii Statehood 

Commission for distribution to United States 
Congressmen considering Hawaii's applica
tion for admission to the United States is a 
chance to see what is held to be most ad
mirable about the 48 States already in the 
Union. 

Hawaiians believe if they resemble the 
people of these States closely enough there 
can be no objection to letting their islands 
become the 49th State. It's a powerful argu
ment. Their booklet - stresses these li_ke
nesses: 

Not all -residents of Hawaii can be relied 
on to vote the right way; some are contrary. 

They keep fighting the comm~es, who keep 
trying to foul up the government, and are 
entrenched in one of the local unions, Harry 
Bridges' ILWU. 

Local loyalists are putting up a stiff battle 
against all un-American activities. 

Hawaiians like cowboys, football, Boy 
Scouts, drive-ins, housing improvements, 
mechanized farming, branch-banking, func
tional architecture, parades, television, un
limited public education, expressways, 
mammoth trucks, churches, amateur the
atricals, symphonic music, libraries, ama
teur art, collective bargaining, stock-ex
change speculation, and popular voting. 
They also have a lot of fun and a fondness 
for flowers. 

These are admirable traits, the warp and 
woof of Americanism. Except for complica
tions about buying new flags with 49 stars, 
there seems to be no good reason why these 
people shouldn't be brought into the Union. 
If Texans, Vermonters, Nevadans, and New 
Yorkers can remain in good standing, Ha
waiians should have no trouble whatsoe_ver. 

[From the Lorain (Ohio) Journal and Times 
Herald of February 19, 1954] 

HAWAU, 49TH BRIGHT STAR FOR FLAG OF UNITED 
STATES 

Almost certain to be a topic of discussion 
in coming weeks 1S the question of state-

hood for HawaU. Nearly everyone seems to 
agree that Hawaii should be admitted as 
the 49th State. But to say this will be done 
would be to risk being wrong. For some 
reason, Hawaiian statehood seems to keep 
being blocked year after year. 

Since - 1935 six congressional committees 
have made investigations of Hawaii's readi
ness for statehood. The last four, in 1946, 
1947, 1948, - and 1950, recommended imme
diate action. The House of Representatives 
has three times passed bills approving state
hood. 

Most of us probably will never have the 
opportunity of visiting Hawaii, but that need 
not prevent us from knowing some of the 
basic facts about the islands that may soon 
be a State. The island group known as 
the Hawaiian Islands consists of eight is
lands. The 5 larger islands are Hawaii, Maul, 
Molokal, Oahu (on which Honolulu is lo
cated), and Kauai; the 3 smaller ones are 
Kahoolawe, Lania, and Niihau. 

Hawaii has a land area of 6,450 square 
miles, but this space is spread out. As a 
means of comparison, it could be stated that 
the islands would extend from Washington, 
D. C., to Lorain. 

According to the Hawaii Statehood Com
mission, Hawaii is subject to the same Fed
eral taxation as the 48 States, and consist
ently pays more in taxes than the Federal 
Government spends in the Territory (not in
cluding national defense). In 1953 Hawall 
paid nearly $136 m1llion in Federal taxes. 

HawaU has a population of nearly half a 
m1llion. The public-school system was estab
lished in 1840 when the Kingdom of Hawall 
adopted its first constitution modeled along 
American democratic lines. 

For prospective visitors from the Lorain 
locality, it wm be a long hop to the new 
State--when Hawaii becomes a State. The 
islands lie about 2,100 nautical miles south
west of San Francisco. 

[From the Cleveland (Ohio) Press of March 
1, 1954] 

STATEHOOD Is THE ONLY ANSWER 
Since their respective merits are roughly 

equal, there is nothing particularly wrong 
with the proposal by Senator CLINTON 
ANDERSON, Democrat, of New Mexico, to tack 
Alaska onto the Hawaii statehood bill in the 
Senate. 

The latest move by Senator GEORGE 
SMATHERS, Democrat, of Florida, is some
thing else again. It would take away the 
Territorial status Hawaii and Alaska now 
have--leaving them further from statehood 
than ever-an attempt to bribe them into 
acceptance of second-class citizenship by 
letting them keep the money they have been 
paying the Federal Government in taxes. 

It is the so-called commonwealth status 
which Puerto Rico has. Puerto Rico wanted 
as much self-government as it could get 
without becoming independent, so it was 
granted this peculiar status. Puerto Ricans 
consider themselves associated with the 
United States rather than a part of this 
Nation. • 

Puerto Rico probably will become inde
pendent in fact when it can stand on its own 
feet economically. Congress had that in 
mind when it voted for the commonwealth 
status, and President Eisenhower has as
sured Puerto Rico that it can have inde
pendence any time it wishes. 

The commonwealth status is a state of 
transition between colonialism and nation
hood. It would be ridiculous to impose it 
upon Hawaii and Alaska, where there is no 
more thought of independence from the 
United States than there is in Florida or New 
York. That Congress would have the right 
to make them commonwealths is highly 
doubtful, because that would take away theiJ' 
status of Territories and the cou:ts have 

-held tliat ·a Territory-unlike a possession
in an inchoate state, meaning that it is in 
the status just preceding statehood. Only 
Hawaii and Alaska are Territories.- PUerto 
Rico never was. 

Thus the Smathers proposal is dubious 
constitutionally as well as indefensible 
morally. 

We are not dealing here with colonies that 
came into American possession as the loot of 
war and who8e inhabitants speak a _ foreign 
lan-guage. 

Hawaii and Alaska are American in lan
gu-age as well as in spirit. And while main
land Americans and descendants of them are 
in the minority in Hawaii, 90 percent of its 
people are native-born American citizens. 
A large majority of Ala-skans today are immi
grants from the 48 States or descendants of 
them. · 

For the people of HawaU and Alaska, whose 
patriotism has been demonstrated in peace 
and war, statehood is the only answer. 

They have been denied it too long already. 

[From the Boston (Mass.) Globe of March 5, 
1954] 

STATEHOOD BATTLE 
The debate begun yesterday in the United 

states Senate on the question of Hawaiian 
statehood-and the kindred topic of state
hood for Alaska-presents the Congress with 
another opportunity to execute pledges 
given repeatedly by both our major political 
parties in a long succession of campaign 
platforms. Whether or not that opportunity 
will be grasped, however, is still uncertain. 

The ultimate answer to the question: 
When are these two Territories. to be -added 
to the list of American States? seems to rest 
today on the outcome of a bargain being 
worked out in the Congress between a bloc 
of southern Senators who have repeatedly, 
over a period of years, stymied Hawaii's ef
forts to get into the Union because of the 
racial complexion of the island Territory 
and because it regularly votes Republican, 
and a number of Republicans, who appear 
this year willing to tie the issue of Alaska's 
admission to that of Hawaii, despite the fact 
that Alaska as regularly votes Democratic. -

If this bargain goes through in the Senate, 
it will still - have to encounter hazards of 
blockade in the House. There a blll reported 
long ago for admitting Alaska bas been 
quietly shelved. An attempt has been 
launched to force the question to the floor 
by the filing of a discharge order aimed at 
the Rules Committee--which is monitoring 
the blockade. 

The nature of the bargain struck between 
friends and opponents of the plan for ad
mitting both Territories in a package deal 
is worth attention. Alaska is probably the 
richest Territory in natural resources under 
the American flag. The vast reserves there 
of coal, oil, and natural gas, to say nothing of 
other reserves in land and mineral deposits, 
are of course vested as to. ownersbip in the 
Federal Government. 

This natural wealth constitutes a gigantic 
part of the Nation's public domain. Under 
the compromise bill worked out by the Sen
ate Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs, headed by Senator HUGH BUTLER, of 
Nebraska (a l!)ng-time foe of Alaskan state
hood) no fewer than 103 million acres of 
these reserves, including practically -all the 
coal, oil, and gas reserve lands, would be 
taken from Federal ownership. 

There is, of course, much to be said for a 
liberal policy in relation to this side of the 
Alaskan statehood question. Any shift from 
territorial status to statehood naturally- en
tails a basic .readjustment of the Federal 
Government!s land and reserves -policies in 
the vast area. Nevertheless, the provisions 
of the proposed compromise between friends 
and foes o! Alaskan statehood merit close 
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scrutiny. They -should be thoroughly aired 
in debate, that the public may know pre-
cisely what is entailed. . 

That these two Territories belong in the 
Union as States has long been evident. The 
arguments pro and con have been dragged 
out for more than a decade and a half. 
There is no mistaking either the will of the 
respective Territorial populatio~s or t~e 
strength of their case. There 1s no solid 
argument left for _denyi"!lg either its wish. 

Hawaii has fought for admission tirelessly. 
Only a few voices in the Territory have been 
raised in opposition. As for Alaska, the case 
is equally formj.dable. Some 99 percent of 
the Alaskan people are American citizens, 
pay Federal taxes, serve -in our Armed.Forces, 
and shoulder all other duties of citizenry
yet they are denied the right to vote for 
President, Senators, and Congressmen, and 
cannot participate in making the laws that 
govern them. 

Alaska has belonged to the United States 
since 1867 and has been .a Territory since 
1912. Its population, some 200,000, far ex
ceeds that enjoyed by 28 of the 35 American 
Territories when they were admitted to 
statehood. It is far above the 60,000 stipu
lated in the Northwest Ordinance :(or admis
sion. Finally, offi~ial figures and. polls show 
close to 90 percent favorable to joini_ng the 
Union. That fact should be heeded by Con-
gress. 

UNCLE DUDLEY. 

[From the Cleveland (Ohio) Plain Dealer of 
March 6, 1954] 

STATEHOOD FOR HAWAn 

One hundred ·years ago the people of Ha
waii asked to become a part of_ th~ United 
States. President Frankli~ ,Pierce author
ized the negotiation of a treaty to bring 
Hawaii into the Union as a State enjoying 
the same degree of sovereignty as other 
States, but the death of. King Kamehameha 
HI prevented ratification. 

Ninety years ago President Lincoln ac
knowledged the qualifications of the Ha
waiian people for: statehood, saying that they 
were · tree, that their laws, language, and 
religion stemmed largely · from American 
teaching and example. · 

Sixty years ago Hawaii became a Repub
lic, with its government founded on the 
same pattern as that of -the United States. 
Three years later, in 1897, the new Republic 
offered to surrender its sovereignty in return 
for eventual statehood. The following year 
the United States annexed the islands by 
joint resolution of Congress, following the 
same procedure under which Texas, L.lso a 
sovereign State, eventually became a part 
of the Union. · 

Since then the Territory of Hawaii has 
repeatedly petitioned for statehood. By in• 
creasing majorities the House of Representa
tives approved statehood bills in 1947, 1950, 
and 1953. The measure is now before the 
Senate. By an overwhelming vote the peo
ple of Hawaii have already approved a pro
posed State constitution which is awaiting 
acceptance by the C.ongtess. 

Opposition to statehood is purely political. 
Some Democrats are afraid Hawaii would 
send two Republican Senators to Congress. 
others with racial prejudices are afraid the 
Hawaiian Senators would be Americans of 
Chinese, Japanese, or mixed extraction. And 
still others fear that the addition of two 
Senators who are accustomed to living in 
harmony with people of other racial back
grounds might result in a change in the 
Senate rUles to limit debate and thus make 
possible the enactment of so-called civil
rights legislation. 

Accordingly, there are two moves in the· 
Senate to block -Hawaiian statehood. One 
calls for attaching Alaskan statehood to the 
H~wai1 bill. Another would give · Hawaii 

commonwealth status, with f.ull self-govern
!llent but ~o representation in Congress. 

Both these subterfuges should be defeated. 
There is no sound reason for injecting debate 
over Alaska into the case for Hawaiian state
hood. The two Territories are dissimilar. 
Hawaii clearly has priority over Alaska, since 
the popUlation is nearly four times that of 
Alaska and Federal tax collections are five 
times as great. And the offer of Common
wealth status would be an insult to people 
whose training, education, patriotism, and 
ideals represent the highest standards of 
Americanism. 

The Northwest Ordinance of 1787 estab
lished the principle that the ultimate destiny 
of a Territory of the United States iS state
hood. The delay in granting it to Hawaii 
is inexcusable. The Senate should act 
promptly to make Hawaii the 49th State. 

[From the· New York Times of March 13, 
1954] 

FoR 50 STATES 

The Senate's action in joining together 
the Hawaii and Alaska statehood proposals 
into one bill radically changes the legislative 
situation on these issues. It. should not be 
thought that the majority which won this 
victory over President Eisenhower's clear ob
jections consists entirely of those ·who wish 
to see two new States added to ·the Union.· 
Many of the southern Democrats who voted 
to joint the two issues apparently liope that 
the combination will permit defeat of both 
proposals. 

We have believed from the first that the 
two questions should be voted on separately, 
each on its own merits. The 1atest Senate 
action, however, now makes 1t clear · that 
statehood can be ·won at ·this session for 
either of these Territories only if the bill as 
it now stands is passed after joint considera
tion of the two areas. It is both or neither. 

In these circumstances .the arguments for. 
congreSsional pass~ge of tbe amended bill 
seem overwhelming. Hawaii is one of our 
key outposts in the Pacific, with a population 
whose tradition of tolerance and good rela
tions among its varied peoples is a bright 
chapter in the American . saga. Alaska, 
guarding our northwestern frontier, has vast 
J?Otentialities and a rapidly growing popu
lation. The issue of statehood for these 
Territorities has been debated long enough 
over the years. The time to enlarge our 
Union from 48 to 50 States is now at th:3 
session of Congress. 

[From the Kansas City Star of March 
13, 1954] 

STATEHOOD AND POLITICS 

Hawaii and Alaska are making their strong
est bids for statehood in 1954 after many 
years ·of frustration. But in this year of a 
promised showdown on the issue, a political 
tug-of-war has developed"wit:tl the two Ter
ritories in the middle. While they still have 
a ·chance for promotion before Congress 
adjourns this summer, the outlook is not 
nearly as encouraging as it ought to be. 

The Republican line in Congress is to let 
Hawaii in the Union but to keep the door. 
shut on Alaska if possible. · This is because 
.Hawaii, unlike Alaska, figures to be a Re-. 
publican State if admitted. In Alaska, how
ever, the Democrats regularly have h~d a 
majority in Territorial elect(ions. 

Democratic Members of Congress, in gen
eral, are opposed to making Hawaii a State 
unless Alaska is allowed to join the Union 
at the same time. · But a number of south
ern legislators, especially in the Senate, are 
maneuvei.-ing to try to scuttle the statehood 
ambitions of both Hawaii and Alaska. Their 
motive 1s a fear that the 4 additional Sen
ate seats thus created would be lined up on 
the side of civil-rights legislation long ob-

structed by the · parliamentary tactics of 
southern leaders. 

The House already has passed a bill approv
Ing Hawaii for statehood. A similar measure 
in behalf of Alaska is heavy with dust in the 
files of the House Rules Committee. But the 
Senate has just voted, 46 to 43, to combine 
statehood for the two in a single bill probably 
to be voted on this week. The next House 
move, if any, is uncertain. 

On the record both the Republican and 
Democratic Parties are committed to accept
ance of Alaska and Hawaii as States. Their 
1952 platforms were specific in pledges to 
both Territories. The trouble is that politics 
has taken charge of what should be a non
political decision. And so Hawaii and Alaska 
are in danger of being held off again from 
the advancement they have earned. 

But their time will come sooner or later. 
Not even political pressures can permanently 
deny the merits of a Union strengthened by 
the addition of a 49th and a 50th State. 

[From the Cincinnati (Ohio) Times-Star of 
March 15, 1Q54] · 

HA WAn AND ALASKA 

Thanks to Democratic maneuvering in the 
Senate, statehood for Hawaii at this session 
of Congress is far from a sure thing. By 
tacking Alaskan statehood· to the Hawaii 
question, the Democrats may very well suc
ceed in doing what they did by a similar 
xnaneuver in the last session-kill all chances 
of either Territory becoming a State. 

The Democrats want to see Alaska in the 
Union primarily because Alaska is normally 
Democratic while Hawaii Js normally Repub
lican. They fear that admission of Hawaii 
without Alaska would upset the party lineup 
in Congress. They pay only secondary atten
tion to the core of the question-Alaska's fit-· 
ness for statehood. · 
· While Hawaii has economically and politi
cally matured, and ·has a population of over 
lialf a million, Alaska is a backward-Territory,· 
leaning heavily on the Federal Government 
for support, and containing only 128,000 peo
ple in its vast area, which is far less than half 
the average number supporting one Repre
sentative in the House. The argument is 
made that Alaska now has more people than 
Nevada did when it was admitted, but Ne
vada now has more than Alaska and the Na
tion's popula~ion has trebled since that time. 

The plain fact is that Hawaii is a self-sup
porting Territory and Alaska is not. As a 
State it would not be able to maintain its 
own services but would continue to depend 
on Washington for help. 

In the best interests of commonsense and 
fairness, Hawaiian and Alaskan statehood 
should never have been tied together. But 
since they have been, Hawaii should not be 
penalized. It is ready for statehood and 
should be admitted, even if the mistake of· 
taking Alaska at the same time is also com
mitted. 

[From the New Bedford (Mass.) Standard
Times of March 15, 1954] 

INJUSTICE TO HA WAn 

Proponents ot statehood for Alaska have 
maneuvered themselves into a position 
whereby they hope to ride to victory on the 
coattails of Hawaii. They have succeeded in 
thoroughly ~onfusing the statehood ques
tion and denying both Alaska and Hawaii the 
privilege of being judged individually on 
their own merits; -
· Hawaii, which first made application for 
statehood 51 years ago, has been investigated 
by congressional delegations since 1935, with 
several reports submitted recommending its 
admittance to the Union. In 1940 the ques
tion of statehood was put to the voters of 
Hawaii and favored by a margin of more than 

. 

•, 
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2 to 1. On March 10, 1953, the House of Rep
resentatives passed a bill to make Hawaii 
the 49th State by a vote of 274-138 after a 
move to join the Hawaiian and Alaskan 
statehood issues into 1 measure failed by a 
vote of 227-182. 

Thursday, just 1 year and 1 day later, the 
Senate voted 46 to 43 to combine the state
hood · proposals for the 2 Territories into 
1 bill. The merger plan was introduced 
by Senator ANDERSON, Democrat of New Mex
ico, who admitted in a Senate speech he 
felt combining the two b1lls is the only prac
tical way of getting statehood for Alaska 
at this session of Congress. He reasoned 
that even if statehood for both Hawaii and 
Alaska should be approved separately in the 
Senate, the Alaskan measure would die in 
the House. The strategy is to force the 
House to accept Alaska as a State in order 
to get Hawaii into the union. 

Statehood is an honor not to be conferred 
lightly. If the case for Alaska is not strong 
enough to gain favorable action by standing 
alone, then it does not yet deserve to be 
granted the status of a State. The qualifi
cations of Alaska are not changed in the 
slightest by a political maneuver in Wash
ington linking it with Hawaii. 

The Territory of Hawaii has experienced 
great business and agricultural development 
in the last half-century. It has 499,794 
persons residing in 6,423 square miles. 
Alaska, by contrast, is still mostly barren 
wasteland with a population of only 128,643 
scattered among its 586,400 square miles. 

Hawaii is about four-fifths the size of 
Massachusetts and has about three-fifths as 
many people as Bolrton. Alaska is larger 
than all of the following 20 States combined: 
Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachu
setts, Rhode Island, Connecticut,_ New York, 
New Jersey. Pennsylvania, Ohio, Indiana, 
Illinois; Delaware, Maryland, Virginia, West 
Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, 
Georgia, and Florida. Yet the population of 
Alaska is smaller than that of New Bedford 
plus Fairhaven and Dartmouth. 

Combining the two vastly different Terri
tories into one statehood bill is a gross in
Justice. Hawaii, which had an excellent 
chance of achieving statehood if considered 
on the strength of its own qualifications, 
now is saddled with the strong opposition 
that exists against admittance of Alaska. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the call of the roll be rescinded. 

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

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

BEALL in the chair). The Senator from 
Virginia is recognized. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
since this is the last time I expect to 
speak on the pending bill to grant state
hood to Hawaii and Alaska, I desire to 
state at the outset of my remarks that 
I am opposed to granting statehood at 
this time to either of those Territories, 
although I would not object to seeing 
both of them given the same type of 
Commonwealth status that has pre
viously been given to Puerto Rico. 

With respect to Alaska, previous 
speakers have pointed out how our best 
etforts in the past have failed measur
ably to increase the population of 

Alaska, perhaps because of the fact that 
the average American prefers a temper
ate climate. They have pointed out 
what a very small proportion of the land 
in Alaska is now in private ownership 
and the improbability within the fore
seeable future of the development of in
dustry in Alaska reasonably calculated 
to support statehood. 

Previous speakers have likewise point
ed out the handicap of adding to our 
Union a State which is separated from 
us by a foreign nation and whose main 
lines of communication are by water 
with major ports frozen over during a 
portion of the year. 

Previous speakers have pointed out 
even more serious objections to grant
ing statehood to Hawaii at this time. 
They have referred to the overwhelm
ing percentage of orientals residing 
there, including a large number who, un
der existing law, are aliens. They have 
referred to the highly restricted char
acter of the economy of the islands, 
limited largely to shipping and the pro
duction of cane sugar and pineapples. 
They have referred to the very limited 
.area of arable land in the islands and 
how closely it is now held. They have 
referred to the hopeless task of definitely 
identifying by metes and bounds the 
area to be included in statehood, to say 
nothing of failure to solve the trouble
some problem of the control of naviga
tion between the various islands within 
the proposed State which would be sep
arated by international waters. 

They have referred to the problem of 
remoteness similar to that which con
fronted Great Britain with respect to 
colonies on which the sun never sets and 
because of which Great Britain finally 
granted to those colonies commonwealth 
status in preference to making them an 
integral part of the British Empire, with 
members of Parliament living thousands 
of miles from London attempting to leg
islate in the British Parliament which 
functions in that great city. 

Along with other Members of the Sen
ate I have discussed at considerable 
length the problem of communism in the 
islands, sbowing beyond any question 
that the Communistic led and domi
nated longshoremen's union. expelled 
from the CIO because of communism, 
not only can dominate and control the 
industry of the islands, but is able to 
exert such a powerful influence in poli
tics that few if any c.:mdidates for pub
lic office dare openly to challenge its 
leaders. Today, I desire to devote my 
time to another serious objection to 
statehood which previously has not been 
discussed, although one phase of it was 
mentioned by the distinguished Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. JoHNSTON]. 

Mr. President, I was impressed by the 
speech recently made on the floor by the 
Senator from South Carolina in which 
he answered the argument that the 
United States is under a moral obliga
tion to grant statehood to Hawaii. 

Citing the pages of congressional his
tory, our colleague from South Carolina 
showed that not only are we under no in
herited obligation to take such action, 
but that even the present territorial 

status of Hawaii was obtained under cir
cumstances which raise questions as to 
the constitutionality of that action. 

Since so few Members of the Senate 
were on the floor when the Senator from 
South Carolina made his presentation of 
evidence, I desire to preface what I have 
·to say today by recalling a few of the 
highlights of his argument. 

It was pointed out in the speech to 
which I have referred, which was deliv
ered on March 19, that in 1854 President 
Pierce proposed a treaty to incorporate 
the Kingdom of Hawaii into the United 
States, but that soon thereafter the King 
of the islands died, and the treaty was 
not submitted to the Senate for its ad
vice and consent. Many years later, in 
1893, the old treaty was dug out of the 
files and debated by the Senate over a 
period of years in executive session, but 
the proponents never could get a suftl
cient number of votes to have it ratified. 

Finally, in 1897, when the United 
States was on the verge of entering the 
Spanish-American War, President Mc
Kinley proposed a new treaty for the -an
nexati-on of Hawaii, claiming that this 
was a defense necessity. This treaty was 
secretly debated over a period of months 
but never could attract . the necessary 
two-thirds vote for ratification. 

Then, on February 15, 1898, the battle
ship Maine was blown up in Habana 
Harbor, and we were at war with Spain. 
The naval battle of Manila Bay was 
fought on May 1, 1898, and 3 days 1ater, 
on May 4, a resolution was offered in the 
House of Representatives to provide for 
the annexation of Hawaii. Under the 
pleas of a war emergency, the resolution 
was steamrollered through the House on 
June 15, 1898. 

Meanwhile, the treaty which had been 
proposed in 1897 had been ratified by the 
Senate of the so-called Hawaiian Repub
lic, and was pending before the United 
States Senate at the time the resolution 
which had been approved by the House 
was substituted for it. The Senate For
eign Relations Committee made no re
port on the resolution, which obviously 
had been substituted for the treaty, be
cause it could be passed by a simple ma
jority as compared with the two-thirds 
vote required for a treaty. 

Again the defense angle was stressed, 
although our leading military authori
ties of the day, including Lieutenant 
General Schofield, denied that the is
lands were needed for this reason, but 
the resolution making Hawaii a Terri
tory was passed. 

As pointed out, the United States pro
ceeded to acquire a foreign area without 
ratification of a treaty, which was the 
form followed in the case of the Louisi
ana Purchase, and in the acquisition of 
New Mexico, Alaska, Arizona, and Cali
fornia. It is true that no treaty was in
volved in the annexation of Texas, but 
that action was taken only after the peo
ple of the Republic of Texas had voted 
by more than 3 to 1 in favor of such 
action, whereas the Hawaiian people 
never had an opportunity to vote on the 
question before they were annexed. 

Therefore, it seems to me that the 
Senator from South Carolina was on 
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. sound ground when-he asserted -that the 
manner of .admission of the Hawaiian 
Islands as a Territory constituted a 
fraud perpetrated during a period of 
war hysteria, and that the islands 
••crashed their way into our Union as 
a Territory against every rule of con
stitutional law and against -every prece
dent then existing." 

Our colleague also cited the 1898 de
bates in which one Representative said: 

Nobody pretends any purpose to take the 
Hawaiian Islands into the Union as a State, 
but the purpose is simply and solely, so far 
as the contention goes, to acquire them for 
th~ pupose Of assisting us in our military 
and commercial operations. 

Another Representative said: 
There is not a man on this floor, there is 

not a man who hears my voice, who will say 
that he or this Congress contemplates the 
acquisition of Hawaii for the purpose of 
making a State of it. • • • On the contrary, 
this House is full of men who would not 
vote for this resolution except with the un
derstanding in their own minds that Hawaii 
is not to be introduced as a State into the 
Union. 

And a Senator said: 
. No one for one moment pretends that we 
Intend to admit the Asiatic people of Hawaii 
or of the Philippines into full citizenship 
under the Government of this country. 

In the light of that record, Mr. Presi
dent, I see no merit in the argument that 
we owe statehood as a debt of honor to 
the people of Hawaii. They had fair no
tice . when they accepted Territorial 
status by what might be called a back
door entrance that the question of state
hood was as the Senate Foreign Rela
tions Committee report on the proposed 
treaty had said: "a question for our suc
cessors and not for us to settle. They 
will be dealing with their own fortunes 
and fates and not with ours." 
. So I wish to discuss today the question 
of granting statehood to Hawaii from 
the standpoint of our own fortunes and 
fates; from the standpoint of our duty 
to ourselves as citizens of a constitu
tional democracy; and from the stand
point of our obligation to preserve the 
heritage which we received from the 
founding fathers. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for an observation? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield. 
Mr. SMATHERS. I noticed last night, 

in listening to a speech delivered by the 
Secretary of State of the United States 
before the Overseas Press Club that Sec
retary Dulles said that in determining 
whether or not the United States should 
agree to the admission of Red China 
into the United Nations there was only 
one question to be determined, namely, 
whether it would be good for the United 
Nations, of which the United States of 
America is a principal member. 

There is no doubt that everyone in the 
vast audience agreed with his conclusion 
that the only test in determining what 
the United States should do in connec
tion with its relations with Red China 
was: What is best for the United States 
of America? 

I compliment the able junior Senator 
from Virginia upon once again s~ating 

that the only test which, . it seems to me, 
Senators should be concerned with, so 
far as Hawaii and Alaska are concerned, 
is: What is good for the United States 
of America? 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I thank the dis
tinguished Senator from Florida. If it 
be true that the only test of. admitting 
a Communist nation into a loose organi
zation called the United Nations is 
whether it is for our best interests, how 
much more should it be true that our 
own best interests must be the control
ling factor before we change the design 
of our flag, before we add another star 
for Hawaii and another star for Alaska, 
and take a step which will be as firm and 
as irrevocable as the laws of the Medes 
and the Persians? 

Therefore, I propose to tell my distin
guished colleagues in the Senate some
thing about the attitude of the great 
leaders of the past on this subject. 

Perhaps Senators may think they can 
successfully challenge-although I do 
not believe so-the arguments against 
Hawaiian statehood which have been 
predicated on the large number of ori
entals living in Hawaii; on the strong 
influence of communism there; on the 
limited character of the economy; and on 
the indefinite status of a gr~at group of 
islands, as to which no one is able to 
say, "This island will be a part of the 
proposed new State; this island will not 
be.'' But no one can stand on the floor 
of the Senate and challenge the state
ments I shall quote from great leaders 
of the past, who deplored any tendency 
to go beyond the confines of the North 
American Continent to add new-territory 
by any process whatever and to make 
it part and parcel of our one and in
dissoluble Union. 

In his famous Gettysburg address, 
Abraham Lincoln referred to the fact 
that our forefathers had "brought forth 
upon this continent a new Nation, con
ceived in liberty and dedicated to the 
proposition that all men are created 
equal," and Lincoln closed that brief ad
dress by calling upon his hearers to join 
in a resolve "that government of the 
people, by the people, and for the people 
shall not perish from the earth." 

It is my purpose today to repeat that 
plea for preservation of the form of gov
ernment given us by the founders of this 
Nation, and to point out some of the 
dangers involved in the pending pro
posal to expand our borders beyond the 
North American Continent. 

The argument against continual ex
pansion of the limits of our Nation is 
of course, not a new one. It was made iii 
1845 by Daniel Webster when, in op
posing the entry of Texas into the Union 
as a State he spoke of "a very dangerous 
tendency and of doubtful consequence to 
enlarge the boundaries of our Govern
ment," and said further: 

There must be some limit to the extent of 
our territory, if we are to make our institu
tions permanent. 

I emphasize the word "permanent." 
· The Government is very likely to be en
dangered, in my opinion, by a further en
largement of its already vast territorial sur• 
face. 

. I know, Mr. President, that the advo
cates of statehood for Hawaii and for 
Alaska and for Puerto Rico, and eventu
ally possible statehood for Wake Island 
and Samoa, and perhaps even Iceland 
and Greenland, may seek to discount 
Webster's objection by sayirig Texas has 
become a valuable addition to our Union. 

I have many fine friends who are Tex
ans and I also have a high regard for 
our largest State. I would not think 
of arguing the Hawaii statehood issue by 
.seeking to detract from the glory of · 
Texas. I might point out, merely in 
passing, however, that if Hawaii is ad
mitted, Texas may not have an unques
tioned claim to being our largest State, 
because, although the Hawaiian Islands 
comprise only a tiny land mass of some 
6,400 square miles, the area covered if 
an attempt were made to draw m~tes 
and bounds around these islands and 
their intervening waters, would be larger 
than Texas. 

However, my point is that although 
our experience in the concrete case of 
Texas may not have justifled the fears 
expressed by Daniel Webster, it does not 
prove the fallacy of the abstract prin
ciple which he stated. 

If I see a man walking toward a preci
pice on ground unfamiliar to him, and 
I cry out a warning for him to stop, he 
may safely take another step and then 
say my warning was unjustified. He 
may take 6 more steps or 10 more steps 
with perfect safety. But if the preci
pice lies ahead, he will be headed for 
disaster all the time, and the part of 
prudence is to stop him as quickly as 
possible. 

So, it might be that if we admitted 
Hawaii to statehood now, no serious 
harm would be done. And perhaps we 
might later admit as States other areas 
which are separated from us by ocean 
barriers without paying a severe penalty. 
Nevertheless, I believe that such action 
would be imprudent for the sound rea
son stated by Daniel Webster-that 
there are limits beyond which we ought 
not to extend our national territory if 
we wish to make our institutions perma
nent. 

Our problem is properly to determine 
those limits; and if we are to make a 
mistake, I would rather make it on the 
side of excessive caution, because the 
mistake of admitting a new area as a 
State could never be corrected. 

When Thomas Jefferson, by the Louisi
ana Purchase, brought about the expan
sion of our national border beyond the 
Mississippi, he wisely foresaw that we 
could not afford to have a · rival nation, 
especially one under the domination of 
a possibly hostile European power, rise 
on our western border. The same con
siderations justified our later expansion 
through the annexation of Texas and 
the acquisition of the territory along the 
Pacific coast. 

But, I submit, the same argument can
not be applied to the proposed inclu
sion, as an integral part of the United 
States, of this group of islands 2,000 
miles from our present continental 
limits, which themselves stretch over a 
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1,900-mile area. There can be no ques
tion here of a rival nation developing 
and pressing against our borders._ 

I am aware, of course, of the strategic 
importance, particularly in this atomic 
age, of the Hawaiian Islands to our de
fense against an attack from across the 
Pacific, but the same considerations 
which make that military outpost neces
sary have led us to establish bases in 
Iceland and in north Africa. We even 
maintain air bases in the British Isles, 
but that does not mean we must grant 
statehood to England, Scotland, Ireland, 
and Wales. On the other hand, if we 
should push out our national borders to 
include Hawaii as an integral part of our 
Nation, that would in turn call for estab
lishing new outposts at greater distances 
westward in the Pacific to protect Ha
waii. Eventually, I suppose, we might 
be called on to grant statehood to Japan, 
because bases there are important to 
our defense. And, of course, the South 
Koreans may also claim statehood if we 
continue to keep defense forces there. 

I have mentioned this defense angle 
merely in passing to indicate the fallacy 
in the a-rgument of those who say our 
international situation demands· state
hood for Hawaii now. It is my convic
tion that considerations of international 
relations actually weigh on the other 
side, because our Communist enemy will 
make full use of the argument that we 
are embarking on a policy of unlimited 
imperialism and are prepared to find 
States in any part of the world. This is 
a claim which cannot be sustained now, 
because we .have been meticulous in 
proving our willingness to let the people 
of other races and other climes develop 
their own republican form of govern
ment, as we did-in the cases speciflcaUy 
of Cuba and of the Philippines, which 
we might have absorbed by right of 
conquest . . 

In a previous speech on this floor, I 
pointed out that even if the fundamental 
objection to admission of this noncon
tiguous Territory did not exist there are 
characteristics of the Hawaiian Islands 
which raise questions as to the. advis
ability of giving them statehood at this 
time. Since that basic issue deserves 
more attention than it has received, I 
wish to sketch the historical background 
which shows that Lincoln's reference to 
our Nation as having been brought forth 
"upon this continent" was not merely a 
casual phrase, but had a significant rela
tion to our conception of liberty. 

In seeking to characterize, in a brief 
phrase, the type of government which 
distinguishes the United States from 
other nations, I have often found it con
venient to use the term "constitutional 
American liberty.'' I like that phrasing 
because it indicates that the liberty 
which we enjoy, along with other free 
nations, is defined anq gJ,laranteed to us 
by a wrttten Constitution . and that it: 
takes a form peculiarly adapted to our 
American soiL · 

The seeds, of course, were planted else
where and long ago. Our emphasis upon 
the sacredness of the individual in the
sight of God, and his right to live freely,
and to -hold property agamst the en-· 
croachments of his fellow men, can be 

traced back tO the Ten Commandments 
given to the Jewish people through 
Moses on Mount Sinai, and these rules of 
conduct were humanized and clarified by 
Jesus in his Sermon on the Mount. 

Meanwhile, there was being passed 
down to us the knowledge of self-govern
ment gained by the ancient Greeks, from 
·whom we take the word "democracy," 
and that gained by the Romans who 
showed us how to Systematize a body of 
law. 

Centuries later, by means of Magna 
Carta and the other great documents 
which curbed kingly powers, our Eng
lish ancestors enlarged the area of 
rights assured to the common man. 

It was not until the American colonies 
had been established, however, that the 
·spark of liberty was fanned into full 
flame; and Thomas Jefferson wrote for 
the first time in recorded history, in an 
official document of a State, that "all 
men are created equal and are endowed 
by their Creator with certain inalienable 
rights,'' and that governments derive 
their just powers "from the consent of 
the governed." 

When. Jefferson wrote the immortal 
Declaration of Independence and when 
Patrick Henry said he would prefer death 
to life without liberty, if Virginia ·had 
not been separated from the mother 
country by an ocean barrier, the colomal 
revolt might have been quickly put down, 
and the United States which we know 
today might never have come into being~ 

But our ancestors, who had carved 
their homes out of the wilderness of a 
virgin continent, were in a position to 
defend their soil; and after the Revolu
tionary War had ~nd,ed, they sought to 
secure the blessings of _liberty not only 
f-or themselves but for posterity, by the 
protection of a written Constitution and 
a specific Bill of Rights. 
· A point I emphasize is that from the 
beginning of the revolutionary struggle, 
it was recognized that the American peo-. 
pie should be allowed to develop their 
genius without unnecessary entangle
ments in the affairs of other continents. 
Thus, Thomas Paine, the great pam
phleteer of the Revolution, · wrote in 
1775: 
· I challenge the warmest advocate of recon_
ciliation to show a single advantage which 
this continent can reap by being connected. 
with Great Britain. 

And after the Republic had been es
tablished, George Washington, our first 
President, in his Farewell Address said 
Europe had a set of primary interests 
which to us had none or a very remote 
relation; but- . 

Our detached and distant situation in
vites and enables us to pursue a different 
course. If we remain one people under an 
efficient Government, the period is not far' 
off when we may defy material injury from 
external annoyance; when we may take such 
an attitude as will ~a:us~ _the neutrality we 
ma-y at any time resolve upon to be scru~ 
pulo'l;lsly respected;_ when bellige;~"ent natioJ;lS, 
under the impossibility o! making acqui
sitions upon us,_ will not lightly hazard the 
giving us proyocation; when we may choose 
P~a<?.et or_. war, as _our ~n:~r~. guided by. 
justice, shall counsel: - . ~ 

Why !orego the advantages o! so peculiar 
a situation-

Washington asked-: 
Why quit our own stand upon foreign 

ground? Why, by interweaving our destiny 
with that of any part of Europe, entangle 
our peace and prosperity ln the toils of Eu:. 
ropean ambition, rivalship, .interest, humot 
or caprice? 

Mr.- Prestdent, world conditions have 
changed radically . since Washington's 
"day, and I utterly disagree with those 
who would use his warnings as the basis 
for a policy of national isolationism_. 
Today we are concerned with what hap
pens in Europe and in every other part 
of the world and we intend to play the 
role destiny h~s given ~ as lead~r, in 
our generation, of the forces of political 
freedom. · · 
- There is a difference, however, between 
giving our cooperation and aid where 
they are needed, asking in return noth
ing more than that we be let alone, and, 
on the other hand, embarking on a pol~ 
icy of declaring bits of land here and 
there to be integral parts of the United 
States and spreading our sovereignty 
over other areas of the world. · 

The idea that there should be a limited 
sphere in which the American Govern
ment and governments patterned after 
it should attempt to operate wa-s clearly 
expressed by Thomas Jefferson in a let
ter commenting on the revolt. of . South 
American colonies against Spain. In 
writing to Alexander von Humboldt, in 
~811, Jefferson said: 

The European nations constitute a sepa
rate division of the globe; their localities 
make them a part of a distinct system; they 
have a set of interests of their own in which 
it is our business never to engage ourselves. 
America has a hemisphere to itself. It must 
have a separate system of' !Iiterests; which 
must not be subordinated to those of Eu
rope. 

Again, i: would emphasize, however; 
Mr. President, that Jefferson was talk
ing about governmental separation 
rather than isolation; and he did not 
hesitate to commit American forces to 
another hemisphere when it was neces
sary to deal with the Barbary pirates. · 

The doctrine of continental se:Para~ 
tion, which I -am discussing, reached its 
full expression, of, course, in 1823, when 
President James Monroe sent to Congress 
a message containing the passages which 
have since been known as the Monroe 
Doctrine. Monroe wrote: 

The American continents, by the free and 
independent condition which they ha-ve as~ 
sumed and maintain, are henceforth not to 
be considered as subject for future coloniza..: 
tion by any European power. · 

It is significant to note that in 1823, 
Russia still had colonial claims on the 
northwest coast of America. Russia was 
a member of the Holy Alliance, in which
Czar Alexander had joined with the rul
ers of Great Britain, Austria, and Prus-· 
sia, in endeavoring to prevent a new out
break of violence on the part of France, 
after the end of the Napoleonic wars. 
The European absolutism <>f that period 
was as distaste!U! to ~~ericans and· was 
as contrary to our ideas of .government 
as ·were the la.ter regimes . of Hitler in 
Germany and Stalin in Russia, whereas,. 
on the other hand~ many of tfie states~ 
men of Europe felt that the republican-
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ism and the democratic faith of the peo-· 
ple of the United States were a threat 
to the -existing order in Europe. 

It was agaiilst this background that
Secretary of State John Quincy Adams' 
warned the Russian Minister in Wash- · 
ington in July 1823 that-

We should contest the right of Russia 
to any territorial establishment on this con
tinent, and that we should assume distinctly 
the principle that the. Amerlcan continents 
are no longer s_ubjects for any new European 
colonization establishments. 

In December of the same year, Adams· 
drafted for the President the famous 
similar statement of policy which has 
come to be associated with Monroe's 
name. 

It also was Adams who persuaded 
Monroe to include with his remonstrance 
against interference by any European 
power in the affairs of South America, 
a promise that we would not interfere 
with the existing colonies or dependen
cies of any European power. We were, 
Adams said, "to make an American 
cause, and to adhere inflexibly to that ." 

This position was reamrmed in 1845 
by President Polk, who said: 

We must ever maintain that people of this· 
continent alone have a right to decide their. 
own destiny. 

It was emphasized again by President 
Cleveland in connection with the dispute 
b~tween Great Britain and Venezuela in 
1895. · In 1901 President Theodore 
Roosevelt declared that-

The Monroe Doctrine should be the car
dinal feature of the foreign policy of all the 
nations of the two Americas, as it is of the 
United States. 

President Woodrow Wilson in 1917 
proposed that the nations "should with 
one accord adopt the doctrine of Presi
dent Monroe as the doctrine of the 
world." The doctrine also was reaf
firmed by Cordell Hull at the 1936 Lima. 
Conference, which produced the decla
ration that the American people had 
"achieved spiritual unity through the 
similarity of their republican institu
tions, their unshakable will for peace, 
their profound sentiment of humanity 
and tolerance, through their absolute 
adherence to the principles of interna
tional law, of equal sovereignty of States 
and of individual liberty without reli
gious or racial · prejudices,'' and "that 
on the basis of such principles and will, 
they seek and defend the peace of the 
continent and work together in the 
cause of universal concord." 

Thus for 123 years we have been guid
ed by a doctrine based on the belief that 
the American people have a unique po
litical system and that the security of 
that system would be endangered if Eu
ropean nations sought to expand in the 
New World. As a corollary we agreed 
not to intervene in the affairs of the 
other hemisphere, and in later years we 
pledged ourselves not to interfere in the 
international af!1~.irs of our Americaq 
neighbor nations. 

Questions were raised in Congress and 
elsewhere as to whether We were aban.: 
doning the Monroe Doctrine in the 
Spanish War settlement which gave us 
the Philippines, but we proved our good 
faith by giving· those-ISlands their.inde-
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pendence when they were ready to ·as- · 
sume that responsibility. 

I am not _attempting to say at this . 
time that we should make independence · 
of Hawaii a goal, but I do say that to 
admit these islands to statehood now 
and thereby to open the way for similar · 
action for other remote areas would, as 
the late Dr. Nicholas Murray Butler said, 
"mark the beginning of the end of the 
United States as we have known it." 

Dr. Butler, who as President of Co- . 
lumbia University proved himself to be · 
a brilliant educator, also was one of the 
best informed men in the country on 
international affairs. His concern over 
the implications of granting statehood 
to Hawaii was expressed in an open let
ter to the New York Herald-Tribune 
dated August 25, 1947 in which he said: 

It would be a tragedy if the b111 now pend
ing in Congress to admit the Territory of· 
Hawaii to statehood were to become law 
without its thorough study by the Ameri
can people as a whole and without their 
complete understanding pf all which it 
would involve. This bill has already passed 
the House of Representatives without any' 
adequate discussion or without any general 
public consideration of its vital importance 
to our Nation. Fortunately, it has still ro 
be considered by the Senate, and it is not 
too late to bring it to the attention of the 
public opinion of our entire people. 

Hawaii is a Territory in the Pacific Ocean 
some 2,000 miles and more from our Pacific 
coast. In population, in language, and in 
economic life it is distinctly a foreign land. 
Its admission to statehood might easily be 
the first step in bringing to an end the 
United States of America as established by 
the Founding Fathers and as we have known 
it. The next generation might well find it
self faced by ·a United States of the Pacific 
and other ocean islands, since the admission
of Hawaii would certainly lead to pressure, 
w}!ich would be hard to resist, to admit also 
Alaska, Puerto Rico and other islands in the 
Atlantic and Caribbean as well as the distant 
Philippines. 

As I have previously pointed out, all of 
these islands have backgrounds of their own 
wholly di1ferent from those of the United 
States of America. To place them, each and 
all, on the same plane as Massachusetts,_ 
New York, Illinois, California, Texas, or Vir
ginia would be a fatal step. In language, in 
historic background, and in racial condi
tions they are not and could not be mem
bers of the United States of America in any 
1;rue sense. 

The obvious course would, in my judg
ment, be for our Government to set up the 
Territories of Hawaii, of Alaska, and of 
Puerto Rico as independent self-governing 
democracies, as has already been done in the 
case of the Ph111ppine Islands, subject to two 
conditions: First, their formal relations with 
foreign powers should be subject to tp.e ap-· 
proval of the President and Senate of the 
United States. This would prevent their 
being used by any foreign power to our dis
advantage. Second, litigants in any one of 
these independent nations should have the 
right of appeal to the Supreme Court of the 
United States. This would insure a uni-
form system of public law and of civil law in 
this part of the world. This right already· 
exists in the case of Puerto Rico and has 
been used obviously to great advantage and 
to the satisfaction of its people. · 
· It is imperative, in my judgment, that the 
press of the country and the leaders of 
public opinion should see to it that th& 
question of admitting Hawaii to statehood 
1s thoroughly studi~d and examined by all 
our people before final action on the pend-· 
ing legislation is taken. · · 

- Previously, on March 7, 194'7, Dr. But- ' 
ler had written a letter to Secretary of · 
the Interior Julius A. ·Krug in which he 
said: 

May I ·can· to your attention a matter 
which I regard of extreme importance to the · 
Government and people of the United States. 
Under no circumstances, should Alaska, Ha
wati, or Puerto Rico, or any other outlying 
island or territory be admitted as a State . 
in our Federal Union. To do so, in my judg
ment, would mark the beginning of the 
end of the United States as we have known 
it and as it has become so familiar and so 
useful to the world. OUr country now con
sists of a sound and compact area, bounded 
by Canada, by Mexico and by the two 
oceans. To add outlying territory hundreds 
or thousands of miles away, with. what cer
tainly must be different interests from ours· 
and very different background, might easily 
mark, as I said, the beginning of the end. 

Think of what would happen were the 
vote of one Senator from Alaska or Hawait · 
or Puer.to Rico to defeat the ratification of 
an important treaty affecting the policy and. 
good order of the world. It is unthinkable ' 
that we should allow any such possibility. 
• On the other hand, I suggest that each 
one of these Territories--Alaska, Hawaii, and 
Puerto Ric~be set up, by treaty, aa an in
dependent and self-governing nation, subject 
to but two limitations. These are: First, 
that their relations with foreign powers 
should be subject to the approval of the · 
President of the United States and the United 
States Senate. This would prevent any for
eign power from using them to our disad
vantage. The second is that litigants in any 
one of the countries should have the right 
of appeal to the Supreme Court of the United 
States. The effect of this would be to estab
lish a uniform system of public and civil law 
in this part of the world. This privilege now · 
exists in the case of Puerto Rico and I am 
told works extremely well. 

I earnestly ask your most serious con
sideration of this proposal and the avoidance 
of the damage that would be done to our 
Government and our people by extending the 
United States beyond its present very com
pact and naturally defined boundaries. 

That elder statesman concludes his let
ter with this rather pathetic statement: 
· I regret that on account of my total blind
ness, I cannot sign this letter myself. 

·At the time Dr. Butler wrote those let
ters he did not know about the infiltra
tion of communism in the Hawaiian Is
lands. However, he did know that if 
Hawaii were admitted we would imme
diately be faced with similar demands, 
from Alaska and Puerto Rico. The 
Democratic platform of 1952 asked for 
immediate action on .statehood for Ha
waii and Alaska and the Republican 
platform asked for immediate action on 
statehood for Hawaii, statehood for 
Alaska under an equitable enabling act, 
~nd eventual statehood for Puerto Rico: 

The Monroe Doctrine has been re..;· 
spected and has gone unchallenged be
cause of the ·assumption of other major 
world powers that our experiment in self
government was not based on an empire 
concept and that we would never reach 
out across the Atlantic or the Pacific to 
add additional territory to our Union. 
We cannot afford now to create fears· 
that we have an empire complex and that 
we will extend our boundaries into the
Orient or elsewhere. 

The case against stateho.od for Ha-. 
waii, with particular reference to the.. 
question of extending our botindaries 
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across .an ocean, was summarized . in · a 
well-reasoned editorial in the Richmond 
<Va.) News Leader in May 1953 which 
said: 

. precedent of state~ood for Hawaii are ·mat
ters of the deepest concern. We .share the 
view of Dr. Nicholas Murray Butler in this 
regard, that the abandonment of fixed and 
traditional frontiers, resulting from a sound 

. For the United States to abandon fixed and compact land area, "would mark the 
and definite borders-unchanged for more beginning of the end of the United States 
than a century-in order to take into the as we have known it." If Hawaii were in
Union an island group 2,500 miles away terested in regaining the status of an inde
would be a mistake of the gravest nature. pendent republic, with its independence and 

This conclusion on our part has been .a security protected by firm alliance with the 
long time coming, for superficially a good United States, an acceptable arrangement 
case can be made for Hawaiian state- undoubtedly could be worked out. But so 
-hood. • • • far as statehood is concerned, the course of 

Yet when all the considerations in favor wisdom as we see it, now and for the fore
o! Hawaiian statehood are added up, and seeable future, is plainly and simply, No. 
all the criticism and rebuttals have .been 
taken into account, it seems to us that the Mr. President, with all due deference 
proponents' case falls short. · to the many fine people in both Hawaii 

·To extend statehood to Hawaii would be to and Alaska, I hope that the Senate will 
undertake a fateful change in both · the defeat the pending bill. · 
physical nature of the Union and in a basic Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, I suggest 
politrcal policy by which · the United States the absence of a quorum. 

· has conducted its a11airs since the time of 
Monroe , The PRESIDING OFF,[CER <Mr. 

· . · . . . .CARLSON in the chair) . The Secretary 
The Richmond newspaper then quoted ~ will call the roll. . · : · 

Joseph C. Harsch, of the 'Christian Sci- The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
ence Monitor, as writing that- roll. 

The present land frontiers of the United Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. Presjdent, I 
States have not been in substantial dispute ask unanimous consent that the order 
since the Louisiana P~rchase and the Oregon for the call of the roll be rescinded. 
SettleJ:l!ent. They stand today among the The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
few undisputed, uncontested frontiers of out ObJ'ection, it is so ordered. 
the world. One of the reasons they have not 
been challenged has been their stabiiity, 
their quality of being fixed and final. The 
world understood that Americans were satis MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
fied with their frontiers and wanted no more A message from the House of Repre
territory. Therefore, in turn, there has not sentatives by Mr. Chaffee, one of its 
been for a century any- serious, sustained clerks, announced that the House had 
pressure back against the American fron-
tiers. agreed to the report of the committee of 

The moment the United States adds an is- conference on the disagreeing votes of 
land state lying 2,000 miles away from the · .the two Houses on the amendments of 
established mass to its Federal Union the the Senate to the' bill <H. R: 8224) to 
concept of fixed American frontiers comes to reduce excise taxes, and for other pur
an end. It is true that American ownership poses. 

· of• admissions ·of 60 cents or less. · This 
amendment would have resulted in a 
loss in revenue of $65 million. The 
House receded with an amendment 
granting an exemption on admissions of 
50 cents or less. The loss in revenue 
from this amendment will amount to 
$40 million, which is $25 million less than 
the loss which would have resulted from 
the 60 cents or less exemption provided 
by the Senate bill. With this excep
tion, the House conferees agreed to all 
the Senate amendments relating to ad
missions. 

In the case of Senate amendment No. 
11, the conference agreement made a 
clarifying amendment to make it certain 

·that the participants in civic and com
munity theater group performances 
must be amateurs and not professionals.

The total loss from the admissions tax 
under the conference agreement will be 
$192 .miJlion as· compared to $217 mil
lion under the Senate amendments. 

The House conferees accepted the 
Senate amendment continuing the tax 
on cabarets at 20 percent. The Senate 
amendment continuing the 20-percent 
tax on club dues and initiation fees was 
also agreed to. 

The House conferees also accepted .the 
· Senate amendment continuing the tax 
on firearms, shells, and cartridges at 11 
percent and the amendment providing 
that the tax on matches should not ex

. ceed 10 percent of the price for which 
sold. 

The amendment providing for a manu
facturers' tax, iri the case' of cutting oils, 
of 10 percent of the price for which sold · 
was also accepted by the House conferees 
with a clarifying amendment to make it 
certain that cutting oils include oils used of the Hawaiian Islands is not contested. 

But to make these islands in the mid
Pacific part of the Federal Union is to make 
the f-rontiers of that Union . fluid and flex- · 
ible. A precedent will have been established. 
The American frontiers, instearl of being one 
of the most stable elements in the political 
world, becomes another set of movable fron
tiers. Movable, fluid, unsettled frontiers in
vite trouble. 

RED_UCTION OF EXCISE TAX~co . in for.ging, drawing, rolling, shearing, 
~ punchmg, and stamping. 

The News Lead~r editorial continued: 
Once the step of statehood is taken, it 

cannot be taken back; and once Hawaii were 
admitted a precedent would have been estab
lished-new rules would have been laid down 
and old doctrines abandoned-by which the 
claims of Alaska and Puerto Rico would 
become .far more dimcult to resist. At one 
time Australia talked of petitioning for ad
mission to the Union. And if Australia, why 
not New Zealand, New Guinea, Indonesia, 
Formosa? At some future time, almost any 
nation anywhere might logically urge upon 
the United States the same "new rules" that 
now are urged for. Hawaii. · 
· These are ·not remote and speculative con
tingencies. Hawaii was quite literally scared 
into seeking annex~tion to the United States 
by Spanish pressure in 1898. . Since then, . 
~nternational pressures have grown far more 
ominous. Once new "standards of degree" 
were established, many an Asiatic nation 
might offer a consistent plea: If it were 
sound to take in Hawaii, 2,500 miles away, 
then why not Guam, some 5,000 mtles away? 
U it is sound public policy to admit Hawaii, 
with a Japanese population of 37 percent, 
then why not Japan _itself, with a Japanese 
population of 100 percent? 
. There may be those who look upon such 
contingencies unconcerned. For our part, 
the profound considerations involved in the 

CONFERENCE REPORT The House conferees also accepted the 
Mr. ; KNOWLAND. Mr. President, Senate amendment reducing the tax on 

there ·is a privileged matter to be con- refrigerators and quick-freeze units and 
sidered at this time, namely, the confer- on electric, gas, and oil appliances from 
ence report on the excise-tax bill. 10 to 5 percent. The Senate amend-

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I sub- ment removing the tax on gasoline sub
mit a report of the committee of confer- stitutes when used to operate farm trac
ence on the disagreeing votes of the two tors was also accepted. 
Houses on the amendments of the Senate The Semite amendment providing re
to the bill <H. R. 8224) to reduce excise lief in the case of "lay away" sales and 
taxes, and for other purposes. I ask tickets purchased before April. 1, 1954, 
unanimous consent for the present con- but used thereafter, was also agreed to 
sideration of the report. by the House conferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re- The Senate version of the bill con-
port will be read for the information of tinued the tax on safe-deposit boxes at 
the Senate. the 20-percent rate. The House version 

The legislativ~ clerk re~d the report. reduced this rate to 10 percent. The 
<For conference report, see proceed- Senate conferees receded on this amend

ings of the House o~ March 29, 1954, pp.· men( thereby reducing the rate on safe-
4093-4095, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.) deposit boxes from 20 to 10 percent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there This will result in an additional loss of 
objection to the present consideration of $5 million. 
the report? The effect of all these changes was to 

There being no objection, the senate · reduce the loss which would have re-
proceeded to consider the report. suited under the Senate version of the 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, there bill by $20 million. The following table 
were 54 Senate amendments to the bill. shows the loss in revenue under the bill 
Of this number, 36 were clerical or tech- as passed by the Senate and under the 
nical amendments. Of the remaining conference agreement: 
amendments the House receded on 14, Millions of 

dollars 
Senate bill, loss in revenue___________ 1, 019 
Conference agreement, loss in rev-

the House receded, with amendments, on 
3, and the Senate receded on 1. 

The first amendment about which 
there were differences was amendment 
No.6. providing an exemption in tbecase 

enue-----------~------------------ 999 

Di1ference--------------------- - 20 
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Mr. President, I ask -unanimous con

sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD a table showing the effect of the 

action taken by the House, the Senate, 
and the Committee of Conference on 
H. R. 8224. 

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

H. ~· 8224, &cise 'fa:£ Redu~tion ~ct of 1954-E:f!ect of action taken_ by House, Senate, and conference 

Retailers' excise taxes: 

. Rates under present 
law -

House action 

Rates 
Reduction 
in collec
tion (full 

y.ear effect) 

Minions of 
dollars 

Senate action 

Rates 
Reduction 
in collec
tion (full 

year effect) 

Conference action 

Rates 
P.-eduction 
in collec
tion (full 

year effect) 

Milliom of Millions of 

Furs-------------------------------------------- 20 percent___________ 10 percent ____ _ 1~ -~~-~~0~~~=========== 
dollars20 10 percent.-------~-- dollars 20 

~~~~;iii~~~;~========:::::::::::::::::::: =====~~============== =====~~======== 
100 _____ do_------------- 100 
40 _____ do______________ 40 
55 _____ do __ _.___________ 55 

40 _____ do ______ : ______ _ 
55 _____ do ___________ ._ __ 

Manufacturers' excise taxes: 

~~~~0~,-i>eilcilS.-iigiitiiS-_-:::::::===== - ~~-~~~~:=========== = ====~g======== ~ =====~g============== ~ =====~~=::::::::::::: ! Electric light bulbs and tubes __ ---------------- 20 percent __ ________ ______ do __ ------ 20 _____ do __ ---- ~ ------- 20 _____ do __ ------------ 20 
Pistols and revolvers___ ________________________ 11 percent ________________ do __ ----- Negative _____ do_------------- Negative ____ _ do_------------- Negative 

~~~::1~~~~: :~~ ~~~1-~~~::::::::::::::::: -20-p~~ceiit::::::::::: :::::~~=== ===== 1~ ~~ g~~:~~===:::::::: ---------15- ~~ g:~:~~::::::::::: ----------15 
Electric, gas, and oil appliances_________________ 10 percent___________ No change. ___ ------------ 5 percent ____________ } 

85 
{5 percent ____________ } 

85 Refrigerators, freezers (excluding air-condition- _____ do __ ------------ _____ do_------- ------------ _____ do __ ------------ ____ do_-------------
ers). 

Matches----------------.------------------------ 2 cents per 1,000 __________ do ________ ------------ Not to exceed 10 per- 4 Not to exceed 10 per
cent. 

4 
cent. 

Lubricating oil: Cutting oiL------------------- 6 cents per gallon ____ _____ do ________ ------------ _____ do _____________ _ 1 ____ .do __ ------------
Miscellaneous excise taxes: 

Long-distance telephone, telegraph, etc_________ (!) ___________________ 10 percent ____ _ 235 10 percent.__________ 235 10 percent ____ . _____ _ 
125 _____ do·------------~- 125 _____ do __ ____________ _ 

235 
125 
' 95 

Local telephone________________________________ 15 percent ____________ ___ _do ________ _ 
Transportation of persons. __ ------------------- _____ do ____ ___________ _____ do ________ _ 95 _____ do_______________ 95 _ _. __ ~do ___ _. __________ _ 
Leases of safe deposit boxes-----------'---------- 20 percent. _______________ do ________ _ 5 20 percent ___________ ------------ ___ . __ do ______________ _ 5 
Admissions: 

General. __ --------------------------------- _____ do ____________________ do ________ _ 152 10 percent if price ' 217 10 percent if price t 192 
exceeds 60 cents.' exceeds 50 cents.' 

Cabarets----------------------------------- _____ do __________________ __ do_________ 23 20 percent ___________ ------------ 20 percent ___________ -----------· 
Club dues·------------------------------------- _____ do ___ __ ---------- _____ do_________ 19 _____ do _______________ ----------- ___ ___ do _____ ---------- ------------

1----1 
Total reduction ___ --------------------------- --------------------- _ ---------------- 912 ---------------------- 1, 019 - --------------------- 999 

1 Telephone or radio-telephone messages, toll charges over 24 cents, 25 percent; domestic telegraph, cable, and radio dispatches, 15 percent; international telegraph, cable, 
and radio dispatches, 10 percent; leased wire service, teletypewriter, or talking circuit special service, 25 percent. 

z The rate on all admissions to horse and dog races remains at 20 percent with no exemption. Admissions to school athletics (excluding postseason games) and to museums 
and civic theaters are exempt from tax. 

Mr. MJT.I,IKJN. Mr. President, I ask 
.that the conference report be agreed to. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I shall 
vote for the conference report, not be
cause I think it is a good report, but be
cause I think it is the best that can be 
obtained in view of the way this par
ticular tax bill has been handled. I am 
hopeful that the conference report ·will 
serve at least as an incentive, a prece
dent, and an inducement to my col
leagues in the Senate to proceed with
out delay to eliminate the gross, rank 
discrimination now existing in the tax 
structure with respect to the imposition 
of excise taxes. 

Because so many of the Douglas 
amendments, aimed at eliminating tax 
discrimination, were defeated in the Sen
ate, we are now faced with a situation 
in regard to excise taxes which will cause 
us to hear-and we should hear-from a 
great many businesses throughout the 
country which now, in my judgment, are 
being subjected to rank and unfair dis
crimination in the imposition of excise 
taxes. 

That is particularly true with respect 
to durable goods. There are a great 
many manufacturers of durable goods 
.who, in my judgment, as a result of the 
action to be taken this afternoon on the 
conference report, will be subjected to 
great injustice as far as the excise tax 
structure of the United States is con
cerned. 

The important fact which we should 
not overlook, as was brought out in the 
debate when the bill was before the Sen
ate, is that the history of the imposition 
of excise taxes shows ~ll~t. they were 

adopted as war measures. They were 
designed to discourage civilian produc
tion. They were put into effect to dis
courage the consumption by civilians of 
so-called durable goods, because it was 
desired to use the manufacturing re
sources of the country for the successful 
prosecution of the war. 

But a point has now been reached 
where, in the interest of a sound econ
omy, the production of civilian goods 
ought to be encouraged. Still we are im
posing upon purchasers and potential 
purchasers of civilian goods a very unfair 
tax structure in the form of excise taxes, 
which should be removed by this bill, 
but which are not being removed except 
on a relatively few items. 

Although I shall vote for the confer
ence report, I wish to make it clear that, 
in my judgment, the conference report 
does not bring to an end the clear obliga
tion of Congress to eliminate most ex
cise taxes and substantially reduce most 
of those not eliminated: 

Discriminatory excise taxes now exist 
on durable goods, such as, for example, 
·automobiles, which we tried to have 
lifted by the Douglas amendment which 
was defeated in the Senate. Also un
fair excise taxes are· levied on radio and 
television sets. Unemployment has 
reached great heights across the coun
try in most industries manufacturing 
durable goods. We ought to be encour
aging an increase in employment in those 
industries, rather than unemployment, 
but the present tax structure~ in my 
judgment, will not bring about greater 
employment._ . 

We have not even lifted the tax on 
the transfer of real property, which, in 
my opinion, is an unfair tax at this time. 
This tax should have been lifted in order 
to bring to the purchasers of property 
the relief to which I think they are en
titled. · I believe the retention of this 
tax is grossly discriminatory and unfair. 

So although the representative of the 
Independent Party will vote for the con
ference report this afternoon, he will 
continue to raise his voice to the Amer
ican people, pointing out to them that 
the Eisenhower tax program simply is 
not what the Eisenhower administration 
claims it to be. It is an unfair tax pro
gram, highly discriminatory, s.o far as 
American business is concerned, and is 
grossly unfair to the consuming public. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
shall, of course, support the conference 
report. 

While I was listening to the Senator 
from Colorado make his statement about 
the conference report, I sent for a copy 
of yesterday's edition of the New York 
Times. I thought I had in my files a 
clipping from that newspaper, but not 
finding it, I have asked the Library Serv
ice to supply me with another. I wish 
to make note of one or two comments in 
the New York Times, as well as of some 
of the concluding discussions in the Sen
ate on the tax bill as it was passed by 
this body last Thursday, when the mi
nority leader, the distinguished senior 
senator from Texas [Mr. JoHNsoN] was 
interrogating the majority leader as to 
what the position of the administration 
was upon the bill. The minority leader. 
after considerable probing and prodding_. 
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was able to get some kind of statement, 
at least, to the effect that the. Pi-esident 
would sign the bill. -

The Senator from Texas was kind 
enough to grant me 2 or 3 minutes to 
make a comment as to my views on the 
measure. I pointed out, in reference to 
the administration's position, that once 
the bill was passed, the administration 
would quickly come to the support of it. 
I read from my remarks on page 3873 of 
the RECORD of March 25, 1954, as follows: 

Let me say a final word on the subject of 
advice on fiscal policy. I should like to know 
just where the administration stands. When 
we listen to the radio, we learn that the ad
ministration is for tax reduction. If any_
one does not believe it, let him tune in some 
night when a great appeal is being made. 
He will be told, "This administration ob
tained for you a tax reduction." That is 
what is here. I do not know how we are 
going to work this one. I have not been able 
to find out in the Senate whether the ad
ministration is for the bill or against it,- but 
I predict that when the bill passes the ad
ministration will be for tax reduction. It 
will get it, too, and the Congress will be ac
cused of unbalancing the budget. 

That was said on Thursday, March 25. 
There was great uncertainty as to where 
the administration stood. .There was 
doubt as to where the economic advisers 
to the administration stood. - But, Mr. 
President, that uncertainty is now recon
ciled. That unc·ertainty was made as 
clear as the midday sun. I read from 
the first page of the New York Times of 
March 29, 1954, in a feature article by 
Mr. Charles E. Egan, on page 1, column 
2. The headline is: "Retail Purchases 
Expected To Rise." 

The subheadline is "Advisers Tell 
President Cuts to Excise Taxes Will Put 
Brake on Economic Dip." 

Then follows the feature article of 
Charles E. Egan, from which I read: 

WASHINGTON, March 28.-The President's 
economic counselors expect a substantial 
rise in consumer buying next month to end 
the downward trend in the Nation's econ
omy. 

These assurances are being relayed to the 
White House. They are predicated on the 
assumption that the $1 billion cuts in excise 
taxes provided for in legislative measures 
now before Congress will go into effect on 
April 1. 

The reduction of these levies on the con
sumer, it is felt, will provide price induce
ments for a revival of buying at the retail 
level. The excise tax cuts run from 5 to 10 
percentage points, and apply to a wide range 
of consumer items. 

With this in view, the economists are of 
the opinion that the decline in business 
activity . that has been under way since late 
last summer will be ha ted. Their views 
apply also to the employment picture. 

EXPECT TURN IN A FEW WEEKS 

Broadly, the Presidential advisers are of 
the opinion that the national economy will 
be stabiliZed at current levels within a mat
ter of weeks. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
f.ent that the remainder of the article be 
printed in the body of the RECORD at this 
point in my remarks. 

'rhere being no objection, the re
mainder of the article was ordered to be 
printed in the REcORD, as follows: 

They hold, however, to no illusions of a 
sudden upturn ln business activity. 

The White House advisers. believe the 
Nation must be content to go· along for some 
months until the- "leveling off" process · is 
completed. Perhaps, in the fall ; they have 
informed the President, business, in gen-· 
eral, will start on a gradual upward trend 
that wm · be all but imperceptible in its 
early stages. They hold, though, that it 
will.gather momentum after the turn of the 
year. 

The economists are encouraged by the 
fact that the decline, which started as an 
inventory adjustment and became more pro
nounced when retail demand began to 
weaken, has not spread to other major ele
ments of the economy. 

Continued activity in the construction 
field-both commercial and home building
along with healthy conditions in the money 
markets and the recovery of much of the 
ground lost in the automotive trade, pro
vide what is considered proof that the drop 
in business is destined to be minor and of 
short duration. 

PURCHASING POWER HELD ADEQUATE 
Most of the adjustments that manufac

turers have made in meeting the deadline 
to date have been through curtailment of 
production r a ther than in a scaling down of 
prices, the advisers maintain. They feel that 
consumers, as a whole, have ample purchas
ing power-as demonstrated by the growth 
in personal savings-but have approached the 
retail markets gingerly because of uncer
tainties over the stability of current prices. 

Reports reaching the White House from 
economic "listening posts" throughout the 
country indicate that, where price reductions 
have been made to "test the market" the 
consumer response has been immediate and 
enthusiastic. 

In some areas retailers have been resort
ing to special promotions on such items as 
luggage, furs, jewelry, handbags, and cos
metics in advance of anticipated excise-tax 
reductions. Consumer response in these in
stances has been reported as more than sat
isfactory. . 

One large food chain is on record that 
some gains have been in anticipation of the 
lower butter .prices that are due when Gov
ernment price supports drop, on April 1, to 
75 percent of parity from the current level 
of 90 percent. · 

Parity is a predetermined price that is con., 
sidered fair to the producer in rela'.;ion to 
his primary outlays. 

FOOD CHAIN PROJECT DID WELL 
In one city the food cha in advertised but

ter at 59 cents a pound, and reported that it 
did the equivalent of 8 weeks' volume on 
butter in the week of the special sale. In 
another city where the chain has outlets its 
stores sold 6 times as much butter in 1 
week than before the special · promotion. 

The Department of Commerce, along with 
other Federal agencies concerned with busi
ness welfare, has been conducting a mildly 
critical campaign among businessmen charg
ing that neither manufacturers, wholesalers, 
or retailers have been putting emphasis pos
sible behind their products. 

At a meeting here of the Business Advi
sory Council, an organization of top busi
ness leaders who advise the Commerce De
partment on problems affecting the national 
economy, the members were taken to task 
by the Secretary of Commerce, Sinclair 
Weeks, by Dr. Walter F. Burns, Chairman· of 
the President•s ·council of Economic Advisers, 
and by other officials on the matter of sales 
effort. 

Officials complimented the businessmen on 
doing everything that could reasonably be 
expected in the_ way of plant expansion, re· 
search, and _the develop:t:nent of . new prod~ 
ucts, but maintained that without aggres
sive, ilitelligent sales· efforts, th.e other con
tributions were futile. They urged more in 
the way of newspaper advertising, on-the-

spqt sales,. and c~nvassing ~encourage con .. 
sull).er buying. . · · - · 

Somewhat sheepishly, members of the 
Council conceded that, in many -cases, they 
lacked sales staffs trained in competitive 
selling. Over the last 1:3 -years, they said, 
their sales forces had operated in a sellers' 
market, and either did not know or had for
gotten how to cope with a buyers' market. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
wish to point out quite clearly that dur
ing arguments which the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. DouGLAS] was making as to 
the impact of reductions in excise taxes, 
particularly on durable goods, he docu
mented the argument with such conclu
sions as, "Reduction of excise taxes will 
stimulate business activities; reduction 
of excise taxes will increase purchasing 
power; reduction of excise taxes will 
therefore increase employment and pro
duction." That was the sum and sub
stance of the argument of the Senator 
from Illinois-an argument I joined in 
and supported. 

At the time much of this argument 
was disputed by the Finance Committee 
chairman. At the same time no one 
was really ever able to find out just 
where the administration stood. I am 
glad to say that, after the fact, after the 
consummation of the relief of the tax
payer and business enterprise, the ad
ministration advisers tell us, after the 
battle .has been fought and won, that 
what we have done is a good thing. 

Mr: DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr.- HUMPHREY. I am happy to 
yield to the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Nevertheless, while 
the fight was going on the administration 
opposed . the cuts, did it not? 
· Mr. HUMPHREY. That was the in
formation we received. I think the rec
ord ought to be crystal clear that when 
the Senator from Illinois made the fight 
in the Senate for sensible excise tax re
ductions and eliminations, there was.no 
support from the same economic ad
visers. I say either the advisers were 
unfavorable to enacting excise tax reduc
tions, as their silence would indicate, or 
they were favorable to it, as the article 
I have read would indicate; and if they 
were favorable, they should have told us 
while the fight was going on. Then we 
might have won the fight to reduce excise 
taxes on television sets, radios, auto
mobiles, and other durable goods to 
which the Senator from Oregon and 
other Senators have referred. 

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the Sen
ator from Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG. I have noticed that the 
administration has recommended that 
there be some other .tax relief. There 
has been a recommendation that divi
dends be relieved from taxation to a cer
tain extent. . There has also been a 
recommendation that there be given an 
accelerated depreciation allowance to 
industcy. Before the Senate is called 
on to pass on such tax reductions, it 
might -be appropriate to consider 
whether it ma.y be more desirable to give 
some additional relief on excise taxes 
as a substitute for reduCtions i...J. taxes on 
dividends and accelerated depreciation. 
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In my judgment, Such· tax relief would 
be an excellent opportunity for the Con
gress to pass on additional savings which 
would benefit the average taxpayer, in
stead of granting reductions in taxes, as 
recommended by the administration, for 
the benefit of corporations and business. 
Businessmen and corporations have al
ready had tax relief in the amount of 
$5 billion. It seems to me the ·next bil
lion dollars in tax relief should go to the 
average taxpayers. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena
tor from Louisiana for his contribution. 
What he has advocated is going to be 
pursued in the Senate Chamber by ·such 
men as the Senator from Louisiana, and 
the Senator from Dlinois [Mr. DouGLAS]. 
I shall support the proposal of the Sena
tor from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] for in
creasing tax exemptions, which pro
posal will be coming before the · Senate. 
In fact, I o1Iered an amendment to the 
tax bw to increase the exemption allow
ance for dependents from $600 to $800 
for each such dependent. · 

I only wish to point" out that, on ques
tions of fiscal policy, as our minority 
leader has said, we have a right to find 
out where the administration stands. I 
protest the administration's getting on 
the bandwagon after the show is on the 
road. Someone ought to be up front 
selling a '!'.ew tickets. Once the package 
is pr~pared, wrapped, ana delivered, the 
next morning we read in the New York 
Times the economic gospel that appar
ently things are going to be better. Why? 
Because excise tax reductions will go into 
e1Iect. Yet there is no evidence as to 
whether the administration was for or 
against such excise tax reductions; 
whether it was in favor of such taxes · 
going up or down. The administration 
has actually put itself in such a position 
that nobody really· quite knows what it 
is for. When it develops that certain 
legislation looks like it is going to be a 
good thing for the country, the adminis
tration then says, "We were for it." The 
economic advisers tell us, for instance, 
that the reduction in excise taxes is ex
pected to stimulate retail purchases. 
The advisers also tell us that reductions 
in excise taxes will put a brake on the 
economic dip. That is a new one. We 
have heard the terms "recession" and 
"economic adjustment"; now we have 
the term "dip." 

All I wish to say is that some Senators 
have taken a considerable amount of 
public abuse and criticism for noticing 
the economic dip or recession. Some 
Senators have taken a bit of a verbal 
spanking for favoring such tax relief as 
reductions in excise taxes. I am de
lighted that such tax reductioru. now 
have the cloak of respectability. At long 
last we have been annointed by a spe
cial kind _ of political oil which tells us 
the program which was being advocated 
by the proponents of excise tax reduc
tions is good for the country. I wish 
to thank the administration for the ap
pendix to the argument some of us have 
made. It certainly was not the preface 
or body of it. It comes now as a sort 
of epilog or appendix. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Sen a tor yielci? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I ·am delighted to 
yield to the Senator from Illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 
Minnesota has mentioned the attitude 
of the economic advisers as disclosed in 
the article from the New York Times of 
yesterday. I noticed an article in the 
New York Times of today, Tuesday, 
March 30, 1954. · On page 18, the third 
column, there is a statement by George 
M. Humphrey, the Secretary of the 
Treasury, which reads as follows: 

George M. Humphrey, the Secretary of the 
Treasury, int.erviewed tonight on the Mutual 
Broadcasting System's "Reporters' Round
up," said that tax reductions to date, and 
he specifically included the excise cuts, were 
·"all that is required" to bring about a busi
ness upturn. 

Is that not a strange, deep-sea change, 
when last week Secretary of the Treas
ury Humphrey was denouncing the pro
posal to cut excise taxes and opposing 
reductions in taxes on household appli
ances, ~utomobiles, and radios and now 
hails them as bringing about a business 
upturn? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The only thing to 
which I can attribute it is the great ex
plosion at Bikini. There have been so 
many changes which have taken place 
that this statement adds confusion to 
an already very complex situation. I 
say it is about time we got some sense 
of direction in our fiscal policy. 

Mr. Mll.LIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minneso.ta yield to me? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. I think the greatest 

change is that at long last-and rightly 
so-the New York Times has become a 
mouthpiece of the Republican Party, ac
cording to certain Members of the Sen
ate. [Laughter.] 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Let me say that 
the New York Times is doing a great 
service in obtaining from the Republican 
Party some good news which even we 
Democrats welcome, for we have heard 
for so long a time, coming from the ad
ministration, the economic dirge that 
"A little unemployment and a little re
cession are good for the country:• 

But now I observe that the economic 
advice of the Senator from Colorado is 
listened to and the economic advice of 
the Senator from Dlinois is listened to 
a little bit more, and we find a smile on 
the countenance of the administration, 
and no more are we met with frowns and 
an attitude of despair. With a smile, we 
are told "There is good news in the New 
York Times this morning." [Laughter.] 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield to 
me? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Did the Senator from 

Minnesota notice the full-page adver
tisement on page 46-M of the New York 
Times, this morning, reprinting an arti
cle in Fortune magazine--which certain·
ly is not an organ of the Democratic 
Party-under the heading Is The Reces
sion Over? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Dlinois should retract his use of the word 
"recession." If he does not, he may be 
taken to the cloakroom and made to 
stand iii a comer for hours, for having 
dared use the word "recession." 

Mr. DOUGLAS. · I was only quoting 
Fortune magazine. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I understand. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Fortune magazine 

asks the question, Is the recession over? 
Since this question is asked ·Fortune be
lieves that it is only fair to assume that 
a recession has existed, inasmuch as 
something cannot be over unless it onc·e 
began. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, the 
logic of the Senator from Dlinois is con
clusive, persuasive, and complete. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the Senator 
from Minnesota think that as a result 
of that question, as published in For
tune magazine, Speaker Martin, Chair
man Hall, Secretary of the Treasury 
Humphrey, and others of the adminis
tration will denounce the publisher of 
Fortune as one of the Four Horsemen of 
the Apocalypse and one of the spreaders 
of the doctrine of gloom and doom? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Fortune magazine 
may lose its postal subsidy if it keeps 
this up. It is positively shocking. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield to me? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. I wish to thank the 

dist.inguished Senator from Minnesota 
for emphasizing and reemphasizing the 
point that the New York Times has be
come a Republican organ. Mr. Presi
dent, this is indeed a happy day. 

Let me ask who wrote the advertise
ment from which the Senator from Min
nesota and the Senator from Illinois 
have been quoting? Are there not some 
other advertisements which should be 
read in the same connection? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is a reprint of 
the lead editorial in the April issue of 
Fortune magazine; and at the end of the 
editorial there is the following note: 

Reprinted from Fortune's lead editorial in 
the April issue-out today. If. you wish re
prints of this page, write: Publisher, Fortune 
magazine, 9 Rockefeller Plaza, New York, 20, 
N.Y. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Am I to understand 
that now the Senator from Minnesota 
and the Senator from Illinois are read
ing advertisements, in order to get mate
rial for their speeches? If so, I shall be 
glad to supply them with a whole bale 
of advertisements before the afternoon 
is over. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. We have always 
been moved by American advertising, 
and I always had the feeling that For
tune magazine was at least a provocative 
publication and on most occasions a very 
objective one. 

Let me say that the point being made 
is whether we have arrived at a stage of 
maturity where we can use that politi
cally nasty word "recession" without be
ing verbally spanked by the administra
tion disciplinarians. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I judge that some 
Members of the Senate have now arrived 
at the stage of maturity where they have 
to read advertisements, in order to un
derstand our political doctrine. · · 

Mr. HUMPHREY. One of the reasons 
for it is that the administration has 
threatened a verbal spanking to anyone 
who even mentions the fact that there 
might be economic trouble. 

. 
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Mr. MIT.IJKTN. - I observe that now 
the Senator from Minnesota is forced to 
read an advertistement to support ·his 
economic argument. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield to me? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. Let there be no finger 

pointing, no finger "business," Mr. Presi
dent. I ask my colleague to cut it out. 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, my 
good friend, the Senator from Minnesota, 
has referred to advertisements. Is it not 
true that this administration largely 
lives and breathes by advertisements and 
by that necromancy described as "public 
relations"? 

Mr. MILLIKIN. And they are most 
excellent, let me say. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I ask the Senator 
from Colorado to be careful how he uses 
his finger. [Laughter.] 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, I knew 
the Senator from Illinois would lead me 
into bad practices. I am .going to have 
to do in reverse that which a Member 
·or the House o! Representatives did to 
break himself of the habit of putting his 
hands in his pockets; instead of having 
my pockets sewed shut, I shall have to 
have all of them enlarged, so I can find it 
easier to break myself of the finger
pointing habit. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, let 
me say to the Senator from Colorado that 
no Member of this body· is more able 

.than he to divert the argument from the 
theme which has been set for it. Of 
course, diversions are delightful; they 
are like the sideshows to a main per
formance, ·and sometimes the sideshows 
are more spectacular than the main 
performance or the main event. 

The main event being discussed here 
is whether the administration really was 
in favor of excise-tax reductions before 
such reductions were made. Of course. 
it is easy to be in favor of something, 
after it happens; and of course now we 
learn that the administration should be 
credited for actually delivering the re
ductions in excise taxes, and we are also 
to understand that the administration 
will deliver the people from their eco
nomic troubles. It will be wonderful, 
Mr. President. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield to me 
·at this point? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. MII.I.IKIN. The Senator from 

Minnesota has his mind off the main 
point, which is that the House of Repre
sentatives has agreed to the conference 
report, ·which now has CGme to the 
Senate. · 

Not only has the House agreed to the 
conference report; but in the House-
which includes too many Members of 
the opposition-the vote was 395 to 1; 
and I desire to point out that I believe 
the vote in this body will be equally one
sided. That will be the entire answer 
to all these questions, and will constitute 
a complete reply to the diverting state
ments· of the Senator from Minnesota. 
Thereafter the Senator from Miniiesota 
will ·return to his home State and will 
say there, "I voted for these tax reduc-

tions," and ·he will praise himseU for 
doing so. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Of course I will 
have to, because I am afraid there will 
be few others who will do it. · 

I ani reminded somewhat-and I shall 
not refer to alligators or any other un:.. 
pleasant creatures---

MT. DOUGLAS. Last week we were 
referring to crocodiles. 

Mr. President, I have been told in my 
own State that even to mention that one 
was opposed to the Eisenhower fiscal 
policy was to border upon stating her
esy. What is the Eiserihower fiscal pol'
icy? Who knows what it is? And I 
should like to know what it is. This is 
a carefully guarded confused mystery. 
Sometimes it is quite interesting to be in 
the opposition. I say to the Senator 
from Colorado that we are not scolding 
him or criticizing him for what he has 
done. We merely say that if he had 
gone to the White House and the Treas
ury Department and had given them the 
benefit of his mature economic advice, 
they could have been correct before the 
Senate acted. 

Mr. MII ;LIKIN. Instead of referring 
to such unpleasant things, I point out 
.that I now see before me a bicycle act, 
with the gentlemen jumping back and 
forth, shouting "allez-oup, allez-oup,'' 
whereupon one of the gentlemen mounts 
the bicycle and fearlessly pedals around 
the ring, and finally will shout, ''Look, 

Now, as the situation is, the adminis
tration had to come in on the "slow 
freight" and say, "It appears that the 
excise tax reductions may do something 
to stimulate business activity." That is 
what the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DouGLAS] was saying. That is what the 
junior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HuMPHREY] was and is saying. 

We do not say that what is contained 
in this measure is wrong. On the con
trary, we say it is a good start, but was 
stopped half way. It was en route to 
economic fair play and economic justice, 
.but it became diverted somewhere· along 
the line. I can understand why that 
happened. I do not blame the Senator 
from Colorado. He simply did not re
ceive any help. Sandbags were placed 
in front of him. Holes were dug in the 
political road. From time to time he 
was taken aside and told, "Do not do 
this." 

Then the Senator from Colorado 
would ask the Secretary of the Treasury, 
"What are you for?" And the S8cre
tary of the Treasury would reply, "Don't 
ask that; we don't want it ·made a mat
ter of record." [Laughter.] 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. Despite the generos

ity of his heart, the Senator from Minne
sota will not concede that the junior 
Senator from Colorado took to confer
ence the magnificent amendment of the 
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DouGLAs], as 
improved by the amendment of the 
senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. · 
CAPEHART]. The Senator from Minne
sota will not concede that; he simply 
wishes to bellyache. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Oh, no; I am sim
ply asking that those at the other end of 
Pennsylvania A venue get a little of the 
special enlightenment with which · the 
Senator from Colorado is providing us. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, right 
now I am getting a good education. 1 
am watching the Gallagher-and-Shean 
performance of the Senator from Min
nesota and the Senator from Illin9is, 
and I am receiving a good deal of en
lightenment. 

Mom; ·no handS!" · 
So, Mr. President, all this is most edu

cational. [Laughter.] I watch the per
formance, and it arouses me from my 
torpor. I am commencing to flail 
around-weakly, so far, but I will warm 
up. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Let me say to the 
Senator, since he has described some of 
the gymnastic and acrobatic abilities of 
the senior Senator from lllinois and the 
junior Senator from Minnesota, that 
there is another game in use. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Allez-oup. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Has the Senator 

ever heard of the Mexican-bean game
the old Army game? Now you see it 
and now you don't. That is the admin
istration game. First we see a tax pro
posal, and then we do not. Then we 
Eee it, and then we do not. If someone 
happens ·to get the right cup over the 
right bean at the right time, and takes 
home a kewpie doll as a prize, the ad
ministration will say, "See; it is a fine 
game. You always win." That is what 
they are saying here. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The Senator is think
ing about the three-shell game. He and 
the Senator from Illinois have educated 
the Senator from Colorado in that game. 
However, I have sense enough· not to bet 
on where the bean is going to be. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Colorado finds hilhself carrying the ball 
for the political party which has kept 
the bean of fiscal direction pretty well 
concealed. I am beginning to be sus
picious as to whether there is any bean 
under the cups. · 

Mr. MILLIKIN. The junior Senator 
from Colorado suffers from no embar
rassment because of all these things the 
Senator is complaining about. I hear 
the senior Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DouGLAS] saying, "That is right, Senator 
HUMPHREY." He is whispering back and 
forth, and giving him the ·finger. 

I am reminded of an occasion when I 
came to Washington a number of years 
ago. Martin Littleton, a wonderful law
yer who is now dead, I am sorry to say, 
was trying a case he.re. I heard about 
it and went to the courthouse. During 
the noon luncheon period he was stand
ing out ori one of the marble slabs in 
front of the courthouse watching a flock 
of pigeons. To make conversation, I 
said, "Mr. Littleton, are you a ·pigeon 
fancier?" He replied, "No, I am hardly 
a pigeon fancter. but I am learning now 
the origin. of ~ _ habit wbich_ my oppo
nEmts have. Every time in that _co-urt
room when any one of my opponents 
says anything, -the others stand around 
nodding their heads in the affirmative. 
Noti~ th~se pi~eons~ They are con-
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stantly shaking their heads in the af
firmative." 

That is the act of the Senator from 
Illinois and the Senator from Minnesota. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sen
ator for comparing us to the pigeons. 
Perhaps the Senator from lllinois was a 
little harsh on the Senator when I used · 
the alligator analogy. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I would not suggest 
that this comparison applies· to any of 
my colleagues, because I wish to be a 
little kinder than to compare a man to 
an alligator. However, I remind the 
Senator from Minnesota and the senior 
Senator from Illinois that a comparison 
might be made with a monkey climbing 
a pole. The higher he goes, the more he 
exposes his posterior. [Laughter.] 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Now we have cov
ered practically every animal. Confused 
as the administration may be on fiscal 
policy, it is expert on the zoo. I wish to 
make it very clear that any relationship 
between what the Senator said and the 
object to which he refers is strictly coin
cidental. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. It is strictly coinci
dental. I may say, however, that there 
are some politicians whose posteriors can 
be seen on the dead level. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I say to the Sen
ator from Colorado that those are the 
ones we have been talking about. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Now the Senator is 
stealing my line. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is a pleasure to 
steal the line of the Senator from Colo
rado. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Now may I go back 
and rest, and watch this scene with my 
torpid eyes? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator may 
rest in peace. 

We have now, at long last, found out 
what the administration is for. It is 
like finding out, after the funeral, what 
good works a man might have done. At 
least it is pleasant. 

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. LONG: The difficulty with find

ing out what the administration is for is 
that we cannot find it out before the vote 
is taken. The junior Senator from 
Louisiana, serving on the Finance Com
mittee, had occasion to review the testi
mony of Secretry Humphrey. He 
thought Secretary Humphrey wanted a 
bill to raise some money, and that there~ 
fore we could not afford to add excise-tax 
cuts to the bill. The distinguished 
chairman of the committee opposed the 
Douglas amendments when they were 
offered. The junior Senator from Loui
siana attempted to get the best advice 
he could, and gained the impression that 
if the Douglas amendments were ac
cepted there would be a flood of such 
amendments, and that therefore we 
should not adopt the Douglas amend
ments. 

· The Senator from Louisiana made a 
statement supporting the position of the 
Finance Committee. Then there was a 
general retreat, ·and he was cut off from 
the rear. I certainly hope that we shall 
have some advice from the administra
t~on in the future with respect to recom
mended cutting of excise rates, and that 

we shall receive such advice before the 
bil1 is sent to conference. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sen
ator. I am sure he will receive plenty 
of advice from the administration. I 
am also sure that when the going be
comes tough the Senator from Louisiana 
will find himself m one of the outposts, 
all by himself. I ask him to send back 
reports as to how the weather is. 

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 

Minnesota has been demonstrated to be 
correct in the first part of his prophecy. 
namely, that after the excise-tax cuts 
had been made the administration would 
then take the credit for them. 

· There was also a second part of his 
prophecy, namely, that after the cuts 
had been made the administration would 
then blame Congress for the deficit. Will 
not the Senator from Minnesota await 
with interest the financial comments of 
the administration on this subject? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. If I were as sure 
that there would be a Wednesday follow
ing a Tuesday as I am that the admin
istration will blame the Congress for the 
deficit, I would indeed have a great sense 
of security and serenity from now on. 

There is no doubt as to what is going 
to happen. In the meantime, between 
now and November 1-we might even go 
to the second day of November-the 
administration will remind the American 
public again and again that it took of! 
the excess-profits tax, when, as a matter 
of fact, by virtue of a Democratic tax 
bill such action was automatic. Unless 
it were extended it would expire auto
matically, by the will of the Congress. 

Secondly, the administration will tell 
the American public that it reduced the 
personal income tax about 11 percent. 
That provision was already written into 
the tax law of 1951. 

This is one tax bill-the excise tax 
reductions-with respect to which the 
administration had something to say. 
This was the one tax bill with respect 
to which we required some sort of re
flection or reaction from the administra
tion high command. The best we were 
able to get out of it was that everyone 
was quite uncertain about what anyone 
else was for. We had to wait and see. 

After a considerable amount of prob
ing by the minority leader-and the 
minority leader asked the question re
peatedly-he received assurances that 
the President would sign the tax bill. 
What "dynamic" leadership. What we 
were trying to find out, and what the 
Senator from Louisiana tried to find out, 
was whether the Secretary of the Treas
ury was for the bill. The Senator from 
Louisiana will collect his old-age pension 
before he ever finds out. 

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the Senator re

call the very charming Gilbert and Sulli
van operetta called The · Gondoliers? 
One of the characters, the Duke of Plaza-
Tore sings the song: . . 

He led his regiment from behind. 
He found it less exciting. 

Does not this describe the attitude of 
the administration in this matter? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Minnesota does remember the music, and 
he is sure the Senator from lllinois has 
given an accurate and detailed account 
of the lyrics. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would not that ob
servation apply to our good friend from 
Colorado, who now is preening himself 
with satisfaction because of the re- · 
duction in the tax on household appli
ances, which he fought with all his 
strength? Although, to use his own 
analogy, his "jowls are not dripping with 
blood," we can almost see them trembling 
with self-satisfaction. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator from 
Colorado is so happy that he is chasing 
up the flagpole the monkey which he 
described a mom.ent ago. He has joined 
the act. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that the 
pole which he is climbing is very slip
pery? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. The only re
grettable thing is that, in chasing the 
monkey up the flagpole, what he desired 
as happening to the monkey may also 
happen to the Senator from Colorado. 

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. Now that the Senator 

joins in associating me with these in
vidious animals--

Mr. HUMPHREY. A monkey is a de
lightful animal. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I was merely hinting. 
The Senator from lllinois called me an 
alligator--

Mr. DOUGLAS. A crocodile. 
Mr. MILLIKIN. A crocodile, basking 

in the mud, keeping a torpid eye open, 
and occasionally becoming aroused and 
flailing his tail around. · 

During my schooldays I visited the zoo 
in Denver upon one occasion, in com
pany with a schoolmate. We were study
ing the curious habits of alligators and 
monkeys who climbed a pole with the 
result which I have described. The mon
keys were scampering around in such a 
manner that we could observe the same 
result on the dead level. We were tak
ing it all in. To our amazement my pal 
climbed down into the alligator pit and 
approached one of the alligators, who 
was leading a comfortable, nonmolesting 
life. He kicked him in the belly and got 
away without suffering any harm. I as
sure the Senator from Illinois that he 
may kick, but he may not escape entirely 
unscathed. 

I am willing to bring the zoo tour to 
an end, although I could relate some 
more amusing incidents, because there 
are other animals I could mention. 
However, I do not think it would add 
much to the debate. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think we have 
done adequate honor to the zoo. I prefer 
to return to the consideration of the tax 
bill. The only purpose of the argument, 
it seems to me, is to let this administra
tion know that it is desirable to have 
leadership and a program so that the 
Members of the Senate may have some 
idea of where the administration stands. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Minnesota yield? 
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Mr. HUMPHREY. I could digress 
-from this field a great deal, not only with 
respect to the fiscal policy, because only 
recently, for example, the chairman of 
the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare had to call off hearings by -his 

-committee for the purpose of finding out 
where--the .administration stood -on the 
labor bill. -- , 

I believe it is fair to say that -there is 
even more doubt with respect to the ad,.. 
ministration's stand .on a number of is
sues relating to foreign policy and to our 
defense policy. -

It is grossly unfair, as was pointed out 
in the debate, to send a measure such as 
the tax bill to Congress without telling 
Congress specifically how the adminis
tration feels about it. 

That is the question the minority lead
er asked, and. that is what the Senator 
from Louisiana asked. I think I am cor
rect in saying that the Senator from 
Louisiana-and I am using him only as 
an example, if he will permit me to do 
so-cast his vote on some of the amend
ments to the excise-tax bill because he 
was led to believe in committee 'that the 
administration did not want to open up 
the excise-tax field. 

Mr. LONG. I cast my vote under the 
impression that to adopt those amend
ments .might mean that the President 
would veto the bill. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Then, at the last 
hour, under the very adroit and able and 
persuasive prodding of the minority 
leader, the Senator from Louisiana was 
.assured, after the votes on the amend
ments had been counted, that the Presi
dent would sign the bill. Is that cor
rect? 

Mr. LONG. I had no knowledge of 
what the President would do if the 
amendments were adopted. However, 
it was my impression that if they were 
adopted the President would veto the bill 
because the loss of revenue under the bill 
would be greater than the revenue that 
would be collected by extending certain 
other taxes. That was my overall im
pression. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, it is 
important to note that the very amend-

. ments which the Senator from Illinois 
and the junior Senator from Minnesota 
and others offered and supported are now 
being credited by the advisers to the 
White House, according to this article, 
as being of great help in the stimulation 
of business activity. I do not think 
there is a Member of the Senate who 
would not like to see an increase in the 
general economic activity, and I do not 
think there is a Member of the House or 
the Senate who does not realize that ex
cise taxes are basically unfair. It would 
have been much more reassuring if the 

- same economic advisers who talked on 
- Monday, March 29, had spoken to us on 
Wednesday, March 24, the day before we 
voted on the tax bill. It would have 
helped a great deal. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. I merely wish to say 
that I am delighted to see the solicitude 
which the Senator from Minnesota prop
erly displays for the leadership of Presi
dent Eisenhower. I shall doubtless re
mind him of it in the future. 

All the talk we have heard is merely 
aimless bellyaching because the vote in 

the House this afternoon was 395 to 1. .$275 billion. It is equivalent t-o the full 
There was only one complaint about the value of every acre of land, of every 
_bill. Only 1 Member out of 396 voted building, and everything of tangible 
against the bill. After a while, Mr. value in America. 
President, when we get through with all To reduce taxation in the pending bill 
the political talk, with all the blaming of is the very height ·of fiscal irresponsi
the leader.ship, or someone else, with all bility. We have been trying to deter
the paeans of praise, and with everyone mine who is .responsible for this. legisla-

-wanting to . be a. hero and designate · tion. I do not believe .it _adds to the 
others as _ villains--when we get all .honor .or credit .of" any political party to 
through the vote will be about the same favor a bill -that will add $999 million 
in the Senate. The bill was made under to the existing debt by reducing taxes on 
the constitutional processes. I am per- many luxury items with no effort, or 
fectly willing and content to let it rest even any mention of an- effort, being 
that way. That is how the Senator from made to attempt to reduce expenditures. 
Minnesota will feel when he campaigns We have been on a deficit spending 
in Minnesota. He will shout, "Glory basis for 19 out of the past 21 years. We 
hallelujah, it's a great day." I shout, have a permanent debt. No one can 
"Begorra, it's a great day when we can dispute that fact. The debt will never 
get the New York Times to become a be paid. · 
Republican organ " I hope we are not on a permanent defi-

Mr. HUMPHREY. I indicated on the cit basis also.' If we are, some day we 
first day the bill was before the Senate will go over the precipice of financial 
that I would vote in favor of it. I told disaster. There can be no question about 
the Senator I would vote in favor of it. that. If there is any quicker road to 
I did support it, and I supported the financial suicide than to reduce taxes 
Douglas amendments. I intend to sup- and borrow the money to do so, I do not 
port the bill now. That does not mean know what it is. 
that it could not have been made better, For a moment let me refer to the fact 
or that it would not have been wise for that in this bill we reduce the taxes on 
the administration leadership to have furs, and thereby lose $20 million, which 
said to the Senate, either in committee we will have to borrow by going into the 
or through the majority leader, that market and selling bonds. We reduced 
this bill is desirable. the taxes on jewelry by $100 million, and 

I say that there is nothing in the rec- we must borrow that amount. There are 
ord-not one word-which indicates other similar reductions all through this 
that either President Eisenhower or Sec- tax reduction bill. At least three-fourths 
retary of the Treasury Humphrey ever of the items on which the taxes are re
said that this bill is a desirable measure duced are in the luxury or semi-luxury 
for the relief of the American economy. classification. 
On the other hand, a great many words Mr. President, in the past 12 years, to 
have been said to the effect that it is date, we have added $200 billion to the 

· undesirable. Federal debt, and deficit spending has 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I was one been one of the main factors in reducing 

of the conferees representing the Senate the value of the dollar to 50 cents or less. 
on H. R. 8224. I did not sign tlle con- Within a few days I shall have prepared 
ference report. Because tha.t is an un- a very careful statement showing and 
usual procedure, I feel I should take a proving that the cheapening of the 
few moments of the time of the Senate American dollar was in direct ratio to 
to give my reasons why I could not con- the spending which has been carried on 
scientiously sign the conference report. during this period. During the past 12 

I favor that part of the pending legis- years the American dollar has decreased 
lation which provides for a 1-year ex- in value to the extent of 10 cents in each 
tension of certain excise tax rates known of 2 years. We measure the life of na
as title VI. I oppose the titles of the bill tions not by tens of years, but by hun
which provide for a tax reduction to dreds or perhaps thousands of years. 
the extent of $999 million on items But in the past 12 years we have reduced 
mostly in the luxury or semiluxury class, the real value of the purchasing power 
without any attempt whatever being of the American dollar to approximately 
made to reduce expenditures or to ap- one-half. It is still going down. We lost 
proach a balanced budget. 1 cent in purchasing power of the dollar 

There is no such thing, Mr. President, in the year 1953. If we pay a tax bill of 
as a true tax reduction on borrowed $100, $10 of it is dedicated directly to 
money. This merely postpones payment interest. The proposed new tax reduc
of the tax, which must be paid, including t ion will tend further to reduce the value· 
the interest. Tax reduction made pos- of the dollar and definitely to increase 
sible by deficit financing, therefore, will the cost of interest. 
actually increase the taxes to be paid at We are the victims, Mr. President, of 
some future day. · I advocate responsible protracted fiscal irresponsibility which 
tax reduction. Responsible tax reduc- 4 has lasted for nearly 21 years, because 
tion can be accomplished only through for 19 years out of those 21 years we 
balancing the Federal budget by reduc- have been on a deficit basis. The time 
ing the expenditures. For this reason, is long overdue to recognize that we shall 
I shall oppose all tax reduction-Repub- continue on the highway to insolvency 
lican and Democratic-unless it is made unless we reverse the trend and insist 
fiscally sound by a reduction in expendi- upon pay-as-you-go financing. 
tures. There are several other pending Mr. President, we of this generation 
plans to reduce taxes which, if passed, are merely trustees for the future. We 
will add many billions to the debt. have before us proposals to use this trus-

Mr. President, I shall not at this time teeship to save ourselves a few dollars at 
further discuss the debt. We know it is a time of relatively high prosperity at 
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the expense of future generations for 
whom it may not continue. I especially 
urge that these proposals, vital to our 
future security, be not decided on the 
basis of partisan political advantage. 

When it comes to security, we are all 
Americans, and no one can deny that the 
cornerstone of our future security lies 
in solvent government. Without this 
cornerstone we will not have military 
security, without this cornerstone of our 
economic security, and without fiscal 
solvency, we cannot protect ourselves 
abroad and continue the American way 
of life at home. 

There is before the country today 
nothing more important than balancing 
the Federal budget by reducing expendi
tures to the minimum by eliminating 
nonessential spending. Tax reductions 
then could and should be financed 
through such retrenchment. Any other 
course is foolhardy, leading to ultimate 
disaster. 

·I predict a far greater deficit in 1955, 
in the fiscal year beginning July 1, than 
Mr. Eisenhower and the Republican ad
ministration now estimate. The deficit 
is estimated at $3 billion. The estimated 
tax income for the next fiscal year is 
based upon the high prosperity of 1953. 
I am not one who cares whether we call 
the present business situation a reces
sion, a readjustment, or whatever we 
want to call it, but we know that a reces
sion, whether temporary or not, is now 
going on. There has never been, to my 
knowledge, an economy which has always 
continued on the same high level. There 
are always dips and inequalities. I have 
been in business for 50 years, Mr. Presi
dent; I started when I was 16 years of 
age. I can remember at least 10 reces
sions or depressions, or whatever we may 
call them. 

So long as this Nation exists, there will 
be such conditions as now confront us. 
I do not anticipate any very drastic re
adjustment, but I do say we are on a 
high level of employment and a high 
level of production, and there will be in
equalities which will continue in the 
months to come. 

I say that the estimate of a deficit in 
fiscal 1955 of $3 billion is, in my judg
ment, entirely too low. Any loss in the 
national income is reflected in the tax 
revenue on the basis of 28 cents to every 
dollar we lose. In other words, if our 
national income goes down $10 billion, 28 
percent is directly reflected in a reduc
tion in the taxes collected. 

Mr. President, whether the other tax
reducing proposals will be adopted no 
one knows. Our deficit in 1955 may well 
be even three times as much as the esti
mated $3 billion, depending upon further 
tax reductions, and depending, of course, 
upon what retrenchments can be made 
in expenditures. 

For those reasons, Mr. President, I 
cannot, in conscience, support this tax
reduction bill. I voted against it when it 
was passed; I declined to sign the con
ference report, and I intend to vote 
against the conference report when the 
vote is taken. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, I share 
the sentiments of the distinguished Sen
ator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD]. I was 
one who voted against the bill on the 
question of its final passage last week. 
I w.ould be inconsistent in my attitude 
if I did not persist in the same senti
ment at this time. If there is a record 
vote, I shall be recorded as voting in op
position to the conference report. If 
there is no record vote, I want all the 
world to know that I am opposed to the 
conference report. 

Mr. President, I listened with interest a 
little while ago to the distinguished 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRsE] as he 
discussed the problem of ultimately dis
posing of so-called excise taxes. That 
is a consistent position. My own posi
tion has been equally consistent. 

In the interest of consistency, but, 
also, Mr. President, because it represents 
a matter of deep conviction with me, I 
shall oppose the conference report in its 
present form. 

I cannot understand why we should 
throw accounts receivable out the win
dow, .when, sometime later, it will be 
necessary to borrow money from our 
people and our institutions and to pay 
interest thereon in order to meet the 
current expenses of government. That 
certainly is not a. wise business policy, 
and I cannot understand why it would 
be wise policy in the conduct of the big
gest business in this country, and, for 
that matter, the biggest business on the 
face of the earth. 

So I join with the Senator from Vir
ginia in expressing opposition to the con
ference report, and if there is oppor
tunity to record that sentiment, I shall 
be so recorded. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, a few 
days ago when the vote was taken on the 
excise-tax bill, I was one of the other 
eight Senators who voted against the bill. 
I intend to vote against the conference 
report today. 

The administration of President Eisen
hower has made remarkable progress in 
reversing and improving in 1 year the 
:fiJcal policy of the past 20 years. If the 
administration is permitted to continue 
in the course it has begun, there is great 
opportunity for added and more equita
ble tax reductions. 

I am not entirely clear as to whether 
this bill is actively opposed by the ad
ministration. It is my belief that the 
administration is opposed to this bill and 
desires that it shall not pass. 

But whether or not that question is 
clear, it is my view that this bill is the 
first of a series of tax proposals, includ
ing the one which has been made by the 
distinguished Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. GEORGE], which, if adopted, will 
completely destroy the tax program of 
this administration. If these proposals 
are adopted, we will turn over leadership 
to the same forces who for many long 
years have followed an irresponsible 
fiscal and tax policy. I intend to stand 
by the administration, because it is its 
policy which has made possible any tax 
reduction. I believe the entire program 
of the administration depends, to a great 
extent, upon its tax and fiscal policy. 
Its program for defense, its program for 
social advancement which the President 

has presented to the Congress; its fiscal 
program; all proposals for tax reduction 
are related to these programs. The vote 
today could begin the movemc_lt which 
would destroy these programs. 

While my vote will be simply a protest 
vote, I intend to vote with the distin
guished senior Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. BYRD], the distinguished Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], and other 
Senators who have spoken in opposition 
to the conference report. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
GRISWOLD in the chair). The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll 
and the following Senators answered ~ 
their names: 
Aiken 
Anderson 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bricker 
Burke 
Bush 
Butler, Md. 
Butler, Nebr. 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Case 
Chavez 
Clements 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Daniel 
Dirksen 
Douglas 
Dutr 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Flanders 
Frear 

Fulbright Malone 
Gillette Mansfield 
Green Martin 
Griswold Maybank 
Hayden · McCarran 
Hendrickson Mlllikln 
Hickenlooper Morse 
Hlll Mundt 
Hoey Murray 
Holland Neely 
Humphrey Pastore 
Hunt Payne 
Ives Potter 
Jackson Purtell 
Johnson, Colo. Robertson 
Johnson, Tex. Russell 
Johnston, S.C. Saltonstall 
Kefauver Schoeppel 
Kennedy Smith, Maine 
Kilgore Smith, N. J. 
Knowland Stennis 
Kuchel Symington 
Langer Thye 
Lehman Watkins 
Lennon Willlams 
Long Young 
Magnuson 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo
rum is present. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
conference report on H. R. 8224. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. KNOWLAND subsequently said: 

Mr. President, at the request of the 
senior Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
BuTLER] I ask unanimous consent that 
there be printed in the RECORD prior to 
the vote on the excise-tax bill confer
ence report a brief statement which he 
had prepared with regard to his position. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT BY SENATOR BUTLER OF NEBRASKA 

I wish to make a brief statement for the 
RECORD with respect to one provision of the 
pending excise-tax b111. It relates to the 
amendment which I sponsored, which re
defined "gasoline" for purposes of the excise 
tax, in such a manner as to exempt hot 
tractor fuel and certain other petroleum 
derivatives from the manufacturer's excise 
tax. 

In accomplishing that purpose, it was 
necessary to rewrite section 2450 of the In
ternal Revenue Code, relating to the retailers' 
excise tax on certain fuels when used for 
certain purposes. My attention has been 
drawn to the fact that in the provision re
lating to the retailers' excise tax on special 
motor fuels, no mention is made of diesel 
fuel. The tax on diesel fuel is covered in 
the preceding subsection, and I do not be
lieve any particular significance is to be 
attached to its omission in the subsection 
on special motor fuels. The only purpose, 
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·1n fact, of tbe el:\tlre amendment is to ex~mpt. 
hot tractor fuel and certain other products 
from a cumbersome administrative procedure 
which brings in no revenue. However, to 
make the record clear, I wish to state that 
the purpose of the amendment is neither 
to narrow nor expand the application of the 
taxes under existing law on gasoline or diesel 
fuel. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the conference 

NOT VOTING-16 -
Bennett Jenner 
Bridges Kerr 
George McCarthy 
Goldwater McClellan 
Gore Monroney 
Hennings Schoeppel 

Sparkman 
Upton 
Welker 
Wiley 

So the report was agreed to. 

STATEHOOD FOR HAWAII 

report. On this question the yeas and The Senate resumed the consideration 
nays have been ordered, and the clerk of the bill <S. 49> to enable the people 
will call the roll. of Hawaii to form a constitution and 

The Chief Clerk called the roll. State government and to be admitted 
Mr. · SALTONSTALL. I announce into the Union OJl an equal footing with 

that the §enator ~r:om _E;an~as [Mr:, , the original States. . . . . . 
ScHOEPPEL] is ·absent by leave · of the · Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, ·t · 
Senate. · send ·to the desk, and ask to have read, 
' The Senator ' from utah. [Mr. BEN- a proposed _unanimou_s-consent .agree
NETT], the senator fx:om N~w :Hampshire ~ent. In thi~ coz:'nect10~. I a~ author
[Mr. BRIDG.Es], the Senator fro,m Ari- 1ze~ ~Y the ~mor1ty le~der to state that 
zona [Mr. GoLDWATER] the Senator he JOins me m _sponsormg the requested 
from Indiana [Mr. JENNE~], the senator' ~greemen_t, which relates to tJ:e unfin
from Wisconsin [Mr. McCARTHY], the 1shed busmess, the statehood bill. 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. UP- The PRES~DING OFFICER. The 
TON], the s .enator from Idaho [Mr. p~oposed unammous-consent agreement 
WELKER], and the Senator from Wis- Will be re~d. . 
consin [Mr. WILEY] are necessarily The Chief Clerk read as follows: 
absent. Ordered, That, following the morning bust-

If present and voting, the Senator ness on Thursday, April 1, during the fur-
ther consideration of S. 49, to enable the 

from New Hampshire [Mr. UPTON], the people of Hawaii to form a constitution and 
Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT], the State government and to be admitted into 
Senator from Kansas [Mr. SCHOEPPEL], the Union on an equal footing with the 
the Senator from Idaho [Mr. WELKER]; original States, debate on any amendinent 
the . Senator from Arizona [Mr. GoLD- or motion (including appeals) shall be lim
WATER], and the Senator from New ited to not exceeding 90 minutes, to be · 
Hampshire [Mr. · BRIDGES] would each equally divided and controlled, respectively, 

. by the mover of any such amendment or 
·vote "yea." · motion and the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
: Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that CORDON], in the event he is opposed to such 
the Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE] l_l.n amendment or motion; otherwise, by the 
and the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. mover and the minority leader or some Sen
GORE] are necessarily absent. a tor designated by him: ProVided, That no 

amendment that is not germane to the sub-
The Senator from 'Missouri [Mr. HEN- ject matter of the-said bill shall be received: 

NINGS], the ~enators' from Oklahoma Ana provided further, That debate upon the 
CMr.' KERR · ~md · Mr. MoNIWNEY], the bill itself shall be -limited to not exceeding 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. McCLEL- 1 hour, to be equally divided and controlled, 

respectively, by the Senator from Oregon 
LAN],· and the Senator from Alabama [Mr. CoRDON] and the Senator from Texas 
[Mr. SPARKMAN] are absent on official [Mr. JoHNSoN). 
business. 

I announce further that if present and 
voting, the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
GEORGE] would vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 72, 
nays 8, as follows: 

Aiken 
Anderson 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bricker 
Burke 
Bush · 
Butler,Md. 
Butler, Nebr. 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Case 
Chavez 
Clements 
Cordon 
Douglas 
Duff 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
Flanders 
Frear 
Fulbright 

Byrd 
Cooper 
Daniel 

YEA&-72 
Gillette Malone 
Green Mansfield 
Griswold Martin 

' Hayden Maybank 
Hendrickson · McOarran 
Hickeiilooper Millikin 
Hoey Morse 
Holland Mundt 
Humphrey Murray 
Hunt Neely 
Ives Pastore 
Jackson Payne 
Johnson, Colo. Potter 
Johnson, Tex. Purtell 
Johnston, S.C. Robertson 
Kefauver Saltonstall 
Kennedy Smathers 
Kilgore Smith, Maine 
Knowland Smith, N.J. 
Kuchel Stennis 
Lehman Symington 
Lennon Thye 
Long Watkins 
Magnuson Young 

NAY8-8 
Dirksen 
Hill 
Langer 

Russell 
Williams 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the agreement is entered. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, there 
has been considerable discussion on the 
:floor of the Senate during the past few 
days with respect to the amendment of
fered by the distinguished Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. MoNRONEY] and other 
Senators to the amended statehood bill, 
S. 49, providing for a ditierent political 
status for the Territories of Hawaii and 
Alaska, namely, what is termed .a com
monwealth status. 

I have a letter addressed to me under 
date of March 30, 1954, from the Honor
able JOSEPH R. FARRINGTON, Delegate from 
Hawaii. Delegate FARRINGTON holds the 
highest elective office of Hawaii, being 
chosen in a Territorywide election, and 
thus he can be regarded as the spokes
man of the people of Hawaii. Attached 
to Delegate FARRINGToN's statement is a 
legal memorandum from the attorney 
general of the Territory of Hawaii, trans
mitted by the Governor of Hawaii, Hon. 
Samuel Wilder King. The l~gal study 
deals with the grave questi<>n of the con
~titutio~ality of the proposed common
wealth amendment. The Goyernor's let-

·ter· and· the -memorandum of law consti:. 
tute exhibit A to the statement of the 
spokesman for the people of Hawaii. 

Delegate FARRINGTON also attaches as 
exhibit B , a letter addressed to him' by 
the Director of the Legislative Reference 
Service of the Library of Congress, 
Dr. Ernest S. Griffith, under date of 
March 15, 1954. The Legislative Refer
ence Service's study deals with the lack 
of any record in the Library of Congress 
showing that any incorporated terri
tory has ever, at any time in our history, 
been exempted from Federal taxes. In 
the alternative, there is no record of any 
refund to any incorporated territory of 
any Federal taxes that have been col-. 
lected therein. 
~ I ask unanimous consent that these 

documents be printed in the body of the 
RECORD as a part of my remarks. 

·There being no objection, the docu
ment~ were ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD; as follows: · 

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 

Washi ngton, D. C., March 30, 1954. 
Senator GUY CORDON, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Territories 
and Insular Affairs, Senate Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs, Senate 
Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR CORDON: This letter aims to. 
present concisely the principal reasons for 
the strong opposition in Hawaii to the com
monwealth proposal contained in the Mon
roney amendment and now before the Sen
ate. 

I have, personally, expressed my unalter
able opposition to this proposition on many 
occasions as the representative and spokes
man for the people of Hawaii in the Con
·gress of the United States. 

Gov. Samuel Wilder King, with the con
currence of all members of the Territorial' 
Legislature at present in Hawaii, following a 
meeting held in his office last Friday, ad-· 
dressed to all Members of the Senate a radio:. 
gram which speaks for itself as follows: 

"Members both Houses Hawaii Legislature 
in conference called by me emphatically urge 
and I fully concur Senate take immediate 
favorable action on S. 49 as amended and 
reject commonwealth status as entirely un-
acceptable." . . 

The support in Hawaii of commonwealth 
status is confined to opponents of statehood 
who constitute a small minority and are 
manifestly financed by wealthy landed in
terests whose distrust of our people has 
been the basis for their opposition to state
hood over a long period of time. 

It would be a breach of faith to vote com- · 
monwealth status for Hawaii. We believe 
that it not only violates the promise of 
statehood but reduces us permanently to 

· an infedor status in violation of the funda
mental rights of American citizens. 

It would, in our opinion, end forever · 
the hope we have cherished for half a cen
tury to participate in the National Govern
ment on the same basis as other American 
citizens. It would mean that we could never 
hope to participate in the election of the 
President and Vice President of our country 
and voting representation in the Congress 
of the United States, and in the making and 
administration of the Federal laws that ap
ply with full force in Hawaii as they do in 
the States. 

It would, therefore, seriously threaten the 
position of our basic industries whose v.ery 
existence depend on Federal legislation. 
They could very readily become the object 
of special treatment, discrimination and the 
like. Our experience as a Territory is not 
:Withou~ su~h 1nciden~s. And the proposed 
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exemption of. Hawaii from Federal taxes 
would be an open invitation for this kind of 
treatment. 

We believe the Monroney amendment 1stn 
this respect, at least, unconstitutional and 
holds out hopes of tax exemptions that are 
completely false and never can or will be 
fulfilled. In support of this contention I 
offer for consideration as exhibit A a mem
orandum prepared by the om.ce of the At
torney General of Hawaii at the request of 
Governor Ki;ng. It shows clearly that the 
whole proposal of commonwealth status for 
Hawaii involves an "unconstitutional demo
tion." 

To the foregoing I wish to add as exhibit 
B, a letter from the Legislative Reference 
Service of the Library of Congress. This 
shows that never in past history has an in
corporated Territory been exempt from Fed
erai taxes or had the amount of Federal taxes 
paid remitted. 

Commonwealth status for Hawaii and 
Alaska, the two remaining incorporated Ter
ritories, would be a radical departure from 
past policy. It would establish a new and 
dangerous precedent for this country that 
draws its inspiration from the experience of 
the British Empire. This was made clear 
in the debate by the junior Senator !rom 
Texas when he said: 

"The Senator from Florida knows that a 
commonwealth status is what the British 
Commonwealth has given its island terri
tories. Last night I talked to the Ambas
sador of one of the British Commonwealths 
and asked him what he thought about this 
matter, comparing our problem with their 
experience. He said he definitely felt that 
a status of a commonwealth for the Ha
waiian Islands under the aegis of the Ameri
can Government would give their inhabi
tants more independence and freedom than 
if they were citizens of a State, and that 
would apply whether the status of a com
monwealth were granted by the United 
States or by the British Parliament." 

Later on in the same speech the Senator 
said: 

"The people of Asia understand the system 
of the British Commonwealth of Nations." 

And later: 
"We would be giving the people of Ha

waii a preferred status. The peoples of Asia 
are familiar with the British Commonwealth 
system." 

Yes, the people of Asia are familiar with 
the system, and if I know anything about 
them, I know they want none of it. They 
are also familiar with the fact that it could 
not withstand the impact of war and has 
been followed with the loss of many of the 
holdings and virtually all of the prestige 
that the British once held in the Far East. 

That the experience of Great Britain, 
rather than that of our own country, has 
been drawn on by those who propose com
monwealth status is clear also from the ar
ticle in the Christian Science Monitor by Jo
seph Harsch, offered for publication by Sen
ator MONRONEY himself. In this article Mr. 
Harsch says in part: 

"The commonwealth concept was invented 
to solve Britain's dilemma over the impos
sibility of statehood and the intolerab111ty 
of continued colonial status for its mature 
offspring." 

And further: 
"There is no reason why Alaska and Ha

waii should not be able to prosper under 
commonwealth status as Canada and Aus
tralia have. prospered. It is an honorable 
and dignified status. 

"Britain had to give up the Republic of 
Ireland although more Irishmen live in Eng
land than in Ireland. A commonwealth is 
flexible, and can adjust itself to the :future. 
A union is not flexible, and can be extended 
overseas only at great risks and hazards." · 
- Most. signi:flcant in the discussion of this 
aspect of the issue is the statement of the 

British o1Hcla.l quoted by the junior Senator 
from Texas, that commonwealth status 
would give the residents of Hawaii "more in
dependence and freedom than 1! they were 
the citizens of a State." This goes right to 
the point at issue as we of Hawaii are not 
seeking independence. What we want is full 
partnership under the American flag in the 
accepted American tradition; we want to be 
part of and closer to our country, not sepa
rated and embarked on the road to inde
pendence as a colony. 

A ·significant and timely contribution to 
this issue is available in the current issue of 
the Reader's Digest where Sir Norman Angell, 
the distinguished British scholar and states
man, expresses the belief that "common
wealth status has been an element of weak
ness and not of strength in the British Gov
ernment." I offer this article as exhibit C 
accompanying this letter and invite your 
attention in particular to the opening para
graphs of the article. It has been demon
strated that we have outgrown the limita
tions of the territorial form of government 
and are prepared to assume the full respon
sib111ties of a State. I know that I express 
the sentiments of the overwhelming major
ity of our people when I state that we want 
none of the proposal for commonwealth 
status and ask that the issue be settled 
squarely on the question of whether or not 
we, as a Territory of the United States, 
should be admitted to statehood at this 
time. 

Yours sincerely, 
J. R. FARRINGTON, 

Delegate From Hawaii. 

ExHIBIT A 
TERRITORY OF HAWAn, 

ExEcUTIVE -CHAMBERS, 
Honolulu, March 28, 1954. 

The Honorable JOSEPH R. FARRINGTON, 
Delegate to Congress From Hawaii, 

House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR JoE: At my request, the Attorney 
General made a study of the proposed com
monwealth status for Alaska and Hawaii. 

I think the analysis made by Miss Rhoda 
V. Lewis and Mr. Richard K. Sharpless, Depu
ty Attorneys General and approved by Mr. 
Edward N. Sylva, the Attorney General, is 
quite to the point. 

The gist of this analysis is to the effe<:t 
that an incorporated territory cannot be 
demoted to the status of a commonwealth. 

In the hope that this memorandum may 
be useful to you, I am enclosing it herewith. 

With warmest regards and Aloha, I am, 
Sincerely, 

SAM KING, 
SAMUEL WILDER KING, 

Governor. 

TERRIToRY OF HA WAn, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE ATI'ORNEY GENERAL, 

Honolulu, March 26, 1954. 
Memorandum re the incorporated Territo

ries of Hawaii and Alaska and the pro
posed commonwealth status. 

The following sets forth certain basic doc
trines as to the incorporated territories of 
Hawaii and Alaska, together with conclu
sions of law on points presented by the pro
ponents of commonwealth status. These 
conclusions are based on the principles enun
ciated by the Supreme Court of the United 
States. The commonwealth proposal is so 
novel that of course no case can be found 
definitely deciding the exact points pre
sented by the proponents, but conclusions 
nevertheless can be reached from the decided 
cases. 

1. Hawaii and Alaska are organized terri
tories incorporated into the Unite'd States. 

Rassmussen v. United States (197 U.S. 516. 
1905 (Alaska)). 

Alaska v. Troy (.258 U. S. 101, 110, 1922). 
Duncan v. Kahanamoku (327 U.S. 304,317, 

1946 (Hawaii)). 
'Hawaii v. Mankichi (190 U. S. 197, 220). 
2. A territory once so -incorporated can-

not be disincorporated. 
Rasmussen v. United States, supra. 
Downes v. Bidwell (182 U.S. 244, 271). 
Springville v. Thomas (166 U. s. 707). 
3. The destiny of an incorporated territory 

is admission as a State of the Union as soon 
as the "period of pupilage" has been served. 
"Incorporation has always been a step, and 
2:1 important one, leading to statehood.'" 
The District of Columbia is the only incor
porated part of the Union for which the 
Constitution provides a permanent status 
short of statehood. 

Opinion by Justice Sutherland (O'Dono
ghue v. United States (289 U. S. 516, 537-
538)). 

BalZac v. Porto Rico (258 U. S. 298, 311). 
McAllister v. United States ( 141 U. S. 174, 

187-188). 
4. Puerto Rico and the Philippine Islan.ds 

(in their original status) are examples of 
territory owned by and subject to the juris
diction of the United States but not incor
porated into the United States. Congress 
never has extended the Constitution to such 
outlying islands, acquired as the result of 
foreign wars, the destiny of which is uncer
tain, and which may be divorced from the 
Union and made independent. 

Binns v. United States ( 194 U. S. 486, 490, 
1904), distinguishing the continental United 
States, Alaska, and Hawaii from the islands 
acquired by the United States by war with 
a foreign state. 

Downes v. Bidwell, supra (182 U. S. 244, 
279, 286, 293, 299, 306, 318, 335, 345). 

Dorr v. United States (195 U. S. 138, 143). 
Balzac v. Porto Rico, supra (25a U. S. 298. 

304). 
5. The provisions of article I, section 8, 

clause 1 require that all indirect taxes be 
uniform "throughout. the United States," as 
distinguished from direct taxes which are 
subject to the rule of apportionment. 

Pollock v. Farmers' Loan and Trust Co. 
(157 u. s. 429, 557). 

The License Tax Cases (5 Wall. (72 U. S.) 
462, 471). 

Flint v. Stone Tracy Co. (220 U. B. 108, 
150). 

6. The rule of uniformity requires geo
graphical uniformity "throughout the United 
States." 

LaBelle Iron Works v. United States (256 
u. s. 377, 392). 

The Head Money Cases (112 U. S. 5aO, 594). 
Accordingly, no place that is a part of the 

United states within the meaning of the 
uniformity clause can be removed by Con
gress from the application of indirect taxes. 

7. The District of Columbia and the in
corporated territories are part of the United 
States uithin the meaning of the uniformity 
clause of article I, section a, clause 1, and 
accordingly are included as to all taxes gov
erned by this clause, as well as being subject 
to local taxes for local purposes, imposed 
under the authority of article I, section a. 
clause 17 and article IV, section 3, clause 2 
(relating to Congress acting as the legislature 
for the District of Columbia and the Terri
tories). 

Loughborough v. Blake (5 Wheat. (18 U.S.) 
317,319, 1820), decision by Chief Justice Mar
shall. In deciding that Congress had the 
right to impose a direct tax on the District 
of Columbia, the Court held that, in addi
tion to the power of "exclusive legislation" 
over the District (conferred by art. I, sec a, 
clause 17), Congress could exercise its general 
taxing power. Referring to article I, sec
tion 8, clause 1, which provides that "the 
Congress shall have power to lay and collect 
taxes, duties, 1Inposts, and excises • .. •;. 
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but all duties, imposts, and excises_ shall be 
unlform throughout the United States," the 
Court held that the words "United States" 
in the uniformity provision include the Dis
trict of Columbia and the Territories, and by 
the same · token, the general taxing power 
conferred by article I, section 8, clause 1, ex
tended to them. In this decision Chief_ 
Justice Marshall said: 

"These.words are: 'but all duties, imposts, 
and excises shall be uniform throughout the 
United States.' It will not be contended 
that the modification of the power extends 
to places to which the power itself does not 
extend. The power, then, to lay and collect 
duties, imposts, and excises may be exercised; 
and must be exercised, throughout the 
United States. Does this term designate the 
whole or any parti~ular portion of the Ameri
can empire? Certainly this question can 
admit of but ·one answer. It is the name 
given to our great Republic, which is com
posed of States and Territories. The District 
of Columbia, or the territory west of the Mis
souri, is not less within the . United States 
than Maryland and Pennsylvania; and it is 
not less necessary, on the principles of our 
Constitution, that uniformity in the imposi
tion of imposts, duties, and excises should be 
observed in the one than in the other." 

That Chief Justice Marshall had in view 
the doctrine of incorporated territories, sub
sequently developed, appears from the fol
lowing portion of the opinion. Defending 
the imposition of the tax against the argu
ment of "taxation without representation," 
Chief JUstice Marshall said that it was a tax 
upon "a part of the society·, which is either 
in a state of infancy, advancing to manhood, 
looking forward to complete equality so soon 
as that state of manhood shall be attained, 
as is the case with the Territories; or which 
has voluntarily relinquished the right of rep
resentation, and has adopted the whole body 
of Congress for its legitimate government, as 
is the case with the District." 

Downes v. Bidwell, supra (182 U. S. 244, 
292, 1901). 

This case involved the validity of a duty 
on merchandise brought into the port of 
New .York from PUerto Rico, imposed by the 
Foraker Act at the rate of 15 percent of the 
duties on merchandise imported from foreign 
countries. In sustaining this duty against 
an attack upon its validity based on the uni
formity provision of article I, section 8, 
clause 1, the Court held the uniformity 
clause inapplicable to Puerto Rico, but did 
not overrule Loughborough v. Blake, supra, 
so far as the District of Columbia and the 
incorporated territories are concerned. As 
stated in the concurring opinion of Justices 
White, Shiras, and McKenna (which opinion, 
as stated in Balzac v. Porto Rico (258 U. S. 
298, 305), "has become the settled law of the 
Court"): 

.. As Congress derives its authority to levy 
local taxes for local purposes within the Ter
ritories, not from the general grant of power 
to tax as expressed in the Constitution, it 
follows that its right to locally tax is not to 
be measured by the provision empowering 
Congress 'to lay and collect taxes, duties, 
imposts, and excises,' .and is not restrained 
by the requirement of uniformity through
out the United States. But the power just 
referred to, as well as ·the qualification of 
uniformity, restrains Congress from impos
ing an impost duty on goods coming into the 
United States from a Territory which has 
been incorporated into and forms a part of 
the United States. This results because the 
clause of the Constitution in question does 
not confer upon Congress power to impose 
such an impost duty on goods coming from 
one part of the United States to another part 
thereof, _and such . duty, besides, would be 
repugnant to the requirement of uniformity 
throughout the United States. 

.. To question the principle above stated 
on the assumption· that the rulings on this 
subject o! Ml". Chief Justice Marshall in 

Lough borough v . . Blake were mere dicta.; 
seems to me to be entirely inadmissible." 

Binns v. United States (194 U.S. 486, 1904). 
This involved the validity of a license tax· 
enacted by Congress for Alaska. alone, and 
attacked under the uniformity clause of arti
cle I section 8, clause 1. As explained by 
the Supreme Court in ·Rassmussen v. United. 
states, supra (197 U.S. at p. 525), the Court 
in this case "declared it to be settled that 
Alaska had · been undoubtedly incorporated 
into the United States, and hence conceded 
that the license complained of was invalid 
if levied by Congress under the general grant 
in the Constitution of the power of taxa
tion. The legislation in question was, hew
ever, sustained on the exceptional ground 
that Congress had therein merely exerted 
its authority as a local legislature for 
Alaska." 

It is noteworthy that in the Binns case 
the Court supported the tax as one enacted 
by Congress in its capacity as the legisla
ture for the Territory of Alaska on the 
ground that there were no facts shown to 
establish that there was an excess of reve
nue above the expenses of the local govern
ment. From the Court's concern over the 
local character of the tax, it is clear that as 
to general taxes Alaska is included in the 
rule of uniformity. 

Alaska v. Troy (258 U. S. 101, 110, 1921). 
This case involved the validity of a provi-· 
sion of the Merchant Marine Act, which it 
was asserted gave preference to courts of the 
States over those of the Territory of Alaska .. 
After holding that Alaska is an incorporated 
Territory the Court proceeded to point out 
that the statute in question was a regulation 
of commerce and not a duty, impost, or ex
cise within the meaning of article I, section 8, 
clause 1, hence not controlled by the uni
formity clause. Thus the applicability to 
Alaska of the uniformity clause of article I, 
section 8, clause 6 was taken for granted. 
But as to article I, section 9, clause 6, it \Vas 
held that this does not apply to the Terri
tories. 

8. By the 16th amendment of the Con
stitution the rule of the Pollock case that 
income taxes may be direct taxes according 
to their source was superseded, and all in
come taxes were returned to the class of in
direct taxes. Accordingly, Federal income 
taxes are subject to the rule of geographical 
uniformity. 

Stanton v. Baltic Mining Co. (240 U. S. 
103, . 112, 1916). This involved the validity 
of the 1913 income tax, enacted after the 
16th amendment, as applied to a mining 
company which contended that, by reason 
of insufficient allowance of depletion, the 
tax was a direct one and not such an income 
tax as was authorized by the 16th amend
ment. The Court said, referring to its pre
vious ruling in Brushaber v. Union Pacific 
Railroad Co. (240 U.S. 1): 

"By the previous ruling it was settled that 
the provisions of the 16th amendment con
ferred no new power of taxation but simply 
prohibited the previous complete and plenary 
power of income taxation posessed by Co~
gress from the beginning from being taken 
out of the category of indirect taxation to 
which it inherently belonged and being 
placed in the category of direct taxation, 
subject to apportionment by a consideration 
of the sources from which the income was 
derived, that is by testing the tax not by 
what it was--a tax on income--but by a mis
taken theory deduced from the origin or 
source of the income taxed. • • • We are 
here dealing solely with the restriction im
posed by the 16th amendment on the right 
to resert to the source whence an income 
1s derived in a case WhE!re there is power to 
tax for the purpos~ of tak~t;lg the income tax 
out of the class of indirect to which it gener
ically belongs and putting ·it in the class 
of direct, to which it would not otherwise 
belong, in order to subject it to the regu
lation of apportionment." 

La.Belle Iron Wor.ks v. United States, supra 
(256 U. S. 377, 393, 1921). In _upholding the 
excess-profits tax against an attack upon it 
on the ground of arbitrary discrimination the 
court pointed out that the fifth amendment 
contains no equal protection clause and 
that: 

"Congress has very ample authority to 
adjust its income taxes according to its dis
cretion, within the bounds of geographical 
uniformity." 

Compare Pollock v. Farmers' Loan and 
Trust Co .. (157 U. S. _429, 158 U. S. 601), the 
case which preceded the 16th amendment. 

9. If the territories of Hawaii and Alaska 
can be disincorporated as the proponents of 
commonwealth status seem to assume, then 
any competitive advantage enjoyed by Ha
waiian or Alaskan industries could, and un
doubtedly would, be eliminated by the im
position of balancing . taxes, just as in the 
case of foreign goods. Without the protec~ 
tion of the uniformity clause Hawaiian and 
Alaskan goods would be subject to the im
position of duties upon entry into main
land ports. 

Downes v. Bidwell, supra (182 U.S. 244). 
10. Congress cannot, by means of com

pacts, either restrict or enlarge its constitu
tional powers. 

State of Pennsylvania v. WheeZing and Bel
mont Bridge Co. (18 How. (59 U.S.) 421, 433). 

Coyle v. Oklahoma (221 U.S. 559, 570). 
Pollard's Lessee v. Hagan (3 How. (44 U.S.) 

212). 
United States v. Texas (339 U. S. 707, 719). 
11. Congress is vested by the Constitution 

with the power to prescribe the form of 
government and laws for the Territories, and 
to change them at . will. 

Binns v. United States, supra (194 U. S. 
486, 491). 

Mormon Church v. United States (136 
U. S.l). 

Inter-Island Steam Navigation Co. v. Ha
waii (.305 U. S. 306, 314). 

12. The Mon.roney amendment does not 
purport to confer upon the people of Hawaii 
and Alaska and vested rights in the benefits 
which are supposed to tlow from. so-called 
commonwealth status. The Monroney 
amendment merely states that it shall be 
"in the nature of a compact.'' As to taxa
tion the Mon.roney amendment merely states 
that it is "declared to be the intent of Con
gress" that upon the completion of so-called 
commonwealth status the tax laws of the 
United States shall be amended so as to 
treat residents of Alaska and Hawaii the 
same as residents of Puerto Rico. Thus: 

(l) The Monroney amendment does not 
confer tax exemption but merely states an 
intention. 

(2) If tax exemption ever were conferred 
it could be changed at the will of Congress. 

(3) In any event tax exemption could not 
be conferred, by reason of the uniformity 
clause of the Constitution. 

13. Implicit in the characteristics of un
incorporated territory such as the Philip
pines and Puerto Rico is the possibility of 
ultimate independence. (See par. 3 above.) 
Assuming that Congress may proceed to
ward the goal of independence by gradual 
stages, in the course of which the granted 
measure of independence cannot be revoked, 
the very reasoning which would support such 
a doctrine makes it inapplicable to an in
corporated Territory. Moreover, Congress 

. has not proceeded upon that doctrine even 
in the case of the unincorporated Territory 
of Puerto Rico, for the committee reports 
make it plain that Congress has made no 
commitment as to ultimate political status 
of Puerto Rico. 

See the appended material· entitled "The 
Puerto Rico Bill," containing excerpts from 
House Report No. 2275. -

This material shows that Puerto Rico never 
has pa_id income taxes into the Federal Treas
ury and that when ·the so-called Common
wealth of Puerto Rico was constituted there 
was involved no radical change from the 
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existing measure of self-government, which, 
over the course of years, had been provided 
for Puerto Rico in line with tb,e congres
sional policy for this unincorporated Terri
tory which has no destiny of statehood. 

14. If the Territories of Hawaii and Alaska 
can be disincorporated as the proponents 
of commonwealth status seem to assume, 
then the right of citizenship is not neces
sarily attached to birth within said Terri
tories, and this right attaches only so long 
as Congress chooses to so provide. 

See Downes v. Bidwell, supra (182 U. S. 
244, 251, 283) and see Cabebe v. Acheson (183 
F. 2d 795), discussing the situation of Fili
pinos as United States nationals. 

15. The word "commonwealth" confuses 
the situation. This word sometimes is used 
to signify a sovereign government of t.he re
publican form, such as the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts; sometimes is used to sig
nify an independent sovereign nation, not 
necessarily republican in form, such as the 
Commonwealth of Australia; and sometimes 
is used as loosely descriptive of a group of 
nations having a common interest, such as 
the British Commonwealth of Nations. As 
used in connection with the unincorporated 
territories, dependencies, and possessions of 
the United States, the word has taken on 
the meaning of a measure of self -govern
ment, not necessarily conferred upon ir
revocable terms, which may be followed by 
independence. As applied to the incor
porated Territories of Hawaii and Alaska the 
word is a misnomer, because their status 
as incorporated territories cannot be 
changed except by their admission to state
hood. 

Thus the use of the word "common
wealth," if it has any significance, signifies 
only an attempted repudiation by Congress 
of the promise of statehood implicit in the 
incorporation of these territories into the 
Union. The Monroney amendment seeks to 
induce the .peoples of Hawa11 and Alaska to 
agree to this repudiation. But since it is 
well settled that there can be no permanent 
incorporated territory other than the Dis
trict of Columbia, and also that an incor
porated territory cannot be disincorporated, 
this would not be in accordance with the 
Constitution of the United States. The in
corporation of these territories truly was an 
irrevocable act binding upon future Con
gresses. The Monroney amendment seeks to 
ignore this binding act, and to substitute 
something "in the nature of a compact," 
which in point of law Congress cannot make, 
in a field in which Congress cannot bind a 
subsequent Congress. 

Since Hawaii and Alaska as incorporated 
territories already have achieved the highest 
constitutional status short of their ultimate 
admission to statehood, the Monroney 
amendment represents an attempt at an 
unconstitutional demotion of Hawaii and 
Alaska. The statement in the preamble of 
the Monroney amendment that to become 
a commonwealth would be an achievement 
of "a status above and beyond that of an 
incorporated territory," is contrary to the 
reality. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Approved: 

RHODA V. LEWIS, 
Deputy Attorney General. 

RICHARD K. SHARPLESS, 
Deputy Attorney General. 

EDWARD N. SYLVA, 
Attorney General. 

EXHIBIT B 
THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS, 

Washington, D. C., March 25, 1964. 
The Honorable JOSEPH R. FARRINGTON, 

House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. FARRINGTON: This is in response 
to your request for information concerning 
(1) the exemption at any time in history 

of any Territory "from Federal taxes, or (in 
the alternative) (2) a refund to the Terri
tory of the Federal taXe!'J collected therein. 
We have found no examples of either. 

We have examined our various indexes and 
the literature on the government and admin
istration of Territories, as a basis for com
ing to the above conclusion. We have not 
attempted to review every act of Congress 
that has deal": with each individual Terri
tory throughout the entire history of the 
Nation. The two sources cited in succeed
ing paragraphs suggest the absence of any 
such legislation; at least each author had 
a perfect opportunity to mention any excep
tions that had come to his attention, but 
neither did. 

Pomeroy (Earl S.), in his book on the 
"Territories and the United States, 1861-
1890," pointed out that the "system of na
tional taxes • • • covered States and Terri
tories alike" (p. 45). He went on to observe 
that the amounts of Federal taxes collected 
in the Territories were sometimes less than 
the payments of the United States on behalf 
of the Territories, and at times the cost of 
collecting the Federal taxes in the Terri
tories exceeded the total sums collected. 
Because of this latter fact, Commissioner of 
Internal Revenue Boutwell, in 1863, recom
mended limiting taxes to the States, (1. e. 
excluding Territories from their operation.) 
However, this movement "to grant tax ex
emption never progressed far" (p. 46). 

Willoughby (Wllliam Franklin), in his 
1905 book "Territories and Dependencies of 
the United States," in commenting on the 
exemption of the Philippines and Puerto 
Rico from the application of the Federal 
internal revenue laws observed that, "In 
addition to enjoying all the ordinary sources 
of local revenue, they have been given the 
entire receipts derived from customs and 
excise taxes, which in the States or Terri
tories on the mainland are covered into the 
Federal Treasury" (p. 13). 

Sincerely yours, 
ERNEST S. GRIFFITH, 

Director. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oregon yield for a 
question? 

Mr. CORDON. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I desire· to ask the 

able Senator from Oregon whether he 
believes, before we come to a vote on 
the commonwealth amendment, it would 
be desirable or necessary to insert in 
the RECORD a careful study of the dif
ferences between Alaska and Hawaii on 
the one hand, and Puerto Rico on the 
other. I should like to have the judg
ment and guidance of the distinguished 
Senator from Oregon in that connection. 
For instance, in the treaty with Russia 
we guaranteed that the people of Alaska 
would have all the rights and privileges 
of citizens of this country. 

Such a treaty guaranty does not 
mean something that is comparable to 
the situation in Puerto Rico. I am only 
asking the question in this way so that 
we may decide what to do. I wonder 
whether the Senator believes it would be 
beneficial that that be done. 

Mr. CORDON. I only wish to say 
that I hope additional material will be 
put into the RECORD. 

DISCRIMINATORY FREIGHT RATES 
TO ALASKA 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
had intended to make some remarks on 
the fioor of the Senate on the subject 
of discriminatory f_reight rates to Alaska. 

I shaii place in the REcoRD a statement 
which I have prepared in regard to the 
general subject of discriminatory freight 
rates. I merely wish to point out briefly 
to the Senate what I mean by discrimi
natory freight rates. We in the West 
have long had a fight on our hands in 
this connection. 

I discovered only the other day that 
all kinds of mixed freight from Chicago 
to Alaska via Seattle costs the shipper
and, of course, the purchaser in Alaska-
$4.26 per hundred pounds for the rail 
portion of the trip. The same freight 
destined to Japan, Korea, or other for
eign countries, or to Hawaii, via Seattle, 
costs the shipper $2.70 per hundred 
pounds from Chicago to Seattle. That is 
something which I cannot understand. 
I intend to propose a serious investiga
tion of the subject. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD at this point, as a 
part of my remarks, a statement which 
I have prepared on the subject. 

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR MAGNUSON 
I want to call the attention of the Senate 

to a discrimination against Alaska that is 
practiced by the railroads of thls country. 

When shipments of materials are made to 
Alaska that part of the rates which cover 
the portion of the rail shipments within 
the United States are higher, as much in 
some instances as 100 percent, as the same 
portion of the rates on similar shipments to 
Hawaii, Japan, and Korea. 

The shipments within the United States 
go over the same routes, are given the same 
service and arrive at the same Seattle ter
minals as shipments that go to Alaska, but 
are much cheaper than those charged on the 
shipments to Alaska. 

It is a situation that is difficult to explain, 
difficult to believe, because our. people in 
Alaska, already faced with high cost of liv
ing, are charged by the railroads more than 
is charged citizens of a foreign country. I 
can't explain the discrimination for no one 
has ever been able to explain it to me. The 
rates are set by the railroads. 

For instance, all kinds of mixed freight 
from Chicago to Alaska via Seattle costs the 
shipper, and of course the purchaser in 
Alaska, $4.26 per hundred pounds for the 
rail portion of the trip. The same freight 
when destined to Japan, Korea, and other 
foreign countries and to Hawaii via Seattle 
cost the shipper $2.77 per hundred pounds 
from Chicago to Seattle. 

Internal combustion engines shipped from 
Toledo, Ohio, to Alaska via Seattle cost the 
shipper $3.14 for the rail portion of the jour
ney while the same shipment to Japan, 
Korea, Hawaii via Seattle cost the shipper 
$2.12 for exactly the same service as given 
the shipment to Alaska. 

Passenger automobiles destined to Alaska 
via Seattle shipped from Pontiac, Mich., cost 
the shipper $6.13 per hundred for the rail 
portion of the trip within the United States 
while the same automobile destined for 
Hawaii, or for Japan, Korea, and other for
eign countries enjoy's a rate of $3.70 for ex
actly the same service from the railroads 
that is given the Alaska-bound car but which 
costs the Alaskan $2.43 more than it does a 
Japanese or Korean purchaser. 

Is it any wonder that costs of living are 
high in Alaska and is it any wonder that 
the cost of shipping material to Alaska has 
cost our Government substantial sums of 
money that have gone into the pockets of 
the railroads? 

Alaska is part of the United States, hav
ing the same stat~ in the Union as has 
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Ha.wail but-it does not get the same rate en
joyed by Hawaii. 

When Alaskans ship goods to the United 
States the railroads calmly reverse the dis
crimination and charge more on the part of 
the trip made by rail within the United 
States when the shipment's origin is Alaska 
than they do-when the shipments originate 
in Hawaii, Japan, and Korea. That adds to 
the cost of those goods to the consumer 
here. 

I am calling this unjust practice to the 
attention of the Senate because it may be 

· before us for action before long. 
Mr. Edmund F. Mansure, Administrator 

of the General Services Administration has 
· been concerned because of the discrimina
tion against shippers of materials and prod
ucts going to Alaska. He has had the prac
tice of the railroads carefully investigated. 
He has concluded that the basis used by the 
railroads for this practice is contrary to the 

"Interstate Commerce Act and has said he is 
ready to bring a proceeding to stop it before 
the Commission. 

But to give the railroads a chance to vol
untarily eliminate the discrimination he has 
taken the matter up with the Trans-Conti
nental Freight Bureau on an informal basis. 

Any reduction that can be obtained in 
the unjust rates will be of great benefit to 
Alaska, the people of Alaska, and those in 
this country who purchase goods from 
Alaska. 

ORDER FOR RECESS 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I. 

ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its work today it stand 
in recess until 12 o'clock noon tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
.objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

THE NEW LOOK IN MILITARY 
PLANNING 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
rise to protest certain aspects of the so
called New Look in military planning 
and the military budget. 

The American people have heard much 
about the New Look in military planning. 

They do not understand parts of it. 
Neither do I. Neither do many of my 
colleagues. 

This lack of understanding endangers 
the future security of the United States, 
because proper decisions cannot be made 
if the facts are not available. 

This country cannot afford to stand by 
e.nd await developments as we watch 
further successful Soviet Communist ex
pansion, designed to carry out their an
nounced intentions for world conquest. 

Admiral Radford, the able and experi
enced Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
staff, put it well earlier this month when 
he said that every citizen's interest in 
national security should now be at a 
peak, for the following four reasons: 

First, more than half of all Govern
ment expenditures are required to meet 
the cost of past wars, maintain Armed 
Forces at present levels, and support the 
foreign-aid program. 

Actually 84 percent of our current tax 
dollar goes for past, present, or possible 
future war. 

Second, the tremendous increase in 
the destructive power of the new 
weapons. 

Third, the airplane has brought the 
· battlefield into the backyard of every 
· citizen. 

Last, we must face up to the massive 
nature of the Communist threat. 

: If the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
-is correct, it would seem most desirable 
for the Congress to study very carefully 

· all recommendations from the military 
about various weapons systems. 

The theory behind the broad military 
policy of this Government has been civil
ian control of the military. It has 

. worked well in the past. America won 
all its wars until Korea. 

With this in mind, over a year ago I 
. wrote the chairman of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee: 

MARCH 2, 1953. 
The most important question re the future 

security of the United States is whether or 
not the Joint Chiefs of Staff are in agreement 
on a plan as to how to use the manpower 
and other resources of the country-this in 
case of an all-out mobilization resulting from 
a major war coming now, or anytime in the 
next few years. 

This would include agreement as to weap
ons systems. As example, how many land 
divisions as against how many air groups. 

It would also include the timing as to 
when said systems must be available for use 
in accordance with the agreed-upon plan in 
question. 

Based on the growing atomic potential of 
the Soviet, plus their already attained su
periority in ground troops, submarines, and 
many air categories, lack of complete agree
ment on such a plan might spell disaster; 
because in this air-atomic era, the side which 
strikes first now has such tremendous ad
vantage. 

Without such an agreed-upon plan, we 
might well lose any possible world war III; 
and therefore our country. 

Despite the urgency and the serious
ness of these problems, however, this let
ter had little effect. There was in effect 
no consideration by the Senate of the 
relative value of weapons systems or of 
strategic and logistic planning until the 
budget came before the Appropriations 
Committee; and it was from the Appro
priations Committee that the debate was 
carried to the Senate floor. 

Labor policies are handled in the Com
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare. 
Policies of finance are handled in the 
Finance Committee. Agriculture prob
lems are handled in the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry. Foreign af
fairs policies are handled by the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations. 

Should not questions of broad military 
policy be handled in the Armed Services 
Committee? 

I have defended five military budgets 
before the Congress, and believe it vitally 
important that the Congress be given a 
clear and accurate picture of our mili
tary position, including the relative de
sirability of various weapons systems. 

Let me say right here that I thor
oughly believe in a strong Army, NavY, 
and Air Force. But are we preparing to 
fight World War II all over again, or 
are we taking account of the sweeping 
..technological revolution in armaments, 
and preparing for the kind of war we 
shall have to fight in the future? · 

Should not the Congress also have 
some understanding about whether plans 

for any ·possible future war are being 
undertaken with weapons of the past 
war; whether preparations for future de
fense are being based on the tradition 
of previous habits; and whether currrent 
strategic and logistic planning recog-

. nizes the rapid changes in military 
· strategy required by the ever more rapid 
developments in the quantity and size 
of nuclear weapons. 

When the broad aspects of military 
strategy come before the Appropriations 
Committee, they are important-but at 
least as important to the committee is 
the question of money. 

In the Appropriations Committee 
· there is much opportunity to consider 
figures, less opportunity to consider 
forces. Last year this problem was well 
illustrated when the Air Force Chief of 
Staff, Gen. Hoyt Vandenberg, stressed to 
the Congress the importance of security 
as against money. General Vandenberg 
thereby ran into the bitter opposition of 
the new inexperienced Pentagon civilian 
chiefs. Accordingly he was grilled hour 
after hour, and day after day, to the 
point of physical failure, as he strove to 
stress the fact that in this grave world 
forces are more important than figures. 

It is sad to note that the candid snap
shot which recently won the grand 
prize at the White House photographers' 
dinner was one which illustrated Gen
eral Vandenberg's complete exhaustion 
at the occasion of those hearings. 

All this American officer did, in the 
great American tradition and in the 
Billy Mitchell tradition, was to try to 
tell the Senate the truth. The confusion 
and delay which resulted from the $5 
billion cut General Vandenberg pro
tested against so brilliantly is now only 
too clear. 

Acceptance by the Congress last year 
of the wishes of the "money first'' men 
of the Pentagon even led the former 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, Gen. 
Omar Bradley, to say publicly that, 
"They started to coast before they 
reached the top of the hill." 

The accuracy of that wise observation 
is equally clear; and all the rationali
zation in · the world cannot get away 
from the fact that the development of 
our air power was crippled and delayed, 
at heavy cost to the American taxpayer. 

There is no- use crying over spilled 
milk. But the least one can do is benefit 
in the future from experiences of the 
past. 

Accordingly, just prior to the conven·
ing of this session of the Congress, last 
December 29 to be exact, I again wrote 
the chairman of the Armed Servfces 
Committee, referred to my letter of the 
previous March, and presented the im
portance of having the Armed Services 
Committee study and evaluate long
range strategic military planning. 

I said in my second letter that now 
these studies would ·appear even more 
important, because of the further very 
rapid development, in sizes and quan
tities, of nuclear weapons . 

I suggested that, unless the Armed 
Services Committee conducted a reasori
.a.ble investigation into the nuclear field, 
we would be operating in a vacuum, so 
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far as any real knowledge of military 
planning was concerned. 

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield 
to the Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I admit that 
the Senator from Missouri wrote me the 
two letters he mentions. Of course, the 
Senator has been very conscientious. I 
wonder whether he realizes that we have 
had 11 briefings this year by the top 
military authorit~es on what their plans 
are and on what they are doing. I smile 
when I say this, but on checking into 
the matter, I find that the distinguished 
Senator from Missouri was present at 
every one of those briefings. Therefore, 
he has been just as conscientious as I 
hope I have been. 

However, I also say that as a result 
of his letters and as a result of my own 
thoughts, we have been as thorough as 
we can possibly be in trying to find out 
what the plans are. 

I should also like to call the Senator's 
attention to a briefing which I know he 
attended, which was given the other day 
by Mr. Sprague. A brief report of that 
discussion-and only a brief part of it 
could be released-was made public. 

While I am glad to have the Senator's 
criticism, and while I was happy to have 
his letters, which inspired me perhaps to 
be even a little more thorough than I 
might have been on my own initiative, I 
wish the RECORD to show, and I call 
the Senator's attention to the fact, that 
since the first of January the Commit
tee on Armed Services has had 11 brief
ings. 

:Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Sen
ator from Massachusetts for his com
ments. I assure him that the remarks I 
am making on the floor today are being 
made with great objectivity. It has been 
a pleasure for me to serve with the dis
tinguished Senator from Massachusetts 
on the Committee on Armed Services, of 
which he is the chairman. 

Nevertheless I feel that the briefings 
are not nearly so important as subse
quent analysis of what was presented at 
the briefings. 

Representing the good people of the 
State of Missouri, I do not think they 
sent me to the Senate to accept soothing 
sirup of any kind from the military 
without any investigation of their state
ments. 

Inasmuch as he has brought up the 
subject, I would respectfully call the at
tention of the Senator from Massachu
setts to the fact that at 1 of the 11 
briefings I asked not fewer than 4 
specific questions of fact. I was assured 
by the member of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, of whom I asked the questions, 
that I would get the information in short 
order. 

Many weeks after the hearing I re
ceived a letter which was a masterful 
document in evasion. It had nothing to 
do with the questions I asked. 

I should like to remind the chairman 
of the committee, if I may, that because 
of the extraordinary nature of that re
ply by a member of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff I mentioned it to the chairman, 

and then waited for another 10 days. So 
far, I have had no answer except this 
evasive letter, which, if the chairman 
would approve, I should like to put into 
the RECORD later, to show the reply given 
by a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
to a question asked by a member of the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield 
for a question. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I am confident 
the Senator will agree with me that the 
present Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff is a very sincere and very well-in
formed man. If he has not answered the 
Senator's questions as thoroughly and 
as satisfactorily as he should have an
swered them, I suggest to the Senator 
from Missouri that he ask the questions 
again, or request the chairman of the 
committee to ask them. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I was not refer
ring to the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff. As I have often publicly said, 
and as I stated only a few moments ago, 
I have great admiration and respect for 
Admiral Radford. It was not to him 
that I · addressed my questions. How
ever, since we are on the subject, I be
lieve disagreements among the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, implied before our com
mittee, are subjects which should not be 
dismissed in an effort to obtain a type 
of harmony, which harmony is never
theless not in the best interests of the 
United States. 

In a talk last December, Commissioner 
Murray of the Atomic Energy Commis
sion deplored the secrecy which sur
rounds the problems of that agency. 

He said: 
My personal theme is simply this: Clear 

understanding of the facts and implications 
of the atomic armaments race between the 
United States and the U. S. S. R. and first
hand experience with the phenomena of 
full scale atomic explosions are essential for 
realistic discussion and actions on this su
preme problem. 

I say amen to those remarks, and I 
should like to point out that they were 
made before these recent explosions in 
the Pacific. 

Where else except in the Congress can 
the relative desirability of weapons sys
tems, along with basic strategic and lo
gistic planning, the key to tens of bil
lions of dollars now spent on national 
defense by our citizenry, be analyzed in
dependently by civilians? 

Where else except in the Congress can 
elected representatives assess the ene
my's weapons ·systems and capabilities, 
and determine for the American people 
whether we are shaping our Armed 
Forces to meet the growing enemy 
threat. 

Without such examination, how can 
the Congress fulfill its obligation to the 
people to relate our military expendi
tures to our international policies? 

In my opinion, such a study, carefully 
made, would present the American tax
payer with far more savings than any 
plans recently advanced for tax re
duction. 

Surely that security which must be 
provided should be provided at mini
mum cost, especially as the latter policy 
in turn would go a long way toward a 
balanced budget. 

If this is not our policy, the Soviet may 
crush our free . economy, force us into 
some form of totalitarianism, and win 
the world without a total war. 

Apparently soon again the Senate will 
vote on military appropriations without 
any . real study about, or knowledge of, 
military planning in its relation to weap
ons systems. 

Now let us look at the truth about that 
part of the New Look which has to do 
with the Air Force. · 

When the dollar dimensions of the de
fense program were first revealed by the 
President's budget message early last 
January they produced a mixed reaction .. 

'I·he official administration position 
was that the allocation of future defense 
dollars represented a major shift in em
phasis to more recognition of airpower. 

This was true in terms of current ex
penditures, but such expenditures reflect 
appropriations made by Congress in pre
vious years. 

Others primarily concerned with the 
advancement of this country's airpower 
are questioning the adequacy of next 
year's Air Force budget. 

They are disturbed, because new obli
gational authority is now being held 
down to $11.2 billion. 

That amount is actually less than 
what the Air Force ended up with last 
year, after the unfortunate $5 billion cut. 

The current heads of the Pentagon 
reply that the critics ·of this new budget 
have failed to take into account an addi
tional $3,600,000,000 the Air Force has 
available to spend next year. 

The latter consists of, first, $2,600,000,-
000 of uno.bligated funds to be carried 
over from the current year and prior 
years appropriations; second, $1 billion 
which the Air Force is going to ask Con
gress to appropriate for military and 
public works-primarily for additional 
base construction. 

This $3,600,000,000 is significant. It 
might well reflect the difference between 
adequate and inadequate airpower. It 
deserves careful analysis. 

If those defending the new budget pro
posal are justified in adding the $3,600,-
000,000 of carry-over funds and new base 
money to the $11,200,000,000 of proposed 
new obligational authority, making a 
total of nearly $15 billion, the Congress 
might be satisfied in going along with 
the administration's budget request. 

On the other hand, if those who ques
tion the $3,600,000,000 explanation can 
make their doubts stick, we of the Con
gress who believe national security is 
more important than either balancing 
the budget or reducing taxes, face a 
grave responsibility before accepting this 
proposed new look. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Missouri yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I would say to 

the Senator from Missouri that I know 
he has had an intimate connection in 
the· past with the Air Force. He was 

. 
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good enough to permit m·e to see a copy the Air Force _budget, there was, on the 
of his speech at the noon hour. I wanted other side of the aisle, a great deal of 

- to check up on the figures he introduced. corpment about the inefficiency of the 
The best figures I can get from the of- previous administration in failing to ob
fice of the Secretary of Defense, which I ligate funds for the .Mr Force. As Ire-

- have secured within the hour-- call, the charg~ was m_ade that Congress 
Mr. SYMINGTON. -Before the Sena- had aP,propriated the money, but that we 

, tor giv-es th-e -figures to l:lS:. if ,he will per- . were not getting the planes~ We now find 
mit me to say so, I noticed last · year, ·that the present -administration, instead 

- when- this -matter was debated, that a of having an estimated $2,600 million of 
steady· stream of clerks and -assistants · unobligated funds on June 30, is running 
from 'the ·Pentagon Building came here up the figure to $3,600 million. It would 

_to supply information. Before- making · seem to me that-those in charge of affairs 
these remarks, I checked over a period in the Pentagon are having more trouble 
of'days and weeks the ngures used; and trying to figure out this New Look than 
based on my experience, and, I believe, the previous administration had in the 
based on the experience of the Senatpr past in trying to obtain an Air Force of 
from Massachusetts, a11y figure that is 42 wings . 

. secured from the Pentagon in as brief a Mr. President, when we appropriate 
time as 1 hour, even if it has to do with funds I think it is important that they 
problems other than money, might well be at least obligated and that the pro
be incorrect. gram be gotten in order. The adminis-

I should be very glad to look at the tration indicated a year ago that it would 
Senator's figures at any time, and dis- be able to obligate all these funds. We 
cuEs them, but if the Senator got his now find that the main point made -bY 
figures within an hour, I shall rely on the administration is that they do not 
my own figures as against the Senator's need any more funds because they could 
figures. not obligate any more. Why did they ask 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I shc.uld like to for funds if they could not obligate 
give one figure, if I may, at this time. them? I am not saying they have to 
The Senator used a figure for the current spend them, but they should be able to 
funds carried over. The figure I have obligate them. 

· as of June 30, 1954, with· reference to Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the dis
. aircraft and related procurement, is tinguished junior Senator from Wash

$3 ,400,000,000 instead of $2,600,000,000. ington for his very fine contribution to 
Mr. SYMINGTON. That is the point this discussion. 

I was trying to make. The Senator has Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
now looked into the crystal ball at the will the Senator· from Missouri yield fur-

·Pe!ltagon Building, and has been toln ther? 
what will be obligated .as of June 30, Mr. SYMINGTON . . May I continue 
1954. I cannot predict how much my thought on this question? I am de
money will be or will not be obligated lighted to see in the Chamber the distin
by June 30, 1954. The figure of $2,600,- gUished chairman of the Military Sub-
000,000, about which I am speaking, is committee of the Committee on Appro
an estimate, and the figure of $3.4 bil- · priations, with whom I had a discussion 
lion which the Senator has mentioned is on these subjects last year in much more 
also an estimate. If his figure is correct, detail than in the Armed Services Com-
my point is even more confirmed. mittee. 

· Mr. SALTONSTALL. I shall be glad I would contir~ue with more figures, so 
to debate with the Senator at a later as to bring out some points I desire to 
date as to whether the money is well make, but shall be glad to yield to my 
spent, whether more money should be distinguished colleague if he desires. 
spent, and so forth. I did not mean to Mr. SALTONSTALL. I appreciate the 
interrupt the Senator for that purpose, courtesty of the Senator from Missouri, 
but only to show that there will be more and I shall not take advantage of it be
money availaple for procurement in the yond stating that what we want, of 
fiscal year 1955 than he has indicated. course, is new plar.es of the latest types. 

I agree with the Senator that we shall This year we are completing more wings 
not know definitely what the figure will than we anticipated, but we still have 
be until July 1. unobligated funds to carry forward. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Sen- There never was in contemplation in 
ator for his contribution to my thought. any one year of obligating all the funds. 
My belief is that any money appropri- Money is appropriated with the idea of 
ated by the Congress should be allo- looking forward so that there can be 

. cated to improve, to increase, the air- planning and adjustments in the future. 
power of the United States. The very I know that my colleague from Missouri, 
fact this money, as the Senator says, no matter how much he may disagree 
will be available, makes me grateful to with me on other things, will· agree with 
the Senator for not only agreeing with me about that, because it was his plan
my position, but strengthening with ad- ning that stretched forward into 
ditional figures the point I was endeav- 1957--
oring to make. Mr. SYMINGTON. When I left the 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will Air Force there was planning for 42 
the Senator from Missouri yield for a wings. I do not know muc_h about any 
question? planning beyond that. But I think it has 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I shall be glad to all been most unfortunate. I know the 
yield, provided t shall not lose my right Senator from Massachusetts has not 
to the floor. . been a party to it, because I know of his 

Mr. JACKSON. I recall that a year sincerity in these matters. It has been 
ago, when we were debating the cut in a fraud, bec_ause we were going to go 

from 90 groups to 143 groups. - Then it 
was decided to go from 90 groups to 120 
group_s. It was .constantly asserted, and 

· constantly reiterated, that we were in
creasing our airpower. Everyone knows 
that to be so. '!'he questions were: What 
was the date of the goal? What was 

: the- amount of· the goal? 
r ·Mr. MAYBANK. Mr: President, will 
. the Senator yield? 

Mr. -SYMINGTON. I am ha-ppy to 
yield to the distinguished senior Senator 

· from South Carolina. 
Mr. MAYBANK. Is it not a fact that 

the date of the goal itself was put off 
another year? Last year it was put off 
another year. This year it was put off 
another year. So, I am told, it was put 

.. off. for 2 years. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator from 

South Carolina is correct. Actually, last 
year it was put off for 2 years. The point 
I wish to make in this discussion, as 
much as any other point, with respect 
to the carryover about which the Pen
tagon Building is now boasting, is that, 
despite the tremendous advance in So
viet armament, the truth is that that 
carryover is obtained by postponing for 
2 years the building up of the Air Force 
which it is said we need. 

Our responsibility is not diminished 
· by the somewhat less than candid atti

tude expressed on occasion by represent
atives of the Department of Defense. 

This attitude was highlighted several 
weeks ago, when the news broke, though 
not through the Defense Department, of 

- the two new heavy bombers with which 
- the Soviets are now equipping their long-

range air force. 
In commenting on the development, 

news of which was first given the Amer
- ican people by a trade magazine instead 

of by the Government, one well-known 
writer on military affairs commented as 

- follows: 
It is plain dishonest for t he Pentagon to 

go on smugly boasting about American air 
st riking power without at least uttering a 
warning word or two now and then about 
Soviet air atomic striking power. 

In other words, we are constantly talk
ing about our own power, even though we 
knowingly prolong getting it, but we 
never tell the American people anything 
about Soviet airpower. 

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. ·I yield. 
Mr. F'ERGUSON. Does the Senator 

from Missouri contend that there could 
have been more modern aircraft pro
duced last year? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator from 
Michigan represents a great industrial 
State. I myself spent 29 years in busi
ness, in shops, before coming into Gov
ernment. Anyone with knowledge of 
shops knows that more airplanes can be 
built operating 3 shifts than operating 
1 shift. Today the aviation industry is 
on a single-shift basis. Ther may be ex
ceptions to this, but they are rare. 

Therefore, for anyone to take the po-
-sition that we could not have had more 
strength, especially if we had told the 
American people the truth about our 
relative strength as compared with that 
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-of the Communists, is, -to me, inexpli
cable. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator 
from Missouri know, as a matter of fact, 
that we could have acquired modern 
planes, which would not have become 
obsolescent while we were acquiring 
them, if this money actually had ·been 
spent? Is it not true that when it was 
discovered -what kind of - engines were 
being built, the amount which was to 
have been spent for engines was cut back 
almost to $1 billion, becaUse the engines 
which had been ordered would not have 
been needed? I am now talking about 
the commitment of the money. Under 
such circumstances, why commit the 
money on contract? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I do not know 
_what particular order, what particular 
type of engine, or what particular funds 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Michigan is talking about. But this I 
do know: Statements were made to the 
committees last spring, -with reference to 
what was proposed to be done about air
power, implying that Secretary Robert 
Lovett, and the people under him, did 
not know their foot from first base, and 
that, as a result of the great, new amount 
of business experience we were getting 
in the Pentagon, everything would be 
cleared up. 

As a result of what has actually hap
pened, the money which was wanted last 
year is not being spent, and the carry
over this year is tremendous. 

In other words, regardless of whether 
the administration is Democratic or Re
publican, the workers in the plants, re
gardless of how they vote when they go 
to the polls, will make airplanes just as 
well, and will work just as hard under 
this administration, as they did under 

. the previous administration-no more, 
no less. 

All the things we were told would hap
pen with respect to the new budget have 
not happened, and this despite the fact 
the strength of the Soviets is beginning 
to appear even greater than it was pre
viously considered to be. 

Specifically, to answer the question of 
the Senator from Michigan, yes, to the 
best of my knowledge and experience. 
If we really got down to the building of 
airplanes, and really thought it was im
portant, as we did, say, in January 1942-
I was in industry then on the other side 
of the picture-we could have made a 
great many more airplanes than are be
ing produced today. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Is it not true that 
when the Senator from Missouri was in 

-a position of authority in the Defense 
Establishment, he was committing the 
money under contract, and on occasions 
he had to cut back because the length 
of lead time was such that it was not 
of any value merely to commit the 
money? 

Is it not also true that the distin
-guished Senator from Missouri does not 
have the intelligence information which 
the Department of Defense itself has as 
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to the strength of Russia so far as· air
power is concerned? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I will answer the 
Senator from Michigan this way: With 
respect to the · Soviet situation, I have 
.quite considerable knowledge about · it, 
because I have been reading Newsweek 

.and various other magazines and col-
·umns--

Mr. FERGUSON. Is that the only 
authority the Senator has? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I get much infor
mation today from the press. Unfortu
nately, I am not on the favored list, so 
possibly I do not get information which 
many other Senators get from the Pen
tagon. 

I am grateful to the distinguished sen
ior Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALLJ for having taken the care 
to note I have been present at every 
briefing the committee has had this 
year. 

But I can say to the Senator from 
Michigan that I get far more informa
tion, especially from weekly maga
zines and newspaper people, than I get 
in any briefings held in the Senate Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield.for a ques
tion, provided I do not lose my right to 
the floor. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator 
from Missouri contend that in the brief
ings before the Committee on Armed 
Services he is unable to get the facts for 
which he has asked; that he has been 
refused answers? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator from 
Michigan was a little late in coming into 
this discussion. Therefore, I shall re
peat what I have just stated to the 
chairman of the Senate Committee on 
Armed Services. 

Many weeks ago, during briefings, I 
asked a member of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff for a great deal of information. I 
received, in return, a letter which was 
not what was wanted, because it an
swered none of the questions which I had 
asked and which this particular member 
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff said he would 
answer. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Will the Senator 
from Missouri state what member of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff it was? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I do not feel I 
should get into personalities in a discus
sion that has to do with the future se
curity of the United States. If the Sen
ator would like to tall.: to me at any time 
about these problems, I should be very 
happy to discuss them with him. But I 
do not feel I should engage in personal
ities in debate on this matter. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Is the Senator 
contending--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Missouri yield to the 
Senator from Michigan? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield to the 
Senator from ]\l[ichigan for a question, 
provided I do not lose the floor. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator 
from Missouri now contend that he is 
unable to get the . facts, and that he has 

-to -rely upon Newsweek and other maga
zines in order to obtain his information? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The reason I 
mentioned Newsweek was that it pub
lished an especially edifying article last 
week, writen, apparently, by · a brilliant 
reporter, whom I congratulate. I 
learned many things from that article 
-which ! ·had asked.about, because previ
ously I did not know the answers. 

Specifically replying to the ·question 
asked by the senior Senator from-Michi
gan, weeks, even months ago, I asked, in 
an executive hearing of the Senate Com
mittee on Armed Services, for answers to 
a series of questions, in order that I, 
representing in part the people of Mis
souri, would know how to vote on these 
-matters when they come to the Senate 
floor. For the information of the Sena
tor from Michigan, -after waiting many 
weeks, I received a letter which did not 
answer a single question asked; and 
which, in itself, was a masterpiece of 
evasion. 

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield 
to the distinguished Senator from Ala
bama, and an expert on this subject. 

Mr. HILL. Is it not true that last 
year, when a reduction of some $5 billion 

· was being made in the Air Force budget, 
we were told that the number of trainees, 
personnel, and bases would be cut, but 
that there would be no reduction in the 
number of airplanes, and that we would 
continue to get the number of airplanes 
originally proposed? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is correct, 
and I thank my distinguished colleague 
for having the memory on a subject he 
knows so well that enables him to remind 
us of that. 

Mr. HILL. We were told time and 
time again, in the Committee on Armed 
Services and in the Appropriations Com
mittee, that is what would happen. 
Now we do not have the planes the wit
nesses said we were going to get. 

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield to the dis
tinguished Senator from Montana. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I have been very 
much interested in what the distin
guished Senator from Missouri has been 
saying, and there is a great deal of sub
stance in his remark. I should like to 
ask the Senator whether it is not true 
that under the 143-wing Air Force pro
gram, the Strategic Air Command was 
supposed to have 58 groups, or wings? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. To be honest, I 
cannot answer the question of the die
tinguished Senator from Montana. I 
do not remember the exact number, but 
I believe his figure is correct. I have 
not broken that figure down in some 
weeks. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. It is my under
standing that under the 137-wing goal, 
there will· be 54 wings in the Strategic 
Air Command, the command which is 
supposed to have the massive retaliatory 
power. Is my understanding correct? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. To the best of my 
knowledge, the figures cited by the Sena
tor from Montana are correct, and I 
thank him. 
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Let me make one 
further comment and ask another ques
tion. Like the Senator from Missouri, 
I get most of my information from the 
newspapers, the radio, and the press in 
general. It is my understanding that 
in the 54-wing Strategic Air Command 
there is at the present time a deficiency 
of between 30 and 40 percent in me
chanics and technical personnel, Am I 
correct in my understanding? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I have heard such 
figures mentioned. 

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I should like to 
make a comment on the statement of the 
senator from Montana before yielding 
to my distinguished colleague, the Sena
tor from Oregon. 

I believe if the facts were ever pub
lished about what it costs to train a 
technical man in the service, as against 
efforts for adequate housing and other 
efforts made to keep him in the service, 
the American people would be astounded. 
In one briefing-there is no secret about 
this and I am sure the distinguished 
chairman of the committee will remem
ber it--we were told it takes 42 months 
to train a member of the Armed Forces 
to handle properly certain jobs. Yet at 
times it seems as though we were doing 
everything possible to get such personnel 
out of the service rather than keep them 
in. 

I now yield to the Senator from Ore-
gon. 

Mr. MORSE. I wish to supplement 
the question asked by the Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. HILL] regarding the testi
mony given by the military witnesses last 
year, to the effect that, in round num
bers, there could be a saving made of $5 
billion without there being a loss in pro
duction of planes. Is it not also true that 
those witnesses testified that such a sav
ing could be made without a loss of 
fighter pilots, and that they were not 
going to decrease the number of fighter 
aircraft personnel as a result of the $5 
billion cut in the budget? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. _The Senator is 
correct. I thank the Senator. 

Mr. MORSE. Is it not true that, con
trary to the testimony of the Pentagon 
witnesses within a few months we lost 
several thousand Air Force personnel, 
who were "riffed" from the Air Force? Is 
it not true that they were given the ex
planation by the Pentagon Building that 
it had to be done because of the cut in 
the budget? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. To the best of my 
knowledge, that is exactly correct. 

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

Mr SYMINGTON. I yield to my dis
tinguished colleague, the Senator from 
Massachusetts 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I just came 
upon the fioor of the Senate. I wish to 
agree with one statement which the Sen
ator from Missouri has just made. A 
great problem before us today, and a 
problem which I hope we shall be able 
to solve to some extent before this ses
sion of the Congress is over, is the bottle
neck today in trained personnel in the 
Air Force and in the armed services. We 

are making it easy for them to get out 
and are not being helpful enough to get 
them to stay in. I enti~ely agree with 
the statement of the Senator that it 
is one of the great problems facing us. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Sen
ator for his support of my position. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. If I may com
plete my statement, at the same time I 
believe that we have built more planes 
this year than we anticipated would be 
built, and that the bottleneck is not in 
pilots. The bottleneck is in trained me
chanics. The bottleneck is in the men 
who can fix the engines and keep them 
going. As far as I know, the reduction 
in Air Force personnel is not coming 
from the younger men and the pilots 
who are being trained. At the present 
time we have enough pilots. There will 
be a problem a year or two from now in 
having enough pilots, but we have 
enough pilots today. The fighting part 
of our Air Force has not been cut down. 
More airplanes were built this year than 
it was anticipated there would be built. 
Will the Senator agree with me on that? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I would like to 
agree with the Senator from Massa
chusetts on anything that I could, be
cause I am very fond of him, and I know 

- how sincere he is in his statements. 
However, I must specifically disagree on 
the point he has just made. I think the 
results which General Vandenberg, who 
spent 35 years in the Air Force, predicted 
last year would happen are now hap
pening. If one considers his testimony, 
regardless of how one may juggle the 
numbers, one will see what happened. 

At that time we took the advice of in
experienced people over the advice of 
experienced people. I think General 
Vandenberg's testimony will stand up as 
vindication of a true prophet. There
fore, on that particular point I must 
disagree with the Senator from Massa
chusetts. 

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield 
to the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. MORSE. With due respect to the 
Senator from Massachusetts, I think the 
chairman of the Committee on Armed 
Forces is just as wrong as he can be 
regarding the "riffing" of pilots out of 
the Air Force. After the pilots began 
being let out of the Air Force last year, 
a group of them met in my office. They 
wanted to talk to me because of my pre
vious service as a member of the Com
mittee on Armed Services and because of 
the work I had done as a member of the 
Committee on Armed Services in regard 
to the Air Force personnel problem. 
Those pilots told me of this "riffing" 
program . . They told me that several 
thousand of those young men who want
ed to make piloting in the Air Force their 
careers were being let out of the Air 
Force as a result of the representations 
in the Pentagon Building that there were 
not funds availab_le to keep them .in the 
Air Force. 

I intervened in behalf of some of those 
men and I found- that was what those 
pilots were being tOld in the Pentagon 
Building. I also found out from advisers 
at the Pentagon Building that, in the 

·best interests of the Air Force, they 
should not have been let out, but they 
were let out because of the $5 bil
lion cut the Eisenhower administration 
asked for, and which some of us, includ
ing the Senator from Missouri, opposed. 

As a result of that great mistake on 
the part of the Eisenhower administra
tion, the defense of the United States 
is seriously deficient, in my judgment. 
The sad fact is that, as of today, we are 
powerful in offense, but we are weak in 
defense. If a Russian Pearl Harbor in 
the air should occur tomorrow, we would 
pay for it by the loss of many lives in 
the United States·. One of the reason·s 
for that situation is that today we do 
not have sufficient numbers of trained 
pilots for the new type planes, to give 
our country both the offense and the de
fense it needs in the air. 

I do not propose to let the chairman 
of the Armed Services Committee of the 
Senate make the observation he has just 
made on the fioor of the Senate without 
making a direct reply for the RECORD, for 
in my judgment he is dead wrong on the 
facts. I believe he is relying upon more 
misinformation from the Pentagon 
Building-misinformation of the type 
which, when I was a member of the com
mittee, was constantly being fed to the 
committee. I am satisfied it is still being 
fed to it. My service on the committee 
taught me that the Pentagon Building 
must be checked and cross-examined 
very carefully on the information it 
sends up to the Hill. · 

It is a sad state of affairs, Mr. Presi
dent, when a member of the Armed 
Services Committee of the Senate tells 
the American people, when speaking 
from his desk in the Senate, today, as the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTON] 
has done, that in order to obtain infor
mation about the state of air defense of 
the United States, he has to rely upon 
magazine articles. I have a high regard 
for the Newsweek magazine but I do not 
think members of the Armed Services 
Committee should have to depend upon 
it for military information. 

Certainly the time has come for the 
Armed Services Committee to make cl€ar 
to the officers in the Pentagon Building 
that they are going to get whatever in
formation the members of the committee 
need and must have if we are to main
tain civilian control over the military. 
If we do not maintain civilian control 
over the military and if the members of 
the committee ·do not get the answers to 
each and every question they ask, then 
the fault lies with the members of the 
Armed Services Committee. They must 
not surrender to the brass, control over 
the military. Woe be it to our country if 
we ever let the military, under this mili
tary administration or any other, con
trol the formation of military policy. 

·we have the right to look to our Armed 
Services Coriunittee as the clearing house 
for discussions of what our military pol
icies shall be. _ The Pentagon Building 
officials are too inclined to treat the 
Congress acting through its Armed Serv
ices Committee, as a committee to which 
they-should tell as little as they can get 
by with. They are inclined to keep from 
the people much information that a free 



1954 . CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 4077 
people should lmow about if tney are to 
protect themselves from military wastes 
and inem.ciencies. . 

The Senator from Missouri has made 
a most meaningful speech. As a former 
member of the Armed Services Commit
tee of the Senate, which is a committee 
child of the Senate, I say to my col
leagues in the Senate that we should 
make clear to the Armed Services Com
mittee that we do not want grounds to 
exist again which justify a member of 
the committee saying on the floor of the 
Senate that he (loes not obtain from the 

. om.cers in the Pentagon, in the course 
of executive sessions in the Armed Serv
ices Committee, any and all informa
tion he needs about the military affairs 
of the Nation. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Sena
tor from Oregon. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Missouri yield 
tome? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
CooPER in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Missouri yield to the Senator from 
Massachusetts? 

1\Ir. SYMINGTON. I shall yield in a 
moment. 

First, Mr. President, again I should 
like to pay tribute to the knowledge of 
this subject on the part of the Senator 
from Oregon. From the standpoint of 
the security of the Nation, in my opinion, 
it was a sad day when it was decided to 
remove the distinguished Senator from 

·Oregon from the Armed Services Com
mittee. 

I should also like to say that I was not 
in any way criticizing the article which 
appeared in the magazine Newsweek. I 
believe it was a fine article for the 
American people. If they cannot obtain 
the needed information in another way 
than by magazines, newspapers, and the 
radio, certainly it is better for them to 
know the truth in that fashion than 
merely to have the hope it will be given 
them by persons in charge of the Armed 
Forces, and by other Government 
agencies. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Missouri yield- to 
L'le at this point? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield to the 
Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
at this time I shall not enter into a de
bate with the Senator from Oregon on 
the question of whether the Armed Serv
ices Committee- of the Senate obtains 
the information it should have. How
ever, I may say to him that in the 11 
briefings we have had this year-and 
both the Senator from Missouri and · I 
have been present at all of them, and he 
can confirm what I say, if he sees fit to 
do so-l have never known a question to 
go unanswered. 

Personally, I have asked what I con
sijered to be many intelligent questions 
in regard to the matters under discus
sion, and I think other members of the 
committee have done the same. I ·have 
never heard a refusal to answer a ques
tion. If we do not get the necessary in
formation, it is because we do not have 
sufficient fundamental knowledge of the 

subject to be able to ask the proper 
questions. 

However, as one who has sat on the 
committee a good many years, let me say 
I believe I have some knowledge of the 
subjects under discussion there, and, 

· likewise, I believe the Senator from 
Missouri, who served in the Defense De
partment, has some knowledge of those 
subjects. He has asked some very good 
questions; I give him due credit for that. 
Every question he has . asked and every 
question I have asked has been answered. 

Certainly in the committee we have 
tried to do our duty and to obtain the 
facts. 

That is all I wish to say at this time. 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President---
Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, be-

fore I yield to the Senator from Oregon, 
I should like to reply to the Senator from 
Massachusetts. In no way do I criticize 
him, but I think the RECORD should be 
straight in respect to the observations he 
just made, when he said that all ques
tions were answered or else the members 
of the committee were told they would 
receive the information they requested. 

I carefully prepared what I regarded 
as appropriate questions, and asked them 
of a member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. 
I was told by him that he would answer 
these questions. This is a matter of rec
ord, and if the distinguished chairman of 
the committee will read the record, he 
will find it there. At one point this 
member of the Joint Chiefs said: 

I have not that information, but I will 
get it for you. 

In another case the reply was: 
That information was given in 1949 to a 

committee in the House of Representatives, 
and I will be glad to give it to you_. 

That answer surprised me, because if 
that was in the summer of 1949-and 
presumably it was-the Soviets had not 
then exploded either the hydrogen bomb, 
as they have done now, or the atomic 
bomb; and therefore any information 
given me that long ago, if based upon 
testimony in 1949, would have been 
totally obsolete, and therefore, in my 
opinion, would probably have been totally 
irrelevant. 

Regardless of whether this informa
tion was obsolete or modern, and regard
less of whether another crystal ball ef
fort was made in the summer of 1949, 
even though I was told I would have that 
information along with the other infor
mation, he did not answer either that 
question or any of the other questionS. 

To be more specific, let me say that 
when I asked him, in executive session, 
about the relative cost of weapons sys:
tems, a subject about which I think I 
can speak as a civilian, his reply 
brought up relative value: That reply 
was evasive. I read the letter carefully. 
As a matter of fact, the distinguished 
chairman of the committee was kind 
enough to send the letter to me, because 
this member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
sent the letter to me through the chair
man of the committee, and I protested it 
to the chairman of the committee. 

In addition, although it is true that 
any questio~ J; _hav_e as~ed - h~ve been 

answered, it is also true that in reply to 
vital questions, different answers have 
been given by members of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. 

I respectfully ask this question of the 
chairman of the committee, for whom I 

· have great respect: If the Armed SerY
ices Committee does not obtain the nec
essary information, and if it is left to the 
Appropriations Committee to obtain the 
necessary information as to decisions 
on questions of appropriation of funds, 
where is civilian control? 

I now yield to the Senator from 
Oregon . 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I shall 
be brief in speaking at this point. 

Of course, Mr. President, in replying 
to the remarks of the Senator from 
Massachusetts, let me say first that I 
have ears, and I have heard the state
ments made today by the Senator from 
Missouri. They cannot be reconciled 
with the views of the Senator from Mas
sachusetts. I am satisfied that the Sen
ator from Missouri and not the Senator 
from Massachusetts is right in this 
argumer_t, 

In the first place, the Senator from 
Missouri said he attended all the brief
ings, and yet he has testified on the :floor 
of the Senate that he has gained more 
information about the military -policies 
of the Government -from the newspapers 
and magazine articles he has read than 
he has from the briefings. That is testi
mony, it seems to me, which completely 
denies the assurance of the Chat:man 
of the Armed Services Committee of the 
Senate that the committee is obtaining 
the information it needs from the Penta
gon om.cials. 

In the second place, Mr. President, the 
Senator from Missouri has testified to
day in the Senate that he did ask a series 
of questions of a member of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, and that in reply he got 
evasions instead of direct answers. -

As a witness myself, on the basis of 8 
years of service on the Armed Services 
Committee of the Senate, let me say that 
if the members of th£. committee are go
ing to wait for the military to give them 
the information they should have, they 
will never obtain it. They will obtain it 
only by digging in with cross-examina
tion and demanding the information 
from the representatives of the Military 
Establishment. 

Unfortunately, there are not very 
many Bradleys or Shermans in the Mili
tary Establishment. When those two 
great men were in uniform, many times 
they came before the committtee and 
volunteered information which, as the 
representatives of a free people, the 
members of the committee should have 
had. But with respect to most of the 
brass, unless we dig it out we shall not 
get it at all. We should not have to rely 
on newspapers and periodicals. · 

I cannot read the speech of the Sena
tor from Missouri and get out of it any
thing else than that, apparently, the Ap
propriations Committee instead of the 
Armed Services Committee of the Senate 
is becoming the chief information gath
erer. It is the· Armed Services -Commit
tee of the Senate which ought to bring 
policy .recommendations to the :floor of 

- , 
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the Senate. But those recommenda
tions should be based on full disclosure 
of all pertinent facts by the military. 
I Wish I could place a greater reliance 
than I now feel I can on the Armed Serv
ices Committee when it comes forth with 

. recommendations. However, such re
ports as the Senator from Missouri is 
making today make me wonder about 
the work of the committee. I know that 
it cannot disclose in public a great deal 
of secret information which ought to be 
given to it in executive session. But I 
want to be sure that it is getting the 
information. My confidence in the Sen
ator from Missouri and my knowledge 
of his great background in the military 
field are such that I am frightened by 
the speech he makes here today. In view 
of what he has said I cannot be sure 
when the Armed Services Committee 
comes to the Senate with a recommenda
tion, whether it is based upon all perti
nent information, or whether it is simply 

·based upon a request from the Pentagon 
Building to rubber stamp the recom
mendation of the administration. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Sen
ator from Oregon. I am very grateful to 
him, especially because he himself ren
dered such great service to this country 
while he was a member of the Armed 
ServiGes Committee. 

I am sure the chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee is not questioning 
my word with respect to my position in 
this matter. I believe he knows that, 
even though I may be in error, at least I 
am sincere. Therefore, if it meets with 
his approval, inasmuch as I do not think 
the questions bear too closely on our na
tional security, and in order to emphasize 
my position with respect to the weeks 
and months I have waited for this in
formation, perhaps he would declassify 
the questions I asked and the answers, 
in effect, the assurances that I would re
ceive the information. I should be glad 
if he would declassify those questions and 
answers and place them in the REcORD, 
at the same time also placing in the 
RECORD, the letter received from one 
member of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who 
brushed me off as one would brush a 
schoolboy off when it came to answering 
the questions I asked as a member of the 
Armed Services Committee and a repre
sentative of the people of Missouri. 

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I shall be glad to 
yield for a question, provided I do not 
lose the floor. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator 
made a statement which requires an ob
servation. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I stand corrected. 
I am delighted to receive the observation. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I am not quite 
sure that the letter to which the Sena
tor refers contains anything which 
should not be disclosed. I have it before 
me, and it was my intention to read it 
through to see if there was any objection 
to placing it in the REcORD. I think there 
is not. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The point I 
should like to make is that the letter 
was furnished to me by a certain mem
ber of the Joint Chiefs of Staff in answer 

to the questions asked. Therefore, the 
letter should be placed in the RECORD 
along with the testimony showing the 
questioning, so that we may all under
stand the respect one member of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff has for a member 
of the Senate Armed Services Commit
tee. I think both questions and answers 
should be packaged together, if either 
are to be used. I shall be glad to dis
cuss the questions with the chairman at 
his convenience. 

I now return to the remarks which -I 
have prepared with respect to the in
correct aspects of the New Look as to air 
power. 

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield. 
Mr. HILL. Is it not true that the let

ter to which the Senator has just re
ferred, which was addressed to the Joint 
Chiefs and answered by one of the Joint 
Chiefs, was written at the time the battle 
was raging over whether or not we 
should make the $5 billion cut in the ap
propriations for the Air Force? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. No. I am very 
grateful to the distinguished senior Sen
ator from Alabama for bringing up the 
question. The letter to which I am re
ferring . was written after the officials in 
the Pentagon Building, in proper and 
contrite fashion, replaced most of the 
airpower cut made last year. Despite 
that fact, the letter I received, and which 
I say again is a masterpiece of evasive 
technique, was requested only about 2 
or 2Y2 months ago. I am very glad the 
Senator from Alabama has made it pos
sible for me to bring out that point. It 
is a 1954 letter, not a 1953 letter. 

Let us consider the $2.6 billion carry
over in unobligated funds. To hear the 
Department of Defense talk about it, one 
might think a carryover was a very good 
thing. They refer to carryover funds 
as though they were money that had 
been saved, and therefore still in the 
bank. 

But is a carryover really such a good 
thing? What is so commendable about 
a defense agency not doing what we of 
the Congress were previously told by 
that same agency must be done, in a 
certain time period, for the security of 
our ~ation? I refer to refusing to utilize 
obligational authority. 

I for one did not feel so satisfied about 
it when I read a statement made a few 
weeks ago by the Chief of Staff of the 
Air Force to the effect that the Soviet 
Air Force is now more than one-half 
jet equipped. Under the administra
tion's new airpower program, our own air 
units-Air Force, Navy, and Marine
will not be 50-percent jet powered until 
1957-3 years from now. 

Coming back to carryovers, let us see 
what past experience has been. Prior 
to 1953 a 10-percent carryover of unobli
gated procurement funds might be con
sidered more or less normal. There are _ 
often good reasons why a procurement 
program cannot be put 100 percent on 
order in a given fiscal period. Indeed, 
Congress has always insisted that appro-· 
priations be used prudently as well- as 
promptly. · 

I wish the distinguished-chairman of 
the subcommittee of the Committee on 
Appropriations were present to hear this 
portion of the discussion. This is the 
point which I wished to answer for the 
record when he raised the question in 
connection with the carryover. 

But a 10-percent carryover is a far 
cry from one of 50 percent. Yet a carry
over of the latter proportion occurred 
at the end of the fiscal year 1953, when 
$5.3 billion of major procurement 
funds-by which I mean appropriations 
for aircraft and other major equipment 
needed by the Air Force-remained un-

-committed. 
We have been told that $2.6 billion will 

be carried over from this year to next 
year. In fact, they tell us it is planned 
that way. Now it appears that even this 
carryover figure of $2.6 billion will be 
greatly exceeded. · 

Listen to this : Of the $5 billion the 
Congress made available for aircraft 
procurement before next July, only one
tenth of $1 billion has been obligated 
since that amount became available last 
July. 

In other words, despite all the criticism 
advanced last year of past management, 
it appears that the present management 
will -have a far greater carryover than 
$2.6 billion at the start of the next fiscal 
year. 

That was the point which the distin
guished Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. SALTONSTALL] was kind enough to 
bring up, emphasize, and drive home be
fore I reached it in my address; for 
which I also thank him. 

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield. 
Mr. HILL. Is it not important, also, to 

bear-in mind the fact that we do not 
buy airplanes for the Air Force in the 
same manner as automobiles are pur
chased from General Motors? Time is 
required to produce airplanes. If we ob.
ligate funds today for airplanes, it may 
be 2 or 3 years before those airplanes 
come into the hands of the Air Force 
for the defense of the United States. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The distinguished 
Senator from Alabama knows that well. 
In addition to being one of our greatest 
authorities on airpower, having sat for 
years as a member of the Armed Services 
Committee, as well as a member of the 
Appropriations Committee, he knows 
that even with far heavier emphasis on 
production than we are giving today, it 
often requires as long as 7 years from 
the prototype-let alone the drawing 
board-to reach any real production of 
bombers; and 3 or 4 years fo.r the produc
tion of fighters. 

Therefore, what has been going on in 
this numbers game is that, when the 
budget was released it was said airpower 
was being emphasized. But where was 
the emphasis placed? If I follow the 
thought of my distinguished colleague 
from Alabama, the emphasis -w:as placed 
on expenditures, not appropriations. It 
was said the Army was spending approx
imately $10 billion, that the Navy was 
spending approximately $10 billion, and 
that .the Air Force was spending about 
$16 billion, and that therefore emphasis 
was being placed upon the Air Force. 
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The truth of the matter is that anyone 
with even a remote knowledge of mili
tary budgets knows that practically all of 
the $16 billion expended was obligated 
in the previous Democratic administra
tion. It is for that reason I say, as So
viet airpower steadily increases, we 
steadily increase our effort to operate 
the numbers game at the expense of the 
security of the United States. 

Is it possible that next year the new 
management will continue this numbers 
game to the point where, once more, 
they will take credit for these same un
used funds as representing additional 
emphasis on air power? 

What in fact do these abnormally 
large carryovers signify? 

The answer is simple. It lies in the 
2-year postponement of our airpower 
buildup-from 1955 to 1957-that has 
taken place under the so-called New 
Look. · · 

This postponement has been taken as 
an admitted calculated risk despite the 
now current realization that Soviet Rus
sia has a superb long-range air force, 
including modern bombers of latest de:. 
sign, and both the atomic and hydrogen 
bomb. . 

When the present administration took 
over a year ago, it found that Congress 
had already appropriated, the _year be
fore, enough money to the Air Force to 
complete the buildup, and equipping, of 
143 wings by 1955. . 

Mr . . HILL. Mr. President, _will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to yield 
to the distinguished Senator from Ala
bama. 

Mr. HILL. The 143 wings represented 
a very definite goal to us at that time, 
toward which we were driving straight 
ahead. Is that correct? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. That is correct. 
I should like to mention a point in con
nection with the question asked by the 
distinguished and wise Senator from 
Alabama. Many times recently there 
has been reference to the fact the pre
vious administration wanted to rush to 
a goal, and that now we are not going 
to rush to any goal, but nevertheless, 
will always be ready. 

If we analyze that statement, it is 
absurd. 

I had a great deal to do with writing 
some of the papers in the National Se
curity Council, when, after Korea, it 
was decided to rush to a goal by 1954. 
Actually what the present administra
tion now says is it will rush to a goal 
by 1957. Therefore all the talk about 
no date being the right date to be ready 
by is not correct. The truth is that the 
previous administration wanted to have 
an Air Force which everyone, including 
the present administration, wanted to 
have by 1954, but the present adminis
tration says, regardless of the Soviet's 
exploding an atomic bomb and a hydro.;, 
gen bomb, regardless of the number of 
airplanes we know they have, including 
the new long-range turbo-prop bombers, 
they do not want to have that Air Force 
necessary for our security until1957. 

While the new administration was try
ing to make tip its mind over what to 
do about airpower, it deferred several 
billion dollars of new procurement and 

eanceled-'!deobligated" is the Pentagon 
term~another $1% billion of contracts 
already placed as a result of switching
only temporarily, it turned out-from a 
143-wing force goal to an interim objec
tive of 120 wings. 

Now the Air Force program is aimed 
at attaining 137 wings, including exactly 
the same number of combat wings-
126-as in the 143-wing force, but not 
until 1957, instead of 1955. 

By thus putting off the target date 
for 2 years it has been possible to stretch 
out the process of obligating the pro
curement funds appropriated by Con
gress in 1952 over a 3-year period-
1953-55-instead of 1 year, 1953, con
templated by Congress at the time of the 
appropriation. 

This explains . the heavy carryovers 
from 1953 and 1954-and these now 
vaunted carryovers would never have 
occurred had it not been for the calcu
lated risk taken in putting off until 1957 
the time when our airpower is to reach 
its maximum strength. These incredible 
new delays may be the first warning of 
an even further stretchout. 

Under these circumstances, it is down
right misleading to count the $2.6 billion 
carryover as part of the new fiscal year 
1955 Air Force program. As confirmed 
by the Senator from Massachusetts, the 
amount will be considerably greater. To 
add those funds to the $11.2 billion of 
new obligational authority-which in 
fact is all that is being asked for-is not 
different from taking credit twice for the 
same dollars. 

If this present foot-dragging con
tinues, no doubt the carryover will be 
still larger-and then the administration 
will be able to count the same funds for 
the third time. 

Why is the Defense Department so 
anxious to make the $11.2 billton budget 
figure add up to $15 billion? Let me tell 
the Senate. They know that $11.2 bil
lion is not nearly enough to properly op
erate, maintain, and keep modern a 137-
wing Air Force. 

Rumblings have already started to 
that effect. Earlier this month the Air 
Force Chief of Staff made the following 
comments in a formal address in Cali
fornia: 

If the Reds continue the intensive buildup 
of their air-atomic threat against us, we may 
have to revise our own plans for airpower. 
Our present plans are somewhat optimistic. 
They are based on the hope that the Reds 
will not continue indefinitely to sacrifice 
their standard of living and their productive 
energies in their efforts to overshadow us in 
air preparedness. 

Has anyone any information from any 
source that the Communists are reduc
ing their all-out efforts for maximum air 
strength? 

There is no real dispute about what is 
the minimum figure required for the 
currently planned air force. The orig
inal Air Force budget request of the pre
vious administration-as well pruned by 
Secretary of Defense Lovett-called for 
$16 billion to operate, maintain, and keep 
modern a 143 wing force, including, I 
repeat, the s·ame number, 126, of combat 
wings to be provided by the New Look 
Air Force of 137 wings. 

A year later-after the new ·adminis
tration was in control of the Pentagon
Congress was again given the figure of 
$16 billion as the best estimate of the 
level-off cost of maintaining a force of 
143 wings. 

Even assuming that a reduction from 
143 to 137 wings calls for some trim
ming of the $16 billion figure, the gap 
between that budget level and the $11.2 
figure in the budget request now coming 
before us is far too great for any one to 
feel comfortable. 

There have been attempts to explain 
away this budget gap with various 
slogans, such as "a bigger bang for a 
buck"-and it is true that we are mak
ing great progress in .nuclear weapons. 
But it still . takes airplanes to deliver 
bombs on targets; and that delivery job 
gets more expensive all the time, pri
marily because Soviet defenses are get
ting steadily stronger. 

We should never forget that the Com
munists now also have the hydrogen 
bomb along with modern long-range 
bombers; therefore we in turn need more 
and better airplanes to try to defend this 
country against surprise attack. 

Furthermore, -airplanes are not the 
sole controlling factor in the striking 
power of the Air Force. Other essential 
items, such as training hours, and the 
base structure, are just as important as 
number of airplanes. 

It would seem the base structure has 
been sadly neglected. There should be 
major reexamination here. 

Such developments as the rapid 
standardization of aerial refueling tech
nique, the changing size of the new 
weapons, and entrance into the picture 
of the Spanish bases, are but a few of 
the reasons for this reexamination. 

The country is now being told that the 
American people will have the same Air 
Force for some $11 billion that it pre
viously could only obtain for over $16 
billion. 

It just does not make sense. 
And it all should be analyzed very 

carefully, as the Communists continue to 
sweep onward with their growing mili
tary might. 

After a briefing on continental defense 
presented to the Senate Armed Services 
Committee last Thursday, the chairman 
issued a press release which said in part: 

Information in Mr. Sprague's reports 
strongly supports the conclusion that the 
specific programs now underway combine to 
constitute a sound overall continental de
fense program. 

The press release also said: 
The measures now underway and planned 

for the future should, together with our of
fensive forces, provide an effective defense 
for the United States commensurate with the 
threat. 

I have great respect and affection for 
the chairman, but with these two state
ments I am compelled to disagree. 

I do not think the statements are 
justified by the facts and opinions pre
sented at the briefing in question. 

The recent ominous explosions in the 
Pacific are additional proof that we are 
now in that era some of us have pre
dicted with dread for a long time-the 
period of total danger. 
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Should not this administration now 

tell the American people all the truth 
about our relative position of strength 
as against that of the Soviet Commu
nists? -

Millions of people are now unemployed 
in America; and they, along with the em
ployed, will be only too glad to work for 
the security and prosperity of the 
country. 

First, however, they must be given 
the truth about the danger. And then 
they must know the job to be done. 

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I shall be glad to 
yield to the Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, because of 
· his knowledge, his experience, and his 
great devotion to our country and its 
defenses, I do not think any man in the 
United States can speak with greater 
authority on.the subject of airpower and 
defense than can the Senator from Mis
souri. I, for one, wish to commend him 
for the most informative, able, timely, 
and challenging address which he has 
just presented to the Senate and to the 
American people. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Sen
.ator from Alabama. I am deeply grate
ful to him. 

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am happy to 
yield to the distinguished Senator from 
Mississippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Missouri has made a very 
timely and informative speech, and I 
wish publicly to express my appreciation 
for his very fine study of the question. 
I know he has gone into the entire sub
ject matter during the past 15 months 
while he has been a member of the 
Armed Services Committee, where I have 
known of his work and where he is mak
ing a fine contribution indeed. He 
tackles the hard problems with real zest, 
and his background of knowledge ·and 
experience is very helpful to all the mem
bers of the committee. 

I appreciate many of the fine points 
he has made this afternoon, and I feel 
impelled to point out particularly the last 
quotation from the statement released 
last week by the chairman of the Armed 
Services Committee. I do not say ·the 
chairman of the committee, who does 
such fine work, made ·a mistake, but in 
the press release he says our continental 
defenses are approaching the point where 
they will be adequate and effective~ 

I have to disagree with that statement, 
because I think atomic energy has 
reached the point where there is no ef
fective defense, where there is no secu
rity to be had against it. I feel, however, 
that great efforts are being made. The 
subject is not being wholly neglected. 
I do not wish to leave the impression 
that I think the military is neglecting 
this great problem. We have received 
a very fine briefing by Mr. Sprague, who 
rendered a wonderful service, but, at 
the same time, there is no such thing 
as effective defense and no such thing 
as security. 

Mr. President, I wish to thank the 
Senator from Missouri for his very fine 
address. · 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
thank the distinguished Senator from 
Mississippi. One of the great pleasures 
I have had in the Senate has been the 
honor of serving with the Senator from 
Mississippi on the Armed Services Com
mittee. I have read his addresses i>n 
military subjects with care, and he has 
taught me a great deal about the sub
ject. I know of no one who studies the 
subject more extensively. 

Mr. President, some days ago I placed 
in the RECORD a statement to the effect 
that the President, in '1947, appointed 
what was termed an Air Policy Com
mission. I also stated that the 80th Con
gress appointed a Joint Congressional 
Aviation Policy Board, consisting of 
Members of both Houses. Even though 
the administration at that time was 
Democratic, and its report was published 
before the report of the Republican Con
gress, it was interesting to note that not 
only did the report of the Congress fully 
support the recommendation of the 
President's Air Policy Commission-it 
.went even further with respect to what 
was recommended in the way of air-arm
ament for the security of the United 
States. · 

I cited then, and I repeat, that if one 
reads those reports, which I have done 
again recently, he will agree that if those 
recommendations had been carried out, 
the Korean war never would have oc
curred. 

Someone mentioned to me something 
wherein I had forgotten, namely, that 
one of the recommendations of the Presi
.dent's Air Policy Commission was that 
after 5 years another commission should 
be appointed, because the changes and 
developments in airpower during that 
period would be great. Actually, at that 
time no one knew for certain that the 
Soviet Union would have the atomic 
bomb at this time, and no one knew that 
both the United States and the Soviet 
Union would have the hydrogen bomb. 
Seven years have now passed since the 
recommendation was made. 

I do not believe there is proper, or 
perhaps the better word is adequate, co
ordination of the entire atomic picture 
with the military picture and, at least 
so far as Congress is concerned, with 
the overall problem of military prepar
edness. 

Therefore, in closing I again recom
mend that another commission be ap
pointed to study this grave matter, one 
which has been so accentuated in recent 
weeks by the explosions of nuclear 
weapons in the Pacific. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
if the Senator will yield, I wish to make 
this statement at the conclusion of the 
remarks of the Senator from Missouri: 
First, in relation to the two quotations 
made by the Senator from Robert 
Sprague's report, I think that while the 
quotations given by the Senator are 
perfectly applicable, it is only right and 
fair to point out to him and to the dis
tinguished Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. STENNIS] that the concluding sen
tence of · the report-! do not have it 
before me, so I shall speak · from 
memory-is that we are today living in 
a different kind of world, a world where 
there is constant danger, and that noth-

·ing which we can do will-make us 100-
percent secure. 

What we can do is to take steps which 
will make us as well prepared as we can 
be for the risks that may have to be 
assumed. · If the Senator will read the 
entire release, I think he will observe 
that it is to the effect that steps are 
being taken to put us in such a position 
that, although there will always be some 
risk, we will be better prepared than we 
were before the steps were taken. I 
make this statement because I believe 
both the Senator from Missouri and the 
Senator from Mississippi, who are very 
thoughtful men, will agree that the full 
release brings out that point. I was 
very certain in my own mind that the 
concluding statement should be in the 
release because we do not wish to cause 
the people of the country to believe that 
what we are doing today will ever give 
us complete security from risk, because 
we know that is not the fact, by reason 
of the H-bomb and all the other great 
explosive forces which can be loosed on 
our continent today. . 

I desire to make one more comment, 
without going into the speech of the Sen
ator from Missouri at length, because 
there has been extended colloquy al
ready. It is my feeling that what we are 
trying to do today not only in the case 
of the Air Force but in all our services
and this point has been referred to by 
the Senator from Missouri this after
noon-is to be as well prepared as pos
sible, and to bring about such conditions 
that we can maintain our position over 
a good many years to come. The threat 
may come before we get into such a posi
tion of readiness, or it may come at a 
later date, long after we are as ready as 
we can make ourselves. But what we are 
trying to do today, in the formation of 
an overall defense policy-and we will 
not be the aggressors unless we are at
tacked-is to build up our strength with 
the most modern weapons, with the lim
ited manpower we have trained to use 
such weapons, so that it will be available 
for a long period of time. 

Today, as the Senator from Missouri 
has brought out, and I agree with him, 
there is a shortage of trained manpower. 
There will be a shortage of trained man
power for some time to come. But what 
I wish to emphasize to the Senator-and 
I believe in this he will agree with me, 
at least in part, so far as he can main
tain his argument, with which he knows 
I do not agree-is that what is necessary 
is to build up our strength and maintain 
it within our manpower capacity, and 
within our economy, to such an ex
tent that no other nation will dare to 
attack us for a great many years to 
come. As to how quickly that should be 
done, and as to how far we should go, 
there can be, of course, a difference · of 
opinion between gentlemen like the Sen
ator from Missouri and myself and other 
Senators who are guiding the policy at 
the present time. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Sen
ator. I do not know exactly what part 
of my statement he had in mind. One 
of the great worries now in my mirid· ·as 

· to what we are doing, is that one group 
of pepple say the most important factor 
is defense. Another group says the most 
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important consideration· is massive · re· Committee on -Armed Services; which · Senator read about the unfortunate ac· 
taliatory capacity, because there is no had great interest in these problems 
real defense. ·When I was on the other side of the Gov-

With both those positions I disagree, ernment, and had great interest in the 
if each is taken by itself. As the Sena· relative merits of a bomber as compared 
tor from Massachusetts knows, the most to another form of attack, and also in 
important aspect of defense is to pro- having a proper number of divisions. 
vide time to save million of lives; and Those are matters for the Committee on 
also to make it possible to preserve our Armed Services. I do not think they are 
capacity for retaliation. matters for the Committee on Appro· 

If it is agreed that an adequate de- priations, as the Senator has just said. 
fense is necessary, and also that an If I had known that was going to be the 
adequate offense is necessary to protect way the chairman of the committee felt, 
the people of America, then I am cer- I would never have asked to go on the 
tain, based on presentations the Senator Committee on Armed Service3. 
has heard in the last week, which I have Mr. SALTONSTALL. I think the 
heard as wen,. that the Senatm; from _ Se~ator from Missouri misunderstood 
Massachusetts will ag-ree the aQminis- me. At least, I hope he did. With what 
tration today is not providing sufficient he has said about the duties of the Com
money, and is not developing a big mittee on Armed Services, I agree en
enough program to adequately defend tirely. What I intended to say, and-what 
the country. In fact, as the program is I tried to say; and what I repeat again 
now progressing; and ·based on recent as clearly as I can, is that where there . 
developments in the Pacific, and based are no new policies directly concerned, 
on the importance of the defense of the the question becomes one of appropria
whole United States, not merely a few tion . . It becomes one of supporting the 
industrial centers, I believe it can al- policies which the Committee on Armed 
most be said we are moving into a posi- Services and the Congress have decided 
tion of complete insecurity as against upon. 
complete security. What I wished to say to the Senator 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the this afternoon is that at this particular 
Senator. He has made a perfectly prop- time this year, unles::; we determine to 
er observation, and I know it is a sincere change the policies in any way, such 
one. The question of disagreement, if q_uestions should be debated when the 
the Senator pleases, should be, in my money bills are before the Senate, . be
opinion, debated in full when the ap- cause the present policies and the carry
propriation bill comes before the Senate, ing over of those policies would then be 
because this really is a question of ap- properly before the Senate for discus-
propriations. sion. 

I know that the Strategic Air Force- If there is to be a change in the policy, 
the SAC, so. called-is bigger today than if there is to be greater authorization 
it was last year, and that it will be built -than now permitted under the law, 
up to its full, expected strength by 1957. either for aircraft carriers or airplanes, 
The figures could be given. I have re- then it is a question for the Committee 
ceived permission to· give them. But I ·on Armed Services. As I understand, 
should prefer not to give them unless · the question of . a new aircraft carrier 
the Senator from Missouri insists. may come before the committee. That 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I shall never insist certainly is a question of authorization 
upon anything from the Senator from to be handled by the Committee on 
Massachusetts, but I think the Senator Armed Services, and should be very 
has made at least one point I was trying thoughtfully considered when it comes 
to bring out in my remarks. before the committee. 

The Senator from Massachusetts said Mr. SYMINGTON. Does the Senator 
he believes this is a matter for the Ap- believe the administration is correct in 
propriations committee. In my opinion, asking for a 137-wing Air Force? Does 
the Committee on Appropriations is not he think that is sound policy? 
the place to study the relative merits of Mr. SALTONSTALL. Based on the 
weapons systems. The Senator said he information I received last year and the 
would leave the question to the Commit· information the committee dug into very 
tee on Appropriations. My protest last carefully last year, when the policy was 
year was, and my protest this year is, established, I had every reason ·to be· 
that the Committee on Foreign Rela· lieve then that it was ,a sound policy, 
tion8 handles foreign · affairs, and the and based on what we know today, I still 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry believe so. . . 
handles matters pertaining to agricul· Mr. SYMINGTON. Based on the 
ture. Why should not the Armed Serv· growth of Soviet communism and the 
ices Committee handle armed-services explosion by them of an atomic bomb, 
matters? Of course, the Senator from does the Senator think that a 137-wing 
Massachusetts has a great advantage program is 'adequate for the security of 
over me, in that he also sits on the Com· the United States, and that the question 
mittee on Appropriations. I do not sit .of whether it fits into a financial prob
on the Committee on Appropriations. lem the administration might have is 

Today, with the atomic bomb, the secondary to the question of security, 
hydrogen bomb, and tl:e new tur~- and that we should obtain that secu
prop, long-range bomber developed by .rity as soon as possible? 
the Soviet, the place where these mat· Mr. SALTONSTALL. Of course the 
ters should be discussed is not where the :financial problem should be secondary. 
question of money is the primary inter- The question, as I understand, is not so 
·est. The ·primary interest is tpe ques- much one of finances as it is a question 
tion of-security. Therefore, I believe the of proper procurement and securing the 
·ques~ion .is one for c~nsideration -by the la~t type of planes. I am :sure the 

cident which happened in Spokane this 
morning. Such accidents enter into the 
problem of modernizing our Air Force 
and getting the very best equipment we 
can. -The airplane I mentioned was one 
of our latest carrying airplanes. We 
have to know what is best. 

I mention that because of the question 
now being discussed. All such matters 
enter into the objective of building an 
Air Force which is as modern as we can 
get, and as fast as we can obtain it with 
the procurement facilities available in 
the country, without our actually being 
engaged in a war. 

· Mr. SYMINGTON. In other words, as 
I understand it, the chairman feels the 
reason we are postponing the projected 
.Air Force from 1955 to 1957_:_it was pre
viously postponed from 1954 to 1955-is 
to obtain a better Air Force. If one fol
lows the logic of that reasoning, why do · 
we not ·postpone obtaining an adequate 
Air Force until 1960, and have a better 
Air Force by simply skipping the long
range bombers and going directly into 
the production of guided missiles? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I do not mean 
to say a better Air Force alone; I mean 
to say a better Air Force in conjunction 
with the overall problem of a national 
defense which we can carry forward in 
1957, 1958, and through the years as long 
as may be n~cessary. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Would not the 
Senator agree that what he is really say
ing is that he would prefer to delay what 
is now agreeg by everybody to be the 
proper kind of Air Force, in order to take 
no chance of proceeding with-it in a dis-:
orderly fashion? · 
. Mr. SALTONSTJ\LL. I would come 
nearer to saying that. I think what the 
Senator has just stated is a properly 
phrased remark in the form of a ques
tion. I believe the Air Force should be 
built;. up in an orderly fashion, in order 
to get the best equipment, and maintain 
it with the thought in mind that we are 
preparing ourselves not for a cataclysm 
today, tomorrow, or 3 years from tomor
row, but to meet conditions which may 
confront us for a good many years to 
come. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I do not wish to 
prolong· the colloquy with my distin
guished colleague, but I make the ob
servation that the greatest single in
stance of inefficiency I have seen was the 
decision last spring to cut the number 
of groups down to 120, and then raise 
them later to 137. I believe the Senator . 
from Massachusetts will agree that, pro
vided the statements by Mr. Sprague in 
the recent briefing were correct, the 137-
group program will now again have to be 
radically revised if we are going to give 
the American people the security our 
military chiefs believe essential. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. In order to an
swer that question, I should like to have 
better information than I have in my 
possession at the moment. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. But the Senator 
.beard the briefing, and he knows that 
only small portions of the country are 
being defended adequately. - He knows 
that many additional billions of dollars 
will have to be appropriated before we 
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'Can begin to do what has been recom
mended to enable us to have adequate 
security. I am rather astounded that 
the Senator should take such a position, 
and I say that with great respect. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I hope my 
·statement was not too confusing. I be
lieve we should build up our continental 
defenses and our entire defense program 
in an orderly way, and on a basis which 
we will be able to support today, tomor
row, and for many years to come. As I 
tried to explain, to my distinguished col
league from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS], 
we cannot be 100 percent safe and 100 
percent sure that we have in our country 
the best defensive weapons. What we 
can do is be as well prepared as our scien
tists, manpower, and financial conditions 
will permit us to be. With that state
ment, I know we are all in accord; on 
methods we may differ. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. At one time we 
had a budget of $16 billion, which was 
going to provide a 143-wing program. 
Then the budget was cut to $11.4 billion. 
That was the budget for the fiscal year 
1954. Now we are going into the fiscal 
year 1955, and we are emphasizing to 
the American people, under the stress 
of the hydrogen and atomic bomb explo
sions, that we are going to increase our 
airpower. If one reads the releases be
ing issued at the Pentagon Building, the 
releases are almost entirely about air
power. We are going to cut the Army, 
but airpower is the big thing. If that is 
the position we are taking before the 
American people, how can we justify the 
fact that this year we are providing less 
money for airpower than we did last 
year after the- $5 billion cut? The ap
propriation last year ended up at $11.4 
billion. We talk about airpower. We 
explode hydrogen bombs. We recognize 
that the Russians have long-range tur
bo-prop bombers. What is the result? 
In an effort to get the airpower we con
sider adequate, we have cut our airpower 
appropriation to even less than it was 
last year after the $5 billion cut. 

I say sincerely I believe this adminis
tration is taking a position not justified 
by its actions. This year we are putting 
less emphasis on airpower, per se, than 
we did last year, despite the almost un
believable nuclear occurrences of the 
last few days. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
no doubt the Senator from Missouri will 
agree with me that perhaps this part 
of the debate should come at a later 
time; but I should like to call attention 
to a statement made on March 15 by 
Secretary of Defense Wilson, when he 
appeared before the Senate Appropria
tions Committee. I read from page 12 
of the committee hearings: 

In the budget before you, we are request
ing $29.8 billions • • • of new money. 

I omit a portion, and then read the 
following: 

This new money, together with our esti
mated carryover, will make the following 
amounts available for expenditure during 
fiscal 1955 and subsequent years: Army, 
$22.4 billion; Navy, $23.4 billion; Air Force, 
$34.8 billion. 

When we break down the $34.8 billion 
we find there is a carryover, unexpended: 

into 1955, of $23.6 billion; and the new 
money is $11.2 billion, or a total of $34.8 
billion, of which there will be a carry
over into 1956 of $18.4 billion. Those 
are the amounts to be spent on the Air 
Force. 

In other words, while there is to be 
$11.2 billion of new money, there is a 
carryover of $23.6 billion, as opposed to 
a carryover-and I speak now from mem
ory-of a year ago of $29 billion. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, the 
chairman of the committee is agreeing 
with my statement about the way the 
administration is handling this matter. 
The Senator from Massachusetts has 
said that this year the appropriations 
for the Air Force will be $11.2 billion. 
Let me point out that last year, after 
the appropriations for the Air Force were 
cut, they still amounted to more than 
that. 

The numbers-game trick in this situ
ation is not to use all the money Con
gress appropriates for the Air Force, keep 
it as carry-over, then attempt to put the 
carry-over money-and carry-overs are 
but a confession of failure to do the job 
for which the Congress was asked to 
give the money-along with the new 
appropriation money. 

That is the very point I was trying to 
make earlier this afternoon. 

So I am grateful to the Senator from 
Massachusetts for bringing up the fact 
that the carry-over figure mentioned 
was incorrect, and that the correct fig
ure is even more than $2.6 billion, and 
might even be larger. 

Also again I wish to point out that al
though t the heads of the Air Force had 
$11.5 billion "after we cleaned up the sit
uation," according to the present man
agers of the Pentagon, they failed to 
buy the airplanes they said were needed 
in order to defend against the Com
munists. They obligated less than one
tenth of the totai funds requested. They 
have spent hardly any of the money they 
themselves said was needed, after the 
$5 billion cut they requested was made. 

Next year no doubt they will say, "We 
believe in airpower. We will cut the 
new appropriations to $10 billion, but 
we now have a carry-over of $4 billion, 
so we really shall have a total of $14 
billion." 

As I mentioned earlier, I believe we 
shall find that they will use over and 
over again the carry-over dollars, at the 
expense of the security of the Nation. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I 
do not know whether I have the floor. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
believe I have the floor, because I have 
not yielded it. If the Senator from 
Massachusetts wishes to ask a question, 
I shall be very glad to yield to him for 
that purpose. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Let me say that 
I disagree 100 percent with one state
ment the Senator from Missouri made, 
namely, that the money is being held 
over simply so there will be more money 
available and so that less appropria
tions will be needed in the years to come. 
I do not agree at all with that statement. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I do not believe I 
said that. I said that after the money 
1s not spent, then the trick is to put the 
unspent money with the new money, to 

get an overall net figure, and therefore 
say, for instance, that $11.2 billion plus 
$2.6 billion actually gives a total of ap
.proxiniately $13.8 billion. 
· The truth is that such a procedure 
could be engaged in again and again, 
year after year, and it would give the 
American people a totally fallacious im
pression about what was being done. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I 
disagree 100 percent, because it is a part 
of the whole policy of building up the 
Air Force--as I have previously stated 
in some detail, and I shall not repeat 
that statement-to use a method by 
which we can carry on for many years 
to come. 

As the Senator from Missouri so well 
knows-because I heard him describe it 
in the days when he was Secretary for 
Air, and I have also heard his successor, 
Mr. Finletter, describe it-it takes sev
eral years to contract for new planes and 
to have them produced. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. It takes several 
years to build up a program, but it takes 
only a few weeks to break it up.-as was 
done last spring. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. It takes several 
years to contract for new planes and to 
have them produced; and I point out 
that we have, this year, many more 
planes than we had last year. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. This body would 
neve:r have voted for the appropriations 
requested under the proposed budget if 
the Secretary of Defense, and other offi
cials of the Department -0-f Defense had 
not assured the Senate time and time 
-again-and the Senator from Louisiana 
and the Senator from illinois well know 
this to be so-that after the $5 billion 
reduction was made, they would not cut 
a single plane out of the program. How
ever, within a few weeks after the ad
journment of the Congress, they cut 
950 planes out of the program, including 
748 combat planes; and the ones they 
cut from the program included som~ of 
our latest bombers and some of our latest 
fighters. 

The figures the Senator from Massa
chusetts has given this afternoon con
firm the position I have taken. I believe 
it is time we started telling the truth 
to the American people about the whole 
question of airpower, and our relative 
strength against the Soviets. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President 
I disagree completely with the Senato~ 
from Missouri. The truth has been told 
and is being told and will be told-at 
least, to the best of my ability and to the 
best of my knowledge. What we have 
said about figures and about the build-up 
is completely true. 

What has actually happened is that 
during the present year more planes 
were built than Congress was told would 
be built, and there has been a bigger 
build-up of the Air Force than Congress 
was told there would be at the time when 
the appropriations were made last spring. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
have great respect for the Senator from 
Massachusetts, and I am not criticizing 
in any way anything he has said. How
ever, I am criticizing the Department o! 
Defense. 

I am somewhat familiar with these 
matters, because I, myself, have de-
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fended military ·budgets. I know very 
well that a budget can call for the pro
duction of 100 a month, and then a cut 
can be made to 50 a month, and there
after an increase can be made to 52 a 
month, .and then it can be said,. "We 
have beaten the schedule we had." I 
saw such things when I served jn the 
Pentagon. 

As one who has done shopwork on 
aircraft on a three-shift basis--whereas 
today production is on a one-.shift 
basis--! know some of the things said 
here this- afternoon simply ·cause- fur
ther confusion .. 

I have spent many hours in studying 
the New Look. I am convinced that 
what the American people are being told 
in regard to our air strength as oppose9. 
to the air strength of the Soviets, and 
what the American people are being told 
about what we ourselves are doing uni-

· laterally, is not · correct. That possibly 
has been the major point of my remarks 
this afternoon. 

I believe the recent briefing which the 
chairman and I received-perhaps the 
finest briefing on military matters I 
have heard-conclusively proved the 
points I have been trying to make on this 
subject this afternoon. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
if the Senator will yield for one further 
remark, I think I shall not be stimu
lated to make further remarks. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am glad to 
yield. · 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator 
has been critical of the present admin
istration and the present Defense De
partment. One of the problems the 
present Defense Department faced was 
the fact that schedules established by 
the previous administration were not 
carried through. That is one of the 
problems it faced. On the contrary, the 
present Defense Department told us, if 
my memory is correct, that it would 
have 114 or 117 wings at the end of this 
year. Actually it is going to have 128 
wings. 

I have never criticized Mr. Lovett and 
some of the other gentlemen, because I 
have the utmost respect for them; but I 
say that on the basis of the figures I 
have shown, the schedules were not lived 
up to. That is one of the great prob
lems we have at the present time. 

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. Before yielding 
to the distinguished Senator from Loui
siana, let me say that I am not criticiz
ing the administration in the broad way 
the Senator from Massachusetts implies. 
I do criticize the way figures are 
handled at the Pentagon. I note with 
great regret that the Deputy Secretary 
of Defense, Mr. Kyes, is leaving the 
Pentagon. I believe that, as rapidly as 
any man who ever entered that building, 
he began to understand the true import 
of air power. In one of the talks Mr. 
Kyes made he stated we could not af
ford to fight every kind of war, on any 
day, all over the world. I thought that 
a fine remark. I believe the Secretary of 
the Air Force, Harold Talbott, is doing 
a fine job, and the same is true of the 
Chief of Staff of the Air Force. I do not 
criticize those officials. They are doing 

as well as they can under the circum- _position. I thought he was wrong, and 
stances. he thought I was wrong. 

·What.! do criticize is a management, . After the $5-billion cut there was 
which has made the argument that the $11.4 billion for the Air Force. This 

. budget emphasizes air power, .when ac- year, despite the tremendous emphasis 
tually even a cursory study shows it does on air power when the new budget came 
not emphasize air power on an appro- out, we are getting even less in new 
priation ~basis. It emphasizes air power . appropriations . than we got last year 
on an expenditure. basis; and that money after the cut. 
came from the past administration. The point I .am · trying to .make with 

Mr. -SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, the. Senator-and I am sure with his 
will the Senator yield? experience with :figures he understands 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am delighted to it-if we were to continue such a policy 
yi·eld'to the· Senator from Massachusetts: · indefinitely, weeould continue to· cut new · - · 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator . appropriations, .and then by stalling off 
from Massachusetts will be glad to con- the ordering of planes we could still make 
tinue the discussion with the Senator it appear that the actual overall figure 
from Missouri in the committee room or was greater than before. 
on the floor of the Senate at a future Mr. LONG. The point I had in mind 
time. He thanks the Senator from Mis- ·is that the amount of defense which we 
souri for yielding to him so graciously are acquiring day by day can be meas
this afternoon. ured more accurately by the amount of 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I am grateful to money we are spending from day to day 
the Senator from Massachusetts. It is than by the amount we are appropri
a pleasure to be associated with him on ating. If we are paying for $6 billion 
any basis. . worth of airplanes being delivered, that 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the is a much more important figure than 
Senator yield? the figure representing the · amount of 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I yield. money we are appropriating for air-
Mr. LONG. I assure the Senator that planes which we hope to get some years 

I shall study his remarks with great care. in the future. 
-I regret that I missed most of them this Mr. SYMINGTON. I disagree with the 
· afternoon. I shall read them in the Senator on that point. He is saying that 
RECORD tomorrow. the money which was appropriated in 

The Senator .speaks of figures being pa.st administrations is the important 
used to confuse the people. It seems to thing. I do not agree. The most im
me that in many instances the Air portant thing, however--
Force-and I presume the other serv- Mr. LONG. Oh, no. I said that the 
ices-have asked for money more rap- amount being spent from day to day 
idly than they would have needed it. was the important factor. 
When I had the honor to serve on the Mr. SYMINGTON. The amount be
Committee on Armed Services with the ing spent must be the money which was 
Senator, the services asked for $5 billion previously appropriated. That money 
for airbases during 1 year. They asked is not the important money. That is 
for $3 billion the next year, or about part of a plan, in operation. The im
$8 billion altogether. After granting portant point is what money is being 
most of those funds, we found that the appropriated, because if we do not ap
Air Force was able to spend military propriate it, in some year we finally reach 

. construction funds at the rate of about the point where, regardless of how much 
$1,400,000,000 a year. Once we get a money we wish to appropriate, and re
su:fficient backlog for the service, it does gardless of the extent of the danger, we -
not make particularly good sense to pile have not the equipment to meet it. 
money in more rapidly than the service Mr. LONG. The point I was getting 
can spend it. at is that when we first decide that we 

It is one thing to build up an adequate wish to build an expanded Air Force, 
.backlog of funds. It is another thing to as we decided in 1950 when we decided 
pile more funds on the service after it to build from a small Air Force to a 

.has attained an adequate backlog. Does very large Air Force, we must appro
the Senator feel th:i.t the Air Force has priate the money. During the first year 
enough money to acquire the airplanes in which we appropriate increased sums 
it needs, and the bases and other equip- of money we may not get any noticeable 
ment it needs, on a day-to-day basis? increase in aircraft production. That is 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Some of the points because it is necessary to acquire plants, 
which the Senator raised I have already tool up, and employ labor before any
covered in my address. I remember the thing can be turned off the production 
debate last year. When the question of line. It might require 2 or 3 years to 
appropriations ·arose, the Senator from reach full production. Meanwhile, the 
Louisiana was quite critical of the Air way the Government does business, we 
Force. I did not agree with him on some must continue to appropriate money to 
points, but I respected his opinion then, enable us to place orders. So it is not 
and I respect it now. until the second, third, or fourth year 

We are talking about what might be that we begin to see full production from 
called a double buck or perhaps a those facilities. When we attain full 
triple buck. If any money is carried .production, we do not need to have 
over and it is included as part of an nearly as much of a backlog of funds 
app~opriation, in the minds of the people . on hand as we do when we are begin
that is disingenuous, and therefore ning to order, when there are no plants 
wrong. available to produce the goods. When 

Last year the Senator supported the production is coming off the production 
$5-billion cut. I regret that he did, but line, the situation is different. The 
I fully respected the sincerity, of his backlog in the beginning.. when the 
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plants and other facilities must be cre
ated, must be much larger than would 
be required in the case of the conver
sion of a plant, or shifting over from 
one model to another. 

That being the case it is possible to live 
off the backlog without appropriating as 
much as was necessary to appropriate 
in prior years. The way we have oper
ated in"the past was that during the first 
year ·of the Korean war perhaps $12 
billion was appropriated for aircraft 
procurement although we did not re
quire anything like that amount. of air
craft deliveries. We built up that back
log to the point where we had approxi
mately $24 billion in appropriations, al
though by that time we were getting 
only about $6 billion worth of aircraft. 

In other words, the amount we appro
priate depends on how large ·the back
log should be. From the standpoint of 
a layman, it has always seemed to ~e 
that the rate at which we get the air
craft delivered is far more important 
than the rate at which we appropriate 
the money. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. What the Sena
tor is referring to is lead time, and the 
ability to reduce that lead time after 
production experience. 

That is true, with one exception, be
cause in reality it can be done only once. 
After production is really under way it 
is not possible to reduce it much further 
because one runs into the law of dimin
ishing returns. 

The second point is that people who 
make automobiles sometimes have a 
false concept of how airplanes are made. 
An automobile manufacturer likes to 
produce a standardized product, and 
then make its production more and more 
efficient. The hope is to make the same 
article the next year, "keep it in the 
line." 

In the manufacturing of airplanes, we 
do not operate that way at all. There 
the ·important thing is weight at a per
fc~mance, not a cost figure, because each 
airplane must both protect the pilot and 
at the same time be competitive against 
the enemy's new airplane. Therefore no 
such production picture exists in the 
manufacture of airplanes as exists in the 
production of cars. 

The Sena.tor is correct when he says 
we did appropriate a great deal of money 
for the Air Force, and then cut it heavily. 
We gave the management, namely, the 
Defense Department, the amount of 
money they said they needed. We gave 
them $5 billion this year with which to 
buy airplanes. With that money they 
have bought about 2 percent of that 
figure. I gave the right figure during 
the course of my remarks. Obviously 
they have not even used the money they 
said they needed. 

If we continue to operate on that 
basis there will soon be a time, despite 
the great growth of the Soviet Air Force, 
when we will not have any money with 
which to buy airplanes. We will get 
more and more efficient, until finally we 
have no production at all. 

Mr. LONG. Can the Senator from 
Missouri tell the Senate the dollar rate 

at which we are getting delivery at the 
present time? 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The aircraft de
liveries at the present time would be 
based on the number of airplanes or
dered in say 1950 and 1951, possibly some 

·in 1952. I believe they are having very 
little trouble with some planes, and a 
great deal of trouble with others. That 
is logical and customary. 

I am glad that in the years 1950 and 
1951, after Korea, we ordered a great 
many airplanes, and therefore will be 
getting delivery of them for some time 
to come. · But I am worried about the 
fact that we are steadily cutting down 
on our appropriations of money to buy 
new airplanes. There will come a time 
when we will vitally need new airplanes, 
and we will not have them. 

If the Senator from Louisiana had 
lis.tened to the briefing given the Com-· 
mittee on Armed Services last week, he 
would agree it was a fine briefing. I also 
believe he· would agree we are not doing 
anything approximating what we should 
be doing to adequately defend the 
United States. 

Mr. LONG. The point I had in mind 
was that in the previous year we had 
about $6 billion worth of aircraft de
livery. My impression is that this year 
we would have more than $6 billion in 
delivery, probably $6.5 billion in air
plane delivery. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Actually it does 
not make much difference how much it 
is if the figure is in accordance with the 
program. Our figure of $6 billion might 
well be too much, or too little. · 

The point is, what was and is the pro
gram? If $6 billion is $6 billion less than 
the program agreed to by Congress and 
the military chiefs, that would be very 
wrong. On the other hand, if $6 billion 
was $4 billion more than the program, 
that would be equally wrong. 

I do not believe a figure, per se, means 
anything. In this current appropria
tion situation, we are being lulled to 
sleep by talk of expenditures. I believe 
the Senator is, in effect, doing that now, 
expenditures as opposed to new appro
priations. There may come a time, 
when because we did not appropriate 
new funds, we will not have airplanes. 

Mr. LONG. It seems to me that so 
long as we have an adequate backlog, 
we can look at the rate at which we are 
spending the funds. If we do not have 
an adequate backlog, then perhaps we 
should increase the rate of appropria
tions. I shall certainly study very care
fully what the Senator has presented, 
although I fear that in order to under
stand the subject fully, it would be 
necessary for him to provide a great deal 
of classified matter which perhaps 
should not be released. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I believe there is 
too much classified matter. We can 
always have an adequate backlog if we 
count obsolete airplanes. The reason 
we were caught so badly at the time of 
Korea was because we had counted on 
obsolete planes-the B-29's which we 
had in quantity-without stressing their 

quality. Many times I was told we had 
thousands of B-29's, and therefore did 
not have to worry. However, when the 
B-29•s went out against the MIG-15's 
they were sitting ducks. 

Therefore, I believe overemphasis of 
backlog is very dangerous. We always 
have a backlog. We should spend money 
in accordance with the plans submitted 
to Congress when approval of those 
appropriations was requested. It is 
almost always possible to have a satis
factory backlog bf planes. if obsolete 
planes are included: 

I have heard the Navy situation is very 
bad from the standpoint of lack of jet 
airplanes, even worse than the Air Force. 

The question should always be, Do we 
have the right planes and in the right 
quantity? 

Mr. LONG. I agree with the distin
guished Senator. Perhaps we are· ac
quiring plenty of planes in terms of num
ber, whereas the important thing is that 
we should have the best planes. Of 
course, in that connection, we must have 
some idea of what our enemy has in 
order to know what we need. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the Sen
ator for his observations and his very 
valuable contribution to this discussion. 

Mr. Pr.esident, I yield the fioor. 

TAX REVISION PROPOSALS 
Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, H. R. 

8300 is the most important tax legislation 
that Congress has had to consider in a 
very long time. It is not the ordinary 
type of tax legislation that normally is 
presented for consideration. 

This particular measure, H. R. 8300, 
makes a complete revision of our tax 
laws, and is actually the first such revi- · 
sian since the income tax was introduced 
after the turn of the century. · 

This revision, which will be before this 
body shortly, is conceived in the con
viction that in a dynamic and progres
sive country like ours, tax laws become 
obsolete; and that if they are not over
hauled from time to time, they will im
pose severe hardships on large groups 
of taxpayers whose particular problems 
could not have been foreseen when the 
law was first written. 

Certainly if our tax provisions do not 
keep pace with changing circumstances. 
they can work great harm on all of us, 
by impeding economic growth and 
progress. 

It is necessary, therefore, periodically 
to take a fresh look at our Internal 
Revenue Code. The provisions con
tained in H. R. 8300 are the result of a 
penetrating, long-overdue review of our 
revenue system. 

The principal purpose of this measure 
is to improve our revenue system. We 
certainly want a system which is fully 
adequate to cover the demands placed 
upon the Government. a system that, 
just as far as possible, is simple and Clear 

·in operation, one which is equitable and 
fair to all taxpayers, and ·at the same 
time, one which will not impose barriers 
on initiative and economic growth. 
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The main purpose of this measure is 
not broad, large-scale tax reduction 
which cannot be afforded at this time. 
Its main purpose is best set forth in the 
statement made by the Committee on 
Ways and Means, in reporting H. R. 8300 
to the House: 

TJlis bill is a lo~g overdue reform measure 
which is v.itally necessary regardless of the 
momentary economic conditions and should 
not be confused with other measures which 
may be, or might become, appropriate in the 
light of a particular short-run situation. 

Remember well the words of our great 
President in his talk to the Nation on 
March 15: 

Of course, everyone wants tax reductions 
of the right kind at the right time. That 
specifically includes this administration. 
This has been proved by the large tax cuts 
we have already made possible this year. 
But economic conditions do not call for an 
emergency program that would justify larg
er Federal deficits and further inflation 
through large additional tax reductions at 
this time. 

The type of tax relief provided in H. R. 
8300 is specifically designed to eliminate 
artificial restraints on growth and prog
res.s, to foster business practices based 
on sound management considerations 
rather than on tax manipulations, to re
move deterrents to business expansion, 
particularly in the case of new and small 
firms, in the present law, and, moreover, 
to encourage vigorous enterprise on the 
part of individuals and business alike. 
This measure is also designed to elimi
nate some of the major tax hardships 
and inequities that exist under present 
law. 

But most important is the fact that 
large numbers of individual taxpayers 
will be provided the type of relief so 
badly needed for so long and which has 
never been given adequate consideration 
in the past. These problems have been 
brought to the attention of the Treasury 
Department and the Congress for many 
years without proper consideration hav
iug been given. And let us get in our 
minds clearly the fact that these matters 
affect the individual, the person who 
needs relief from provisions in present 
law that work a great hardship on those 
least able to bear it. 

These problems are not of the type 
that can be resolved by the type of relief 
provision which some have recently ad
vocated-that is, by broad and general 
tax reductions. 

Remember well, this is the first time in 
years that an effort of a constructive na
ture has been made to help the so-called 
little fellow, and I want the record to be 
clear that over the last 20 years the only 
party that has carried out a real reduc
tion of taxes has been the Republican 
Party through a Republican administra
tion or a Republican Congress. 

As a matter of fact the only time in
dividual income-tax exemptions have 
been increl\sed since 1925 was during the 
Republican 80th Congress. At this point 
I ask unanimous consent to have in
serted in my remarks . a table showing 
the individual income-tax exemptions 
allowed since 1925. 

There being. no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD. 

TABLE A.-Federal individual income-tax ex
emptions and credit tor dependents, 1925-
521 

Income year 

1925-31_----------- ------------
1932- 39 __ -------- ---------· ----
1940.--------------------------
1941.--------------------------
1942-13.-----------------------
1944-47----------- ------------ -
1948-52 3----------------~----- -

Single 
person 

$1,500 
1, ()()() 

800 
750 
500 
500 
600 

Married 
person 2 

$3.500 
2, 500 
2,000 
1, 500 
1, 200 
1, ()()() 
1, 200 

1 Prior to 1934, allowed for normal tax only. For 1934 
through 1943 and for 1946 and subsequent years, allowed 
for both normal ta.x and surtax. For 1944 and 1945, 
allowed for surtax only. 

2 Subsequent to the Revenue Act of 1013 and prior to 
the Individual Income Tax Act of 1944, the personal 
exemption allowed to married persons was also allowed 
to beads of families. 

3 Additional exemptions of $600 are allowed to tax
payers and their spouses who are blind or are 65 years of 
age or over. If a taxpayer or bis spouse is botb blind and 
over 65, both additional exemptions are allowed. 

Mr. PAYNE. Contrary to what has 
been stated by those who apparently 
are not familiar with this measure, let 
me state here and now that this bill, 
H. R. 8300, does give substantial relief 
to individual income-tax payers. 

This relief is accorded selectively at 
points where it will most effectively 
eliminate existing hardships. In this 
manner, individuals, whose need for re
lief is and has been critical for a long 
time, will be given larger amounts of 
tax savings than would be possible with 
an across-the-board increase in exemp
tions to $700. 

There have been prepared at my re
. quest by the Treasury Department cer
tain tables-nine in number-which re
flect these facts clearly and factually. 
Purposely, I have had these tables pre
pared covering gross incomes from $3,000 
to $6,000 per year for families with vary
ing numbers of dependents. They 
clearly show that some of the statements 
concerning the provisions of this bill un
der discussion are just not based on fact. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the nine tables to which I have 
referred may be printed in the RECORD 
at this point in my remarks. 

There being no objection, the tabl-es 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Tax savings from Jan. 1, 1954, rate reduction 

Income after deductions, 1953 tax I Present I T~x 
before exemptions tax savmgs 

$3,000 _______ --------------
$4,000 ______________ - ------

$5,000 .... ----------- - - ----
$6,000 ___________ ----------

$3,000 .... --------- -------
$4,000.---------,------·---
$5,000 .... -------- ---------$6,000 ____________________ _ 

$3,000 •••• - -----------~---
$4,000-----·---------~-----$5,000 ____________________ _ 

S6,000----~-------:·-------

Single person 

$542 
788 

1,052 
1,342 

$488 
708 
944 

1,204 

$54 
80 

108 
138 

Married couple, _no _ 
dependents 

$400 
622 
843 

1,085 

$360 
560 
760 
976 

$40 
62 
83 

109 

Married couple, 2 dependents 

$1331 - 355 
577 
799" 

$120 J 320 
520 
720 

$13 
35 
57 
79 

Tax savings from Jan. t, 1954, rate reduc
tion-continued 

Income after deductions, 1953 tax I Present I T~x 
before exemptions tax savmgs 

Married couple, 3 depend
ents_ 

$3,000 _____________________ ---------- ---------- --------
$4,000_____________________ $220 $200 $20 
$5,000_____________________ 440 400 40 
$6,000_____________________ 660 600 60 

Tax savings from increase in per capita 
exemption to $700 

Tax with 
Income before exemp- Present $700 per Tax 
tions, after deductions tax capita ex- savings 

emption 

$3,000 ___ _ -- ---------------
$4,000 .... - ----------------
$5,000 ________ _ -------- ----
$6,000 _________ ------------

$3,000 ____ _ ----------------
$4,000 .... ------- ----------
$5,000 .... --------- --------
$6,000 .... ----.:------------

$3,000 _______ --------------
$4,000 ..... - ---------------
$5,000 _______ ------ --------
$6,000 _______ - ----------- --

Single person 

$488 
708 
944 

1, 204 

$466 
686 
918 

1,178 

Married couple, no 
dependents 

$360 
560 
760 
976 

$320 
520 
720 

. 932 

Married couple, 2 
dependents 

$120 
320 
520 
720 

$40 
-240 
440 
640 

$22 
22 
26 
26 

$40 
40 
40 
44 

$80 
80 
80 
80 

Married couple, 3 dependents 

$3,()()() ___ __________________ ---------- ---------- --------
$4,000_____________________ $200 $100 $100 
$5,000_____________________ 400 300 100 
$6,000--------------------- 603 500 100 

Tax savings from proposal to allow deduction 
for dependency exemption for child earning 
more than $600 

Income after deductions 
before exemptions P·~· I ug~r I :;: 

---------1-----------

$3,()()() ____________________ _ 

$4,000 ______ ___ - -----------
$5,000.------ -------------
$6,000 •••• -----------------

$3,000 ____________________ _ 
$4,000 ____________________ _ 
$5,ooo ___________________ _ 
$6,ooo ____________________ _ 

~:~===================== $5,000---------------------$6,000 .•• ___________ ~------

Single person, no dependency 
exemption under present 
law1 

$484 
694 
916 

1,156 

$360 
560 
760 
976 

$12t 
134 
156 
180 

Married couple, no depend
ency exemption under pre
sent law 

$360 
560 
760 _ 
976 

$240 
440 

. 640 
844 

$120 
120 
12() 
132 

Married couple, 2 dependency 
exemptions under present 
law 

$120 
120 
120 
120 

t Assumes full income splitting for head of family under 
proposal. Of the tax savings on incomes of $4,000, $5,000, 
and $6,000, the full income-splitting provision in the bill 
accounts for $8, $18, and $36, respectively. · -
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Tax savings from proposal to allow deduction 

for dependency exemption for child earning 
more than $600-Continued 

Income after deductions 
before exemptions 

Present under sav-I 
Tax I Tax 

tax bill ings 

Married couple, 3 depend· 
ency exemptions under 
present law 

Effect of proposed retirement income tax 
credit for persons over 65 years of age with 
$1,200 of retirement income 

Only husband has retirement 
income 

Net in
comet ~~-~ ~~~r I ~~: 

tax bill ings 

Husband and 
wife each have 
$1,200 of retire-
ment income 

Tax I Tax under sav-
bill ings 

Single person, no dependents 

$3,000 ••••••• $360 $120 $240 -------- --------$4,000 _______ 576 336 240 -------- --------$5,000 _______ 796 556 240 .-------- --------
$6,000.------ 1,048 808 240 -------- --------

Married couplli, no depen.dents 

$3,000....... $120 
$4,000_______ 320 
$5,000_______ 520 
$6,000....... 720 

$120 
280 
480 

$120 
240 
240 
240 

$40 
240 

Married couple, 2 dependents 

$120 
320 
480 
480 

$3,000 ••••••• -------- -------- ---- - -- - -------- --------
$4,000.------ $80 -------- $80 $80 
$5,000.------ 280 $40 240 ----- --- 280 
$6,000_______ 480 240 240 -------- 480 

Married couple, 3 dependents 

$3,000.------ -------- -------- -------- -- ------ -------
$4,000 . ------ -------- -------- -------- -------- --------
$5,000_______ $160 --- -- --- $160 -------- $160 
$6,000_______ 360 $120 240 -- ------ 360 

t Income after deductions and before exemptions. 

Tax savings from proposed reduction in med· 
ical expense limitation from 5 percent to 
3 percent of adtusted gross income 

[.Assumption: Taxpayers have $500 of medical expenses] 

Income after deductions 
before exemptions 

$3,000---------------------$4,000 ____________________ _ 

$5,000 •••• - - --------------
$6,000---------------------

$3,000 ____________________ _ 
$4,000 ____________________ _ 
$5,000 ____________________ _ 

$6,000 ________________ ~----

Present I Tax I Tax tax under sav-
billt ~gs 

Single person, no dependents 

$415 
647 
886 

1,161 

$400 
627 
857 

1,126 

Married couple, no 
dependents 

$2931 m 
939 

$280 I 487 
693 
910 

$15 
20 
29 
35 

$13 
17 
23 
29 

I Taxes computed on assumption that deductions, 
other than medical expenses, amount to 10 percent ot 
income. 

Tax savings from proposed reduction in med
ical expense limitation from 5 percent to 
3 percent of adtusted gross income--Con. 

[Assumption: Taxpayers have $500 of medical expenses] 

Income afte.r deductions 
before exemptions 

resent under sav· P 

I 
Tax I Tax 

tax bill ings 

$3,000 ____________________ _ 
$4,000 ____ _____ ------------
$5,000 •••• -----------------$6,000 ____________________ _ 

Married couple, 2 
dependents 

$53 
264 
476 
687 

$40 
247 
453 
660 

Married couple, 3 
dependents 

$13 
17 
23 
27 

$3,()()() ___ __________________ ---------- ---------- --------
$4,000_____________________ $144 $127 $17 
$5,000_____________________ 356 333 23 
$6,000_____________________ 567 540 27 

.. . ~ 

Tax savings. from proposed dividends-re
ceived exclusion and credit on $250 of 
dividends, 1954 and 1955 

1954 1955 
Income after 
deduction, Present 
before ex- tax T~ I Tax 

TM I Tax 
emptions under sav- under sav-

bill ings bill ings 

Single person, no dependents 

$3,000 _______ $488 $467 $21 $451 $37 $4,000 _______ 708 687 21 671 37 $5,000 _______ 944 921 23 903 41 $6,000 _______ 1,204 1,181 23 1,163 41 

Married couple, no dependents I 

$3,000 _______ $360 $340 $20 $325 $35 $4,000 _______ 560 540 20 525 35 $5,000 __ ___ __ 760 740 20 725 35 $6,()()() _______ _976 955 21 939 37 

Married couple, 2 dependents 1 

$3,()()() _______ $120 $100 $20 $85 $35 $4,000 _______ 320 300 20 285 35 $5,000 _______ 520 500 20 485 35 $6,000 _______ 720 700 20 685 35 

Married couple, 3 dependents 1 

$3,000 _______ -------- -------- -------- -------- --------$4,000 _______ $200 $180 $20 $165 $35 $5,000 _______ 400 380 20 365 35 
$6,000------- 600 580 20 565 35 

1 .All dividends received by husband. 

Effect of proposed installment credit provi· 
sion assuming an average unpaid balance of 
$1,000 and interest at 6 percent 

Net income t 

$3,000 •••• - ----------------$4,000 ____________________ _ 
$5,000 _____________ . _______ _ 
$6,000 ____________________ _ 

::~=:::::::::::::::::::: $5,000 ____________________ _ 

$6~000---------------------

Present I Tax I Tax 
tax ng8fr :;; 

Single person, no dependents 

$488 $476. 00 
708 694.80 
944 928.40 

1, 204 1, 188. 40 

$12. 00 
13.20 
15. 60 
15.60 

Married couple, no 
dependents 

$360 I $348. 00 I $12. 00 
560 548. 00 12. 00 
760 748. 00 12. 00 
976 962. 80 13. 20 

1 Income after deductions and before exemptions. 

Effect of proposed installment credit . pro~
sion assuming an average unpaid balance of 
$1,000 and interest at 6 percent--Con. 

Net income 

$3,()()(} ____________________ _ 
$4,000 ______________ _____ --

$5,000 ____ -----------------$6,00Q ________ : _______ .: ___ _ 

Present I Tax I Tax 
tax under sav-

bill ings 

Married couple, 2 
dependents 

$120 
320 
520 
720 

$108.00 
308.00 
508.00 
708.00 

$12. 00 
12.00 
12.00 
12.00 

Married couple, 3 
dependents 

f3,ooo __ __________________ _ ---------- ---------- --------
$4,000_____________________ $200 $188 $12.00 
$5,()()()__ ___________________ 400 388 12.00 $6,00Q_____________________ 600 588 12. 00 

Tax savings from proposeg, deduction tor 
child-care expenses, assuming $600 of such 
expenses 

Income after deductions, Pr~ent I u~~!r 1· T~x 
before exemptions tax bill I savmgs 

$3,000.--------------------
$4,000 __ __ --- --------------
$5,()()() ____ -----------------
$6,000 •••• -----------------

$3,000 ___ _________________ _ 

$4,000 ____ -----------------
$5,000 _______________ ------
$6,000 ____________________ _ 

Head of household, 
1 dependent 

$360 
568 
778 

1, 012 

$240 
440 
640 
844 

$120 
128 
138 
168 

Married, 2 dependents 

$120 
320 
520 
720 

$200 
400 
600 

. $12o 
120 
120 
120 

Married, 3 dependents 

$3,000 ____________ ________ _ ---------- -- ---- ---- --------
$4,000_____________________ $200 $80 $120 
$5,000 _______ _.____________ _ 400 280 120 
$6,00Q_____________________ 600 480 120 

1 .Assuming full income-splitting for heads of families. 

Tax savings from proposed head-of-family 
provision-single person, 1 dependent 

Income after deductions, Present Tax un- Tax 
before exemptions tax der bill savings 

$3,000 .••• - ---------------
$4,000 •••• -----------------
$5,000 ____ - ----------------
$6,000 __________ - -~--------

$360 
568 
778 

1,012 

$3~ ------$8 
760 18 
976 36 

Mr. PAYNE. To illustrate the rela-· 
tive effect of various changes, we · may 
take the case of a married couple who 
have a gross income before personal ex
emptions of $4,000. The proposed in
crease in exemptions to $700 would mean 
a tax saving to this couple of $40 per 
year. In contrast, the reduction in tax 
rates which went into effect January 1. 
1954, reduced this couple's taxes by $62. 

If this couple has a child· who is earn
ing more than $600, they will receive sub
stantial additional benefits under the 
bill, since it would permit them an addi
tional dependency exemption. Under 
the present law, if a child has a part
time job, for example, to assist in paying 
his way through school and earns more 
than $600, the parent is denied a de
pendency exemption. This represents a 
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hardship for parents who provide most 
of the support for their child and also 
represents an inducement for the· child 
to stop work just before his earnings 
reach the $600 level. This deters initia
tive and promotes possible scheming to 
evade our laws, neither of which is in ac
cord with good American custom. 

The permission under the legislation 
that will shortly be before us, to claim a 
child earning more than $600 as a de
pendent, would result in a tax reduction 
to a married couple of $120, which is 3 
times the benefit they would get from a 
fiat $100 increase in the personal ex
emption. And I know of many hard
working people who will benefit from 
such a provision who want their children 
to be in a position to work without the 
restraints of the present law so they can 
help their mothers and fathers send 
them to college or be of needed help to 
the family. 

Now let us discuss the case of a retired 
couple over 65 years of age : they will 
receive appreciable tax relief under H. R. 
8300 on their retirement income. Under 
existing law some forms of Government 
pensions are exempt, but the incomes of 
most retired persons are taxed. The 
bill would remove this disparity by al
lowing a credit against tax liability 
equivalent to the tax at the first bracket 
rate on the amount of retirement income 
up to $1,200. Retirement incomes· in
clude pensions and annuities, interest, 
rents, and dividends. For a retired mar
ried couple this provision woulld mean a 
tax saving of $240 if only the husband 
has retirement income, and of $320 if 
the husband and wife each have $1,200 
of retirement income. These tax sav
ings are respectively 6 and 8 times as 
great as the benefit this couple would get 
from the proposed $700 personal exemp-
tion. · 

If our hypothetical couple had medical 
expenses of $500, another provision of 
the bill would mean a ·tax saving of $17 
to them. Medical exp~nses are deducti
ble under present law only to the extent 
that they exceed 5 percent of adjusted 
gross income. The bill would reduce this 
limitation to 3 percent. 

If this married couple received $250 
of their income from dividends of do
mestic corporations, the provision in the 
bill for an exclusion and credit with re
spect to these dividends would mean a 
tax reduction to the couple of $20 in 
1954 and of $35 in 1955. 

The bill also contains a provision per
mitting a deduction for interest paid by 
the taxpayer in connection with install
ment purchases. If our married couple 
has an unpaid balance of $1,000 out
standing on installment purchases on 
which 6 percent interest is paid, this 
provision of the bill would mean a tax 
saving of $12 a year. 

While the example of a married couple 
with $4,000 net income has been used to 
illustrate some of the tax-relief pro
visions of the bill, these provisions are, 
of course, available ·to all taxpayers who 
are affected· by these inequities in present 
law. The extent to which these pro
visions of the bill would be of benefit to 
single persons or married persons with 
more dependents· or with different in-

comes ·can be readily seen in the ·tables, 
which have been placed in the record. 

There ·are other provisions of the bill 
which are designed to relieve existing· 
hardship for taxpayers in particular 
circumstances. For example, tax relief 
is given where child care expenses are 
incurred by a widow, widower, or wife 
whose husband is incapacitated. Deduc
tions may be taken for expenses paid up 
to $600 for the care of children who are 
under 10 years of age or who are unable 
to attend a regular school. For a widow 
who spends $600 for her child care so 
that she may work, this provision would 
mean a tax savings of $120, if her net 
income were $3,000. In contrast, an in
crease of personal exemptions to $700 
would give her tax savings of only $40. 

A single person who is head of a fam
ily is also given relief under the bill by 
the allowance of full income splitting, 
rather than having only half this bene
fit through a special rate schedule as 
under present law. For a head of a fam
ily this change would permit tax savings 
of $8, $18, and $36 at net income levels 
of $4,000, $5,000, and $6000 respectively. 

It has been alleged that some of the 
provisions of this revenue revision bill 
were written by tax experts from big 
business. Such an ill-founded charge 
certainly indicates, at best, complete ig
norance of the manner in which this bill 
actually was prepared. 

The care with which the provisions of 
the bill now before Congress have been 
developed by the administration and by 
the Committee on Ways and Means can 
be indicated by tracing the work that has 
been done over many months. Work on 
this bill was begun during the summer 
of 1952, when the staff of the Joint Com
mittee on Internal Revenue Taxation 
sent out an extensive questionnaire to 
all groups and taxpayers who wished to 
make suggestions for revision of the tax 
laws. Thousands of replies were re
ceived from individual taxpayers, busi
nesses, tax practitioners, professional 
groups, and trade associations. In addi
tion, the staffs of the joint committee 
and the Treasury Department received 
a very large number of unsolicited letters 
from individuals who described the type 
of tax problems theY. faced and suggested 
changes in the law. Both the replies to 
the questionnaire and the correspond
ence were carefully studied by the joint 
committee staff, which prepared and 
published a comprehensive digest of 
problems and suggested revisions. 

Early in 1953 some 50 working groups 
of Government tax specialists were set 
up to prepare material which would be 
helpful to the congressional tax com
mittees in revising the internal revenue 
system. These working groups consisted 
of attorneys, accountants, economists, 
and tax administrators from the staffs of 
the joint committee, the Treasury, and 
the Internal Revenue Service. Because 
of their varied professional background, 
they were able to examine most, if not 
all, of the important aspects of the prob
lems and suggestions· which had been 
outlined in the joint committee staff di
gest or raised in subsequent correspond
ence. Each of these working groups pre
pared a report on the specific problem 

assigned to it, providing an objective 
statement ·or the problem and a digest of 
the considerations relevant tO an evalua
tion of the possible alternative solutions. 
These reports were submitted to the 
Chief of Staff of the Joint Committee on 
Internal Revenue Taxation and to the 
Treasury officials concerned with tax 
policy. 

While these studies were going on the 
Committee on Ways and Means conduct
ed nearly 2 months of open hearings on 
40 tax topics. These hearings total some 
2,916 pages of testiJnony. The wide 
range of views expressed by witnesses 
appearing at these hearings was care
fully noted by the staff working groups 
and reflected in their reports. 

In addition, at the direction of Chair
man REED, of the Ways and Means Com
mittee, advisory groups composed of out
side experts were set up to look into a 
few extremely technical tax areas, such 
as those dealing with the treatment of 
corporate reorganizations and corpora
tion pension plans. In order to get a 
balanced perspective on these subjects 
it was regarded as extremely desirable to 
get the views of persons who meet prob
lems of this sort in the normal course of 
their business activity and on whom any 
new provisions might be expected to have 
the most immediate and profound im
pact. These groups, however, served only 
in an advisory capacity and had no direct 
participation in formulating the policies 
or drafting the specific language incor
porated in this bill. Their views were 
made av~ilable to the staffs of the joint 
committee and Treasury Department, as 
were other studies made by various legal, 
accounting, and other professional 
groups. 

Finally, on the basis of the reports of 
the staff groups, which took into account 
the suggestions presented in connection 
with the questionnaires, letters from tax
payers, hearings of the Ways and Means 
Committee, and reports of the advisory 
groups, Treasury officials and the chief 
of staff of the joint committee presented 
the basic policy issues and alternative 
solutions for the various tax problems to 
the Committee on Ways and Means in 
executive session. The specific policies 
included in the bill and the language 
used to implement them were, of course, 
determined by the Committee on Ways 
and Means itself, which painstakingly 
devoted some 8 weeks to this task. 

The fact is that this enormous job has 
been in preparation for a long period and 
is based upon a most careful study un
dertaken by the Congress and the ad
ministration. In his message of May 20, 
1953, President Eisenhower called atten
tion to the fact that the Ways and Means 
Committee of the House of Representa
tives was then currentlY engaged in a 
comprehensive reexamination of the 
existing tax structure, ·and stated: 

To help achieve this objective, I have asked 
the Secretary of the Treasury to present by 
the end of the year recommendations tore
move existing inequities of our tax structure, 
simplify the needless complications which 
have developed over the years in tax laws, 
and generally secure a better balance of tax 
revenues. 
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·In his budget message of January 21. 

1954, the President offered 25 specific 
proposals for tax-revision legislation. 
He noted that the Committee on Ways 
and Means was already working on legis
lation having objectives similar to those 
of the President's program and stated: 

The proposed revisions are the result of 
a year's intensive work. The collaboration 
between congressional and Treasury staffs in 
the development of a tax-revision bill has 
been very close. It may, I hope, provide a 
precedent for similar collaboration in other 
fields of legislation. 

The need for a thoroughgoing overhaul 
of our revenue system has been · long 
recognized. For example, the Demo
cratic minority of the House Ways and 
Means ·committee in 1947 and 1948 sug
gested a comprehensive revision of the 
entire income-tax system and listed such 
important matters as double taxation of 
dividends and more flexible depreciation. 
Incidentally, this minority report was 
signed by many of the men who , are now 
minority members of the Ways and 
Means Committee. 

If that view was a sound one back in 
1947-48 by good, clear-thinking members 
of the Democratic Party, and it was in 
the best interests of all concerned and 
our Nation in particular, what is · so 
wrong about it now? Is it simply be
cause a great Republican President and 
a Republican Congress now advocate the 
long-needed changes mentioned? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Maine yield for a. 
question? · 

Mr. PAYNE. I shall be very glad to 
yield to the distinguished Senator from 
Illinois, who had his background in the 
good old State of Maine. 

Mr. DOUGLAS . . I thank the Senator. 
I have listened with great interest to 

the Senator's eulogy upon the genesis 
and development of the forthcoming 
revenue revision and reduction bill. It 
is quite obvious that my good friend, the 
Senator from Maine, has given a good 
deal of study to the question and has 
obtained a great deal of ·inside infor
mation. 

I wonder, therefore, if the Senator 
would inform the Senate as to who wrote 
the crucial provision that 10 percent of 
the income from dividends is to be 
credited as a deduction against taxes, 
and not against taxable income, as one 
would normally think? 

The Senator has been discussing the 
parentage of the tax bill. I wonder if 
he would identify the father or the 
mother of this particular provision? 
, Mr. PAYNE. I may say to the Senator 
from Dlinois that I am unable to de .. 
scribe or personally to identify the 
parentage of the particular item men .. 
tioned by the Senator from Dlinois. I am 
certain the Senator realizes that many 
times only one i1lem is selected and it is 
said, "We think this item is wrong," with .. 
out considering the many good factors. 
I think the Senator from Dlinois will 
recognize that what I have referred to is 
a matter which has been discussed often 
on the floor. In tearing apart this bill 
the point is made, "Yes, all the benefits 
are going to corporations and to- big 
business. As a matter of fact, they are 
being given benefits on their dividends. 

They are being given speedy deprecia-
tion." _ 

Therefore, I thought it was most im,
portant that the RECORD should be made 
clear that the very group which made 
the first specific recommendation in this 
regard were the minority members of 
the Committee on Ways and Means in 
1947 .and.1948, when they specifically re .. 
!erred to the important matters which 
should be taken care of in connection 
with the revision of taxation. 

I hope the Senator from illinois will be 
good enough to permit me to cite one 
more fact. From the report of the Com~ 
mittee on Ways and Means, it will be 
found that the greatest portion of the 
savings which will come from the bill re
ferred to will fall definitely into the laps 
of individuals, because, as a matter of 
fact, the administration has recom
mended, and the House Committee on 
Ways and Means has likewise recom
mended that the corporate income tax, 
which was to have been dropped in 1954, 
should be continued for another year. 

As a result of the continuation, if the 
proposal is passed by both Houses of 
Congress, the gain from putting it into 
effect, as against the so-called wealthy 
corporations, will be actually $581 mil
lion, over the cost which will be involved 
-in the revision of the bill itself, and the 
net loss from the entire bill will be only 
$197 million. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. PAYNE. I yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true, how

ever, that the continuation of the cor
porate tax at 52 percent, rather than at 
47 percent, is to last for only 1 year? 

Mr. PAYNE. That is true. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Whereas, the credit 

of the dividends against taxes will con
tinue forever. That will be a perma
nent revision, will it not? 

Mr. PAYNE. I may say to my good 
friend, the Senator from Illinois, that 
certainly it will last for only a year un
der the terms of the bill at the present 
time. But the Senator should keep in 
mind that it was a Democratic Congress 
which provided that the corporate tax 
at the rate of 52 percent would drop, 
effective in 1954. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. That is true; but it 
was not a Democratic Congress which 
provided that dividends should be cred
ited against taxes. If dividends are to 
be deducted from anything, it might be 
argued that they should be deducted 
from taxable income. But this bill in
troduces a monstrosity into the theory 
of taxation, in that it permits 10 per
cent of the dividends received to be de
ducted from taxes, not from taxable 
income. 

Mr. PAYNE. It takes into considera .. 
tion a great many things. All I ask 
is that Senators examine it, study · it, 
and weigh it by all its component parts, 
not by picking out 1 or 2 items and 
using them as a medium to say that the 
bill in its entirety is no good at all. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The bill, · as I have 
examined it, runs to 8'75 pages. 

Mr. PAYNE. That is true. 
. Mr. DOUGLAS. There is bound to be 
some good in 875. pages. 

· Mr. PAYNE. The Senator from DUnoiS 
will' find a large amount of good for the 
}>oor little woman who is alone in the 
world with a child, and who is trying to 
provide an education for the child. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Oh, yes. 
Mr. PAYNE. Such a person experi

ences difficulty at present under the tax 
laws. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Oh, certainly; tber~ 
are some good features. But would the 
Senator from Maine, with all his elo..; 
quence and knowledge, inform me who 
are the parents of the provision that 
dividends shall be offset against ·taxes? 

Mr. PAYNE. I shall be perfectly 
frank and honest with the Senator. At 
this moment, I do not know the par .. 
entage, but I will certainly see that my 
distinguished friend, the good Senator 
from Illinois, who, as I have said, had 
his grassroots in the State of Maine, is 
given that information just as quickly as 
I can get it. -

Mr. DOUGLAS. It is very important. 
I believe that probably the provision was 
developed not by the Joint Committee 
on Internal Revenue Taxation, but was 
conceived in the darkness of the Treas
ury Department and sent to Congress by 
the Treasury and the administration. 

Mr. PAYNE. It is difficult for me to 
answer the Senator's question without 
knowing the facts. Certainly I cannot 
tell how each one of all the items that 
have been referred to by the distin .. 
guished Senator from illinois came into 
place, by whom, or by whose suggestio.n, · 
in 875 ·pages. · 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I thank the Senator 
from Maine, because I understand he 
has now promised that he will obtain the 
information. 

Mr. PAYNE. I will try to get the in.:.. 
formation and give it to the Senator 
from Illinois as quickly as I can. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I shall await it with 
interest. · 

Mr. PAYNE. Certainly the Senator 
would not expect me to do the impos .. 
sible. · 

Mr. DOUGLAS. My prediction is 
that the authorship of this particular 
clause will be one of the most carefully 
guarded secrets in the history of Ameri
can tax legislation. I do not think any
one wants to admit to the parentage of 
that baby. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. President, let us do 
one thing, if nothing else, as good Amer
icans. Let us be honest with ourselves 
and face facts regardless of political des
tiny. Let us not first breathe hot and 
then cold on matters we know down deep 
are basically sound whether they are 
proposed by members of either party. 

Let us not attempt to divide the needed 
unity of our ~ation bY. the un-American 
principle of divide and conquer. Such 
efforts are to be condemned, not ap .. 
plauded. Let us debate. issues based ·oii 
facts, and all the facts, not confusing 
our good people with half-truths and 
distorted facts. · 

It may be hard at times to forget one's 
own future, but certainly now is a time, 'if 
ever, in our history that we must place 
sound principle ahead of any political 
consideration. 
· H; R. 8300 is a much needed revision 
of our tax laws. It is a good measure 
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and will go far to. remove present in
equities and promote greater American 
initiative in the best interests of our Na
tion and all of our people. 

Mr. President, I yield the :floor. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
ENROLLED Bn.L SIGNED 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
clerks, announced that the Speaker had 
affixed his signature to the enrolled bill 
(H. R. 8224) to reduce excise taxes, ·and 
for other purposes. 

AUTHORIZATION TO SIGN BILL . 
. AFTER RECESS 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous ·consent that after the 
recess of the Senate today, the Vice Pres
ident be authorized to sign the. enrolled 

. bill . <H. R. S224> to reduce excise t~:ies," 
and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Massachusetts? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

FOREIGN ECONOMIC POLICY-MES
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT <H. 
DOC. NO. 360) 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 

the President sent to the Congress today 
a message relating to the foreign eco
nomic policy. That message has been 
read in full in the House of Representa
tives today. I ask unanimous consent 
that it be printed in the REcoRD. · · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Massachusetts? The Chair hears 

. none, and now lays before the Senate the 
message, ~hich y.rill be printed in the 
RECORD, and referred to the Committee 
on Finance. 

<For message of the President, . see 
House proceedings of today.) 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, in 
reference to the President's message on 
a new foreign policy, I wish to congratu
late the President upon it, because it 
shows a liberal viewpoint, but one which 
in my opinion will not injure United 
States industry. Generally speaking, I 
believe it to be an excellent message. 

I wish to state that the opposite of 
war is trade or business. If we are to 
win the cold war and if we are to defeat 
communism, in my opinion we shall have 
to do so by ,means of jobs in private in
dustry and by trade, because trade 
means jobs, and jobs"mean trade.· . 

I am hopefur that Congress, the ad
ministration, and everyone else repson
sible, will, from now on, spend more time 
creating jobs and business both within 
the United States and in and ·between 
other nations, and will spend less time 
on many things which I _feel cannot pos
sibly help either the United States or 
the other nations of the free world. 

So I am most hopeful that from now 
on, the Congress will spend more time 
in creating jobs and trade and in doing 
the things which are the antithesis of 
war, the things which in my opinion 
eventually will help us win the cold war 
and help us defeat communism. 

- RECE$S . 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I move that, 

under the previous order, the Senate 
take a recess until the hour of 12 o'clock 
noon tomorrow. 
. The motion was agreed to; and <at 6 
o'clock p. m.> the Senate took a recess, 
the recess being, under the order pre
viously entered, until Wednesday, March 
31, 1954, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirnied by 

the Senate March 30 (legislative day of 
March D, 1954: 

UNITED · STATES c'mcu1-r JunGE 

John A. Danaher, of Connecticut, to be 
United States circuit judge for the District 
of Columbia Circuit. 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 

James Lewis ~cCar~ey, . Jr., of Alaska:, to 
be United States district judge· for division 
No. 3, district of Alaska. · 

UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS 

Theodore F. Stevens, to be ·united states 
attorney for division No.4, district of Alaska. 

Donald E. Kelley, to be United States at
torney for the district of Colorado. 

W. Wilson White, to be United States at
torney for the eastern district of Pennsyl-
vania. . 

N. Welch Morrisette, Jr., to be United 
States attorney for the eastern district of 
South Carolina. · 

Duncan Wilmer Daugherty, to be United 
States attorney for the southern district of 
West Virginia. 

UNITED STATES MARSHALS 

Archie M. Meyer, .to be United $tates mar-
shal for the district o{ Arizona. · 

William Raab, to be United States marshal 
for the district of Nebraska. 

Charles Peyton McKnight, Jr., to be United 
States marshal for the eastern district of 
Texas. . 

Hobart Kelliston McDowell, to be United 
States marshal for the northern district of 
Texas. 

Emmett Mitchell Smith, to be United 
States marshal for the southern district of 
Texas. 

•• .... •• 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

TuESDAY, MARCH 30, 1954 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

D. D., offered the following prayer: 
Almighty God, we are again turning 

unto Thee in the sacred attitude of 
prayer--one in our search and need of 
Thy blessings. · 

Help us to deal with our problems in 
terms of humanity and to interpret the 
meaning of each new day in terms of the 
eternal. · 

Wilt Thou. give. us power and poise of 
spirit as we meet the dangers and delu
sions of our time. 

May we never surrender to weakness 
and weariness, to frustration and fear, 
for all things are in Thy divine con
trol. 

Grant that we may be true to our high 
vocation of leadership in showing man
kind the more excellent way of brother
hood and good will. 

In the name of the Christ, our Lord 
and Saviour, we pray. Amen. 

. The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved. · 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the Presi

dent. of the United States was communi
cated to the House by Mr. Tribbe, one of 
his secretaries, who also informed the 
House that on the following dates the 
President approved and signed bills of 
the House of the following titles: 

On March 23, 1954: 
H. R. 45S9. An act to amend section 501 of 

the <?om_municatio_ns Act of 1934, so that any 
offense punishable thereunder, except a sec
ond or subsequent offense, shall constitute a 
misdemeanor rather than a felony; and . ' 

H. R. 5509. An act to amend the Army
Navy Medical Services Corps Act of '947 re
lating-to the •percent of_colonels in the Medi
cal Se!vice Corps, Regular Army. 

On March 26, 1954: 
H. R. 752. An act for the relief of Francoise 

Bresnahan; 
H. R. 2214. An act for the relief of Jaroslav, 

Bozena, Yvonka, and Jarka Ondricek; 
H. R. 4557. An act to amend section 319 of 

the Communications Act of 1934 with respect· 
to permits for construction of radio stations; 
and 

H. R. 4558. An act to amend section 309 
(c) of the Communications Act of 1934 with 
respect to the time within which the Federal· 
Communications Commission must act on 
protests filed thereunder. 

On March 27·, 1954: 
H. R. 5976. An act to amend section 1 of 

the Natural Gas Act. 

RENT INCREASES 
Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. 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 
Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speak

er, as a friendly service to my dear col• 
leagues on the other side of the aisle, I 
am reading aloud letters in the Voice of 
the People column of this morning's 
Chicago Tribune. They protest exces
sive rent increases. The Chicago Trib
une assures us that they are bona fide 
letters from people whose addresses are 
in ·the possession of the editor of the 
Tribune. 

In my solicitude for the political wel
fare -of my Republi~an colle-agues, I have 
repeatedly cautioned them that it is fol
ly excessively to push people around. 
· I trust that my friends on the other 
side of the aisle will read the writing on · · 
the wall and will not go too far astray 
from the counsel of their own President 
in the · matter of housing legislation 
which we are now considering. 

Following are the letters in this morn:. 
ing's Chicago Tribune voicing the burn
ing and constantly risi.ng indignation of 
the people of Chicago against an in
tolerable condition of rising unemploy
ment, rising costs of living, reduced 
family incomes, and on top of it al1,_25 to 
40 percent increase in 1954 rents: 

RENT INCREASES 

CHICAGO, March 26.-It's about time the 
newspapers did something about campaign
ing for a fair deal for tenants, instead of 
running articles about the property owners 
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Increasing rents slightly since controls Wel'e 
lifted. ' 

When we moved into our _apartment ln 
May of 1952, our rent was $93. As of May 
1954, it will be $125--an increase df $32 a 
month for a 5-room apartment on the t~d 
fioor of an old, rundown building. 

There are many apartment buildings ln 
Chicago where rents have been increased up 
to 50 percent. The tenants are all trapped 
because there ls no place to move where 
service is better, or where the tenants get 
a fair deal. 

ToURISSE GREENFIELD. 

CmcAco, March 25.-Last week this writer 
and his fellow tenants received notice that 
their rents would be raised. A 10-percent 
raise was given last year, but this year the 
increase ranged from 25 to 40 percent. 

FAIRPLAY. · 

CHICAGo, March 24.-since the ending of 
rent control our landlord has increased the 
rent in this building 40 percent and he has 
provided no decorating. -

Mrs. E. R. 

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michiga-n asked and 

was given permission to ·address the 
House for 10 minutes today, following 
the legislative program and any special 
orders heretofore entered. ' 

FOREIGN ECONOMIC POLICY OF 
THE UNITED STATE~MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE 
UNITED STATES <H. DOC. NO. 360) 

leal importance to the security of our 
country. · · 

Great mutual advantages to buyer and 
S.:!ller, -to producer .and consumer; to in-· 
vestor, and to the community where in..: 
vestment is· made, ac·crue from high lev
els of trade and investment. They ac
crue no less in trade from nation to 
nation than in trade from community to· 
community within a single country. The 
internal strength of the American econ
omy has evolved from such a system of 
mutual advantage. 
· in· the press of other problems and in 
the haste to meet emergencies, this Na
tion-and many other nations of the free
world-=-have all ton -often lost sight of 
this central fact. Worldwide depression 
and wars, inflation and resultant eco..
nomic dislocations, have left a sorry heri
tage: a patchwork of temporary expe
dients and a host of restrictions, rigidi
ties, interferences, and barriers which 
seriously inhibit the expansion of inter
national trade. Thus are impeded the 
very forces which make for increased 
production, employment, and incomes. . 
. The tasks of repairing the physical 
damage caused by the catastrophe of 
war have been substantially achieved. 
The creation of an adequate system of 
defense for the .free world is well ad
vanced. Most of the countries which 
suffered the ravages of war have made 
remarkable headway toward financial 
stability . and increased production. 
Their own efforts have been greatly aid
ed by our assistance and yet, despite this 
recovery, we and other free nations are 

The SP~AKER laid before the ~ouse still severely limited by the persistence 
the followmg message from the President of uneconomic manmade barriers to 
of the United States, which was read; mutual trade ~nd the :flow of funds 
refer;-ed to the Committee o? Ways and ( among us. 
Means, and ordered to be_prmted: Together we and our friends abroad 

To the Congress ot the United States: 
I submit herewith for the considera

tion of the Congress recommendations 
concerning the foreign economic policy 
of the United States. 

Due to the urgency and significance 
of our problems in this area, I previous
ly recommended, and the Congress ap
proved, the establishment of the Com
mission on Foreign Economic Policy. Its 
membership, consisting of 17 elected om
cials arid private citizens, was drawn 
from all parts of the country and repre.: 
sented diverse points of view. The Com
mission's report, prepared in the Ameri
can tradition of full debate and vigorous 
dissent, has been carefully reviewed by 
the various executive departments of the 
Government and forms the basis for the 
program I submit in this message. 

Before the Commission began its de
liberations, I said to its members: 

must work at the task of lowering the 
unjustifiable barriers-not all at once 
but gradually and with full regard for 
our own interests. · Iii this effort, the 
United States must take the initiative 
and, in doing so, make clear to the rest 
of the world that we expect them-to fol
low our lead. 

Many foreign restrictions have been 
imposed as a consequence of the so
called · dollar gap. This phrase has be
come the symbol of the failure of the 
free world to find a lasting solution · to 
the imbalance of international payments. 
We should no longer fill it by major 
grants to enable other nations to secure 
what they need but cannot buy. Our 
aim must not be to fill the dollar gap, 
but rather to help close it. Our best 
interest dictates that the dollar gap be 
closed by raising the level of trade and 
investment. 

The United States stands ready and 
I commend to you an attitude both real- able to produce and sell more than the 

lstic and bold. Above all, I urge you to ;rest of the world can buy from us. The 
follow one guiding principle: What is best inability of many foreign countries to 
1n the national interest. buy our goods in the . volume we would 

The national interest in the field of 
foreign economic policy is clear. It is tO 
obtain, in a manner that is consistent 
with our national security and profitable 
and equitable for all, the highest possible 
level of trade and the most em.cient use 
of capital and resources. That this 
would also strengthen our military allies 
adds urgency. Their strength is of crit~ 

like to sell does not arise from any lack 
of desire for these goods. Such is far 
from the case. Instead it arises out of 
an inability of these nations to pay-in 
dollars-for the volume we have to selL 
a Dollar grants are no lasting solution 
to this imPasse. - --

The solution is .a higher level of two;; 
way trade. Thus we can sell and.receiv~ 

payment for . our exports and have an 
increasing volume of investment ·abroad 
to assist economic development overseas 
and yield .retutns to us. Greater free
dom from restrictions and controls and 
the increas-ed emciencies which arise 
from expanding markets and the fr~er 
play of economic forces are essential to 
the attainment of this higher trade level. 

Failure so to move will directly 
threaten our domestic economy, for it 
will doom our efforts · to find ways by 
which others, through their own efforts, 
can buy our goods. The only practicable 
alternative is to reduce exports. Our· 
farms would have to sell les-s, since the 
products-of 40 million acres, amounting 
to 10 to 12 percent of our agriculture, 
would have to find their market outside 
our own country. Moreover, if their ex
port markets were curtailed, American 
factories now selling their products 
throughout the world would have tore
duce ·employment. It is a very impor
tant fact that -over 4 million American 
workers depend on international trade 
for their employment. 

Beyond our economic interest, the soli
darity of the free world and the capacity 
of the free world to deal with those wh6 
would destroy it are threatened by con-· 
tinued unbalanced trade relationships
the inability of nations to sell as much ·as 
they desire to buy; By moving boldly ·to 
correct the present imbalance, we shall 
support and increase the level of our ex• 
ports of both manufactured and agricul· 
tural products. We shall, at the same 
time, increase the economic strength of 
our allies. Thus shall we enhance our 
own military security by strengthening 
our friends abroad. Thus shall we as
sure those sources of imports that sup~ 
plement our domestic production and are 
vital to our defense. Thus shall we raise 
our standard of living and aid in the 
development of a better world for all of 
us -and our children. · ' 

TARIFFS 

I am convineed that the gradual and 
selective revision of our tariffs, through 
the tested method of negotiation with 
other nations, is an essential ingredient 
of the continuing growth of our domestic 
economy. An expression of our willing.; 
ness to negotiate further will offer need
ed leadership toward the reduction of 
trade and payments barriers that limit 
markets for our goods throughout the 
~orl~ · 

The Commission on Foreign Economic 
Policy recommended a 3-year extension 
of the Trade Agreements Act with 
amendments to authorize: 
· <a> Reduction, pursuant to trade~ 
agreement negotiation, of existing tariff 
rates on commodities selected for such 
negotiations by not more than 5 percent 
of present rates in each of the 3 years of 
the new act; 
- <b> Reduction, by not more than one~ 
half over a 3-year period, of tariffs in 
effect on January 1, 1945, on products 
which are not being imported or which 
.are being· imported only in negligible 
volume;· and · 

<c> Reduction. over a 3-year period, 
pursuant to · trade-agreement negotia.:. 
tion, ~ 50 percent ad v~lorem, or i~ 
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equivalent, of any rate iii excess . of 50' 
percent ad valorem, pr its. equivalent. · 

I have approved these recommenda~ 
tions of the Commission and urge their· 
adoption by the Congress. I may also 
recommend special provisions for ne
gotiation with Japan in view of. the eco
nomic problems of that country. 

The foregoing authority does not con
template across-the-board tarUJ reduc
tions. The peril point and escape clause· 
procedures would, of course, be pre
served, and the three proposed types of 
rate reduction would not be cumulative. 
Tariff reductions would be made selec
tively on specific commodities, and only 
after notice and hearings in accordance 
with past practice. This would repre
sent our part in the gradual and careful 
approach to the whole problem of im
proved trade which the world so urgently: 
needs. No sudden, sharp, or widespread 
adjustments within our economy would 
be involved. 

These escape clause and peril point 
provisions of our tariff legislation are 
designed to mitigate injury to our do
mestic producers from tariff reductions. 
Whenever recourse is had to these pro
visions, I shall carefully consider the 
findings and recommendations of the 
Tariff Commission. My responsibilities 
for the welfare of the Nation require that 
I continue to base my decisions at times 
on broader grounds than the Tariff Com
mission is empowered to consider. The 
Commission on Foreign Economic Pol
icy supports this position. 

I have approved the Commission's rec
ommendations that the United States 
withhold reductions in tariffs on prod
ucts made by workers receiving wages 
which are substandard in the exporting 
country. This policy shall be placed in 
effect. I have also approved the Com
mission's recommendations concerning 
raising of labor standards through con
sultative procedures and cooperation in 
international conferences such as those 
sponsored by the International · Labor 
Organization. 

These recommendations for renewal 
and amendment of the Trade Agree
ments Act are based on the plain truth 
that if we wish to sell abroad we must 
buy abroad. 

THE GENERAL AGREEMENT ON TARIFFS AND 
TRADE 

Since 1948, virtually all the major 
trading nations of the world, including 
the United States, have become parties 
to a General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade. This agreement has been the 
principal arrangement by which we -in 
the United States have sought to carry 
out the provisions and purposes of the 
Trade Agreements Act. 

The Commission on Foreign Economic 
Policy has recommended that the United 
States renegotiate the organizational 
provisions of the agreement, so that the 
contracting parties acting collectively 
would confine their functions to spon
soring multilateral trade negotiations, 
recommending broad trade policies for 
individual consideration by .the .legisla
tive or other .appropriate authorities in 
the various countries, and providing a 
for um for consultation regarding trade 
disputes. 

C-257 

· I shall act-promptly upon this recom
mendation. At the same time, I shall 
suggest to other contracting parties revi
sions of the substantive provisions of 
the agreement to provide- a simpler, 
stronger instrument contributing more 
effectively to the development of a work
able system of world trade-. ·When the· 
organizational provisions of the agree
ment have been renegotiated, they will 
be submitted to the Congress for its 
approval. 

CUSTOMS ADMINISTRATION AND PROCEDURE 

The problems of tariff classification, of 
proper valuation of imported articles 
and of procedures for administering the
customs are complex and perplexing. 
Over the years these problems have 
grown to the point where they now con
stitute an unwarranted and unintended 
burden on trade. 

The United States may be no worse in 
this regard than many other nations, 
but good business practice alone is su.m
cient to require: 

(a) Simplification of commodity defi
nitions, classifications and rate struc-· 
ture; 

(b) Improvement in the methods of. 
valuation of imports; and 
· (c) Establishment of more efficient 
procedures for customs administration. 

To this end I shall propose legislation 
providing · for the simplification of the 
commodity definitions and rate struc
tures in the Tariff Act, after a study by 
the Tariff Commission, and subject to· 
appropriate standards to be established 
by the Congress. Such legislation should 
also provide for a better method of classi.: 
fication of articles not enumerated in the 
tariff schedules, and for such improve
ment in the statutes governing the ad
ministration of customs procedures as 
can be made at this time. In this con
nection I am directing the Department of 
the Treasury to keep customs procedures 
under continuous review and to report to 
the Congress annually on the difficulties 
and delays in processing goods through 
customs, together with recommenda
tions for action to eliminate such ob
structions. . I further recommend that 
the antidumping law and procedures un
der it be changed so far as necessary to 
permit speedier and more efficient dis
posal of cases and to prevent undue in
terference with trade during investiga
tion of suspected dumping. 

To provide an improved basis for cus
toms valuations I urge adoption of the 
Treasury's valuation proposals. These 
are embodied in H. R. 6584 which has al
ready been passed by the House of Rep
resentatives. 

UNITED STATES INVESTMENT ABROAD 

·An increased flow of United States in
vestment abroad could contribute sig
nificantly to the needed expansion of 
international trade. It also could help 
maintain a high level of economic ac
tivity and employment in the United 
States. Further, such investment con
tributes to the development abroad of 
primary resources needed to meet our 
own ever-increasing needs even while it 
peips tO strengthen the economies of 
foreign countries. In view of the great 
importance of private investment to our 
:foreign economic 'policy, I emphasize the 

necessity for passage -of the administra
tion tax bill already recommended to you 
and already advanced in your consider
ations which provides for: 
· (a) Taxation of business income from 
foreign subsidiaries or from segregated 
foreign branches which operate and elect 
to be taxed as subsidiaries at a rate 14 
percentage points lower than the regular 
corporate rate; 

(b) Broadening the definition of for
eign taxes which may be credited against 
the United States income tax to include 
any tax, which is the ·principal form of 
taxation on business in a country, except 
turnover, general sales taxes or excise, 
and social-security taxes; 

(c) Removing of the overall limita
tion on foreign tax credits; and 

(d) Permitting regulated investment· 
companies concentrating on foreign in
vestment to pass on to their stockholders 
the credit for foreign taxes which would 
be available on direct investment. 

Further to encourage the flow of pri
vate investment abroad, we shall give full 
diplomatic support, through our activi
ties here and through our missions and 
representatives in the field, to the ac
ceptance and understanding by other 
nations of the prerequisites for the at
traction of private foreign investment. 
We shall continue to use the treaty ap
proach to establish common rules for the 
fair treatment of foreign investment. 

In connection with legislation author
izing the mutual security program I 
suggest that the Congress consider the· 
desirability of broadening the existing 
a:.Ithority to guarantee against losses 
on new investment abroad, so as to cover 
losses -caused by war, revolution, and 
insurrection. 

The Commission has pointed out tha.t 
uncertainty as to the application of. 
United States antitrust ·laws to the oper
ations of American firms abroad is a de
terrent to foreign investment. It recom
mended that our antitrust laws be re
stated in a manner which would clear
ly acknowledge thP- right of each coun
try to regulate trade within its own 
borders. At the same time, the Commis
sion insisted ·that it should be made 
clear that foreign laws or established 
business practices which encourage re
strictive price, production, or marketing 
arrangements will limit the willingness 
of United States businessmen to invest 
abroad and will reduce the benefits of 
such investment to the economies of the 
host countries. 

I have requested the Department of 
Justice to consider this recommendation 
in connection with its current study of 
the antitrust laws. 

BUY AMERICAN LEGISLATION 

At present certain of our laws require 
that, in specified Federal or federally 
financed :procurement, preference be 
given to domestic firms over foreign 
bidders. Except where considerations 
of national security, persistent and sub
stantial unemployment, or encourage
ment of small business require other
wise, I agree with the Commission that 
it is improper policy, unbusinesslike pro
cedure, and unfair to the taxpayer for 
the Government to pay a premium on 
1ts ptirchases. 
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I reque:;t, therefore, that legislative 
authority be provided to exempt from 
the provisions of this legislation the bid
ders from nations that t~eat our bidders 
on an· equal basis with their own na
tionals. Meanwhile, the executive 
branch is clarifying the application of 
these preference principles to Govern
ment procurement. . It will limit the 
price differential favoring domestic pro
ducers over foreign bidders to a reason
able percent dependent upon the cir
cumstances over and above -whatever tar
iffs may apply.· Discretionary authority, 
however, must be continued to permit 
special consideration in Government 
procurement for the requirements of na
tional security, for the problems of small 
business, and of areas where persistent 
and substan~ial unemployment exists. 

RAW MATERIALS 

This country is blessed with abundant 
mineral resources, but we must make the 
most of them if we are to satisfy the 
ever-increasing appetite of an expand
ing economy and at the same time main
tain an adequate defense posture. We 
must recognize, however, that it is not 
possible for this Nation, or any other na
tion, to produce enough of every. metal 
and mineral needed by modern mdus
try. These materials are not evenly dis
tributed throughout the world. We have 
to depend on one another. Our foreign 
economic policies, therefore, must en
courage the relatively easy :flow of thes~ 
materials in international trade. 

The Commission has made two sets of 
recommendations which I believe will 
materially assist in achieving an orderly 
expansion of mineral production both 
here and abroad. 

The first is that the United States 
Government should make a constructive 
contribution toward greater stability of 
world prices of raw materials by moder
ating or relaxing impediments to inter
national trade, by encouraging diversifi
cation of foreign economies, by avoiding 
procurement practices which disturb 
world prices, by consultation with other 
nations, and by tempering the :fluctua
tions in our own economy. 

The second calls for increased encour
agement of investment in overseas pro
duction by our citizens and the nationals 
of other countries. 

I heartily endorse these recommenda
tions·. 

The Commission also recommended 
that domestic sources for raw materials 
required for military purposes should be 
assured by direct means and not by 
tariffs and import quotas. I believe that 
normally this is sound. 

However, I have appointed a special 
Cabinet committee which is now survey
ing the whole field of our minerals policy 
and have drawn their attention to these 
recommendations. 

AGRICULTURE 

Perhaps no sector of our economy has 
a greater stake in foreign trade than 
American agriculture. In recent years, 
for example, one-third of our wheat, 40 
percent of our cotton and rice, and one
fourth of our tobacco and soybeans have 
been exported. It is highly important 
to maintain foreign markets for our 
agricultural products. 

Any program designed to serve the in· 
terests of American agriculture must 
take due account of the necessity for ex· 
port markets. But in the words of the 
Commission: 

It is necessary to harmonize our agricul
tural and foreign economic policies without 
sacrificing the sound objectives of either. 

I am convinced such reconciliation is 
possible. Acceptance of the recommen
dations in my agricultural message of 
January 11 will, I feel certain, help ac· 
complish this objective. 

MERCHANT MARINE 

With respect to our ocean shipping, we 
must have a merchant marine adequate 
to our defense requirements. I subscribe 
to the principle that such support of our 
merchant :fleet as is required for that 
purpose should be provided by direct 
means to the greatest possible extent. 
Such a policy, however, requires a careful 
analysis of the means available for pro
viding direct support, its possible effects 
on foreign-flag vesse: carryings, and its 
total costs before ·a specific program can 
be recommended. 

The Department. of Commerce has al
ready studied this problem at length. 
Its findings will be further reviewed 
within the executive branch in order to 
develop specific recommendations to 
transmit to the next session of the Con
gress, in addition to the proposals sub
mitted by the executive branch that are 
now before the Congress. 

INTERNATIONAL TRAVEL 

International travel has cultural and 
social importance in the free world. It 
also has economic significance. Foreign 
travel by Americans is a substantial 
source of dollars for many countries, en
abling them to pay for what we sell them. 

While the promotion of tourism is pri
marily a responsibility of the countries 
which welcome visitors, and is a function 
for private enterprise, there are some 
specific governmental actions which can 
be helpful. For example, there is H. R. 
8352, which increases the duty-free al
lowance for tourists from $500 to $1,000, 
exercisable every 6 months. I recom
mend its passage. From time to time I 
may have other recommendations for 
legislative action to stimulate travel. 

Meanwhile, in the executive branch, I 
shall instruct the appropriate agencies 
and departments, at home and abroad, 
to consider how they can facilitate inter
national travel. They will be asked to 
take action to simplify governmental 
procedures relating to customs, visas, 
passports, exchange or monetary re
strictions and other regulations that 
sometimes harass the traveler. 

ECONOMIC Am AND TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE 

Assistance extended in the past by the 
United States to other free nations has 
played an effective part in strengthening 
the national security, developing im
portant resources, and opening up sig
nificant opportunities, for ourselves and 
for others. It has also carried with it, 
in many instances, particularly in tech:. 
nical cooperation and famine relief, a 
deep humanitarian response by our peo
ple. However, economic aid cannot be 
continued indefinitely. We must dis
tinguish between an emergency and a. 

chronic malady, between a special case 
and a general rule. · 

I subscribe, therefore, to the principle 
that economic aid on a grant basis 
should -be terminated as soon as possible 
consistent with our national interest. In 
cases where support ·is needed to estab
_lish and equip military ;forces of other 
governments in the interest of. our mu
tual defense, and where this is beyond 
the economic capacity of another coun
try, our aid should be in the form of 
grants. As recognized by the Commis
sion, there may be some cases in which 
modest amounts of grant aid to under
developed countries will importantly 
serve the interest of security. I further 
agree that in other situations where the 
interest of the United States requires 
that dollars not otherwise available to 
a country should be provided, such sup
port to the maximum extent appropri
ate should be in the form of loans rather 
than grants. 

In extending such loans, we must be 
careful not to interfere with the normal 
lending activities and standards of the 
Export-Import Bank. The Interna
tional Bank is the primary institution 
for the public financing of economic de
velopment. The Export-Import Bank 
will consider on their merits applications 
for the financing of development proj
ects, which are not being made by the 
International Bank, and which are in the 
special interest of the United States, are 
economically sound, are within the ca
pacity of the prospective borrower to re
pay, and within the prudent loaning ca
pacity of the bank. 
· I approve the recommendations of the 
Commission on Foreign Economic Policy 
that the United States participation in 
technical cooperation programs should 
be pressed forward vigorously. Such 
programs should concentrate on provid
ing experts and know-how rather than 
iarge funds or shipments of goods except 
for necessary demonstration equipment. 
They should not provide capital for in
vestment but should be so administered 
as to fit into the programs of develop
ment of the assisted countries · and they 
should be related to any private or pub
lic investment likely to be forthcoming. 

Review of the requirements for the 
Mutual Security Program has been con
ducted with these principles in mind and 
substantial reductions in grant aid have 
been made by this administration. The 
legislation which I shall later propose 
for the Mutual Security Program will re
flect these principles. 

EAST-WEST TRADE 

In viewing the problems of other na
tions of the free world we are forced to 
recognize that the economies of some of 
them have been weakened by the disrup
tion of the broad historic pattern of 
trade between East and West. 

Curtailment of our aid programs will 
increase the pressures for :resumption of 
such trade. A greater exchange of 
peaceful goods between East and West-
that is, goods not covered by the Battle 
Act nor otherwise considered strategicso far as it can be achieved without jeop
ardizing national security, and subject 
to our embargo on Communist China and 
North Korea, should hot cause us undue 
concern. I shall, of course, take appro-
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priate action to insure that our security 
is fully safeguarded. 

CONVERTmiLITY 

The Commission rightly regards posi
tive progress toward currency converti
bility as an indispensable condition for a 
freer and healthier international trade. 
Steps toward enabling holders of foreign 
currencies to convert them freely into 
other currencies deserve our encour
agement. 

The Commission has correctly ob
served that the initiative and responsi
bility for introducing currency converti
bility must rest with the countries con
cerned. I am happy to say that such 
initiative is being taken. The British 
and other members of the Common
wealth of Nations have met twice, in 
London and in Sydney, to consider plans 
for convertibility of the pound sterling. 
The United Kingdom and other impor
tant nations of Europe have discussed 
their aims with us. Individually they 
are taking constructive steps affecting 
their own currencies. In addition, dis
cussions among them which are now 
under way in connection with the re
newal of the European Payments Union 
are being largely influenced by their de
sire to prepare the way for convertibility. 

I have approved the Commission's 
recommendations for cooperation in 
strengthening the gold and dollar re
serves of countries which have prepared 
themselves for convertibility by sound 
internal and external policies. These 
recommendations do not call for new 
action by the Congress. Authority and 
procedures for this purpose already 
exist. The United States will support 
the use of the resources of the Interna
tional Monetary Fund as a bulwark to 
strengthen the currencies of countries 
which undertake convertibility. In ad
dition, a study is now being made, as 
suggested by the Commission, of the pos
sibility of standby credits from the Fed
eral Reserve System. 

CONCLUSION 
What I have outlined to you is a mini

mum program which should be judged 
as a whole. Its various parts are inter
related; each requires the other. 

Conceived as a whole, this program 
consists of four major parts: 

Aid-which we wish to curtail; 
Investment-which we wish to en

courage; 
Convertibility-which we wish to fa

cilitate; and 
Trade-which we wish to expand. 
I consider it essential that we achieve 

each of these objectives, which we must 
clearly understand are closely inter
locked: As we curtail our aid, we must 
help to close the dollar gap by expand
ing our foreign investment and trade. 
This expansion will be facilitated by a 
return to convertibility of foreign cur
rencies. '!'he return by our friends 
abroad to convertibility will be encour
aged if our trade policy leads them to 
expect expansion of our foreign trade 
and investment. 

Unless we are prepared to adopt the 
policies I have recommended to expand 
export and import trade and mcrease 
the :flow of our capital into · foreign in
vestment, our friends abroad may be 
discouraged iii their effort to reestablish 

.a free market for their currencies. If 
we fail in our trade policy, we may fail 
in all. Our domestic employment, our 
standard of living, our security, and the 
solidarity of the free world-all are 
involved. 

For our own economic growth we must 
have continuously expanding world 
markets; for our security we require 
that our allies become economically 
strong. Expanding trade is the only 
adequate solution for these two pressing 
problems confronting our country. 

DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, March 30, 1954. 

EXCISE TAX REDUCTION ACT 
OF 1954 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speak
er, I call up the conference report on 
the bill <H. R. 8224) to reduce excise 
taxes, and for other purposes, and ask 
unanimous consent that the statement 
of the managers on the part of the House 
be read in lieu of the report. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. REED]? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the statement. 
The conference report and statement 

are as follows: 

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. No. 1446) 
The committee of conference on the dis

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
8224) to reduce excise taxes, and for other 
purposes, having met, after full and free 
conference, have agreed to recommend and 
do recommend to their respective Houses as 
follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend
ments numbered 1, 2, 4, 21, 22, 23, 24, 26, 27, 
28, 29, 32, 33, 34, 37, 38, and 39. 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendments of the Senate num
bered 3, 5, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17, 20, 25, 
30, 31, 35, 36, 40, 41, 42, 43, 46, 47, 48, 49, 
50, 51, 52, 53, and 54 and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 6: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 6, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the Senate amendment insert the fol
lowing: 

"(f) Exemption of Admissions of Fifty 
Cents or Less: Section 1700 (a) (1) (relating 
to rate of tax on single or season tickets and 
subscriptions) is hereby amended by strik
ing out the second sentence thereof and in
serting in lieu thereof the following: 'No 
tax shall be imposed under this paragraph 
on the amount paid for admission-

" '(A) if the amount paid for admission is 
50 cents or less, or 

"'(B) in the case of a season ticket or sub
scription, if the amount which would be 
charged to the holder or subscriber for a sin
gle admission is 50 cents or less.' " 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
Amendment numbered 7: That the House 

recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 7, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
On page 3 of the Senate engrossed amend
ments strike out lines 16 through 22, inclU
sive, and insert "subsection (a) applies". 

"(4) The last sentence of section 1700 (e) 
(1) (relating to tax on cabarets, roof gardens, 
etc.) is hereby amended by striking out 
'subsection (a) ( 1) ' and inserting in lieu 
thereof 'paragraph (1) or (3) of subsection 
(a)'." 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
Amend.nlent numbered 11: That the House 

recede from its disagreement to the amend-

ment of the Senate numbered 11, and agree 
to the same with amendments as follows: 

On page 5, line 16, of the Senate engrossed 
amendments, strike out "Civic" and insert 
'!Certain Amateur." 

On page 6 o:l the Senate engrossed amend
ments strike out lines 1 through 5 inclusive, 
and insert: 

"(f) Certain Amateur Theater Perform
ances: Any admission to an amateur per
formance presented and performed by a civic 
or community theater group or organiza
tion-if no part of the net earnings thereof 
inures to the benefit of any private stock
holder or individual." 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
Amendment numbered 14: That the House 

recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 14, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the Senate amendment insert the fol
lowing: 

"The amendments made by section 201 
(other than subsection (b) thereof) shall ap
ply only with respect to amounts paid for 
admissions on or after April 1, 1954. In 
addition, such amendments shall apply-

" ( 1) in the case of any season ticket or 
subscription, only if all the admissions un
der such ticket or subscription can occur 
only on or after April 1, 1954; and 

"(2) in the case of the permanent use of a 
box or seat or a lease for the use of such 
box or seat, only if all the performances or 
exhibitions at which the box or seat is used 
or reserved by or for the lessee or holder can 
occur only on or after April 1, 1954. 
The amendment made by subsection (b) 
shall apply only with respect to amounts paid 
on or after April 1, 1954, for admissions on 
or after such date.'' 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
Amendment numbered 18: That the House 

recede from its disagreement to the amend· 
ment of the Senate numbered 18 and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
On page 7, line 21, of the Senate engrossed 
amendments, after "machining operations", 
insert "(including forging, drawing, rolling, 
shearing, punching, and stamping)": and the 
Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 19: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 19 and agree 
to the same with amendments, as follows: 

Beginning on page 8, line 25, of the Senate 
engrossed amendments, strike out "is held on 
such date" and insert "on such date is held". 

On page 9, line 4, of the Senate engrossed 
amendments, strike out "one-half" and in
sert "the difference between". 

On page 9, line 5, of the Senate engrossed 
amendments, strike out "article," and insert 
"article and the tax made applicable to such 
article on and after April 1, 1954,". 

On page 10, line 6, of the Senate engrossed 
amendments, after "section" insert "to the 
same extent as if such credits or refunds con
stituted credits or refunds of such taxes." 

And the Senate agree to the same. 
Amendment numbered 44: That the House 

recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 44 and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted 
by the Senate amendment insert the follow
ing: 

Sec. 506. Special Credit or Refund o~ Trans
portation and admissions taxes. 

"Notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, in any case in which tax has been col
lected prior to April 1, 1954, at the rate in 
effect (without regard to the amendments 
made by this Act) prior to April 1, 1954, for 
or in connection with the transportation of 
persons which begins on or after April 1. 
1954, or for admissions (referred to in sec
tion201, other than subsections (b), (c), and 
(g) thereof, of this Act) on or after April 1, 
1954, the person who collected the tax shall 
pay the same over to the United States; but. 
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f;redit or refund (without -interest) of th~ tax 
collected in excess of that applicable (by 
reason of the amendments made by t~is Aqt) 
on or after April 1, 195~. shall be allowed to 
the person who collected the tax as if such 
credit or refund were a credit or refund un
der the applicable provision of the Internal 
Revenue Code, but only to the extent that, 
prior to the time such transportation has 
begun or prior to the event to which the right 
to admission relates, he has repaid the 
amount of such excess to the person from 
whom he collected the tax, or has obtained 
the consent of such person to the allowance 
of the credit or refund. For the purpose of 
this Act, transportation shall not be consid
ered to have begun on or after April 1, 1954, 
if any part of the transportation paid for (or 
for which payment has been obligated) com
menced before April 1, 1954." 
: Amendment numbered .45: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 45 and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
On page 13, line 10, of the Senate engrossed 
amendments, strike out "506" and insert 
"507"; and the Senate agree to the same. 

DANIEL A. REED, 
THOMAS A. JENKINS, 
RICHARD M. SIMPSON, 
JERE COOPER, 
W. D. MILLS, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 
E. D. MILLIKIN, 
HUGH BUTLER, 
EDWARD MARTIN, 
ED c. JOHNSON, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 

STATEMENT 

The managers on th-e part of the House 
·at the conferenc~ o~ the disagreei:ng· vo:tes 
cif the two House's on the amendments of 
the Seriate to the bilf'(H. ·R. 8224) to. teduc'e 
excise taxes, and for other purposes, submit 
the following statement in explanation of 
the effect of the action agreed upon by the 
conferees and recommended in the accom
panying conference report: 

Amendments Nos. 1 and 2: These are cler
ical amendments: · The Senate recedes. 

Amendment No. 3: Under existing law, 
the admissions tax in the case of roof gar
dens, cabarets, and similar places is 20 per
cent. The bill as passed the House would 
have reduced the rate of tax to 10 percent. 
The Senate amendment continues the 20 
percent rate. . The House recedes. 

Amendment No. 4: This is a clerical 
~endment. The Senate recedes. 

Amendment No.5: This amendment pro
Vides that the tax on admissions shall be 
1 cent for each 10 cents or major fraction 
thereof. Under the House bill the tax 
would be 1 cent for each 10 cents or frac
tion thereof. The House recedes. 
Ame~dment No. 6: This amendment (for 

which there is no corresponding provision in 
the House bill) provides that the tax on 
admissions under section 1700 (a) ( 1) of 
the Internal Reyenue Code will not apply 
in the case of any admission of 60 cents or
less. The House recedes with an amend
ment under which such tax will not apply 
in the case of any admission of 50 cents or 
less. 

Amendment No. ·7: This amendment (for 
which there is no corresponding provision 
in the House bill) retains the existing rate 
of one cent for each 5 cents or major fraction 
thereof in the case·of admissions, 1f the prin
cipal amusement or recreation offered with 
respect thereto is horse or dog racing at a 
race track. This amendment also contains 
technical provisions with respect to the tax 
on permanent use or lease of box seats, sales 
outside the box office, and cabarets, which 
are necessary because· of the higher rate of 
tax on admissions to such racing events. 
The House recedes with a technical amend
meni. 

Amendment No.8: Under this a.nrendment 
(for which there is no corresponding pro
vision in the House bill) admissions to an 
athletic game between ~earns compos.eq of 
students from elementary or secondary 
schools would be exempt from tax, if the en
tire gross proceeds from such game inure to 
the benefit of a hospital for crippled chil
dren. Under existing law the game must be 
between two elementary or secondary 
schools. The House recedes. 

Amendment No. 9: Under this amendment 
(for which there is no coresponding pro
vision in the House bill) admissions to 
athletic games and exhibitions and to wres
tling and boxing ~natches between educa.: 
tiona! institutions will be exempt if held dur
ing the regular .athletic season.for such event 
and if the proceeds therefrom inure exclu
sively to the benefit of such institutions. 
The Ho,use reGedes. 

Amendment No. 10: Under existing law 
admissions to historic sites, houses, and 
shrines, and museums conducted in connec
tion therewith, maintained and operated by 
certain societies and organizations are ex
empt from tax. Under the Senate amend
ment (for which there is no corresponding 
provision in the House bill) the existing 
exemption is pontinued. In addition, this 
amendment ex_empts from tax admissions to 
certain museums of history, art, and science 
and to planetariums operated by States or 
their political subdivisions, by the United 
States, or by nonprofit societies and organ
izations. The amendment also extends the 
existing exemption for historic sites, houses, 
and shrines to those operated by States or 
their political subdivisions or by the United 
States. The House recedes. · 

Amendment No. 11: Under this amend
ment (for which there is no corresponding 
provision in the House bill) there is ex
empted from tax admissions to perform
ances presented by a civic theater or com
!llU~ity thea~r group or organization, if no 
part of the net "earnings thereof inures to 
the benefit of any private stockholder or 
individual. The House recedes with amend
ments making it clear that the exemption is 
to apply only in the case of amateur per
formances which are presented and per
formed by a civic or community theater 
group or organization. 

Amendments Nos. 12 and 13: The House 
bill reduced the tax on dues and member
ships, and the tax on initiation fees, from 
the existing rate of 20 percent to 10 percent; 
The Senate amendments continue the 20 
percent rate for both taxes. The House 
recedes. 

Amendment No. 14: This is a technical 
amendment relating to the effective date for 
the changes in the taxes on aqmissions and 
dues. The House recedes with technical and 
conforming changes. 

Amendment No. - 15: The House bill re
duced the tax on firearms, shells, and car
tridges from 11 percent to 10 percent. Un
der the Senate amendment the existing 11 
percent rate is retained. The House recedes. 

Amendment No. 16: This is a clerical 
~mendment. The -House recedes. 

Amendment No. 17: Under this amend
ment (for which there is no corresponding 
provision in the House bill) it is provided 
that the existing rate o! tax of 2 cents per 
1,000 matches shall not exceed 10 percent o! 
the price for which the matches are sold 
by the producer, manufacturer, or importer. 
The House recedes. 

Amendment No. 18: Under this amend
ment (!or which there is no corresponding 
provision in the House bill) it is provided 
that the existing rate o! tax on lubricating 
oils of 6 cents a gallon shall not, in the case 
of oils used primarily in cutting and ma-· 
chining operations on metals and known 
commercially as cutting oils, exceed 10 per
cent o! the price !or which such cutting oils 
are sol~ by the manufacturer or producer. 
The House recedes with an amendment mak
ing it clear that the term "cutting and ma.· 

chining operations", as used in the Senate 
amendment, includes forging, drawing, roll
ing, shearing, punching, and stamping. 

Amendment No. 19: Under this amend
ment (for which there is no corresponding 
provision in the House bill) the manufac
turers' excise taxes on refrigerators, quick
freeze units, and electric, gas, and oil appli
ances are reduced from 10 percent to 5 per.:. 
cent. The Senate amendment also includes 
a provision for fioor stocks refunds on such 
articles. The House recedes with technical 
amendments to the fioor stocks refund pro
visions. 
· Amendment No. 20: This is a clerioo.l 

amendment. The House recedes. 
Amendment No. 21: This is a clerical · 

amendment. The Senate recedes. 
. Amendment No. 22: This is a clerical 
amendment. The Senate recedes. 
. Amendment No. 23: The Ho:use bill reduced 
from 20 to 10 percent the tax on the use of 
safe deposit boxes. Under the Senate amend
ment, the existing 20 percent rate is re
tained. The Senate recedes. 

Amendment No. 24: This is a clerical 
amendment. The Senate recedes. 

Amendment No. 25: This is a technical 
amendment to correct an error in the House 
bill. The House recedes. 

Amendment No. 26: This Is a clerical 
amendment. The Senate recedes. 

Amendment No. 27: This is a clerical 
amendment. The Senate recedes. 

Amendment No. 28: This is a clerical 
:-mendment. The Senate recedes. 

Amendment No. 29: This is a technical 
amendment relating to the effective date for 
the termination of the war tax rate insofar 
as it · relates to roof gardens, cabarets, and 
similar places. The Seriate recedes. 

Amendments Nos. 30 and 31: These amend
ments provide-that, in the case of fioor ·stocks 
refunds on electric light bulbs and tubes; 
claim for credit. or .refund must be filed be
fore August 1, 1954, and . based on a request 
for reimbursemen_t by the person-hoJding the 
tight bulbs or tubes which is submitted to 
the manufacturer or producer before July 1, 
1954. The House recedes. 

Am-endment No. 32: This is a clerical 
amendment. The Senate recedes. 

Amendment No. 33: This is a clerical 
amendment. The Senate recedes. 
· Amendment No. 34: This is a clerical 
amendment. The Senate recedes. 

Amendment No. 35: This a technical 
amendment relating to the effective date o! 
certain provisions of the bill. The amend-· 
ment provides that in determining whether 
such provisions apply, an article shall not 
be considered sold before April 1, 1954, unless 
possession or right to possession passes to the 
purchaser before such date. The House 
recedes. 

Amendment No. 36: This is a technical 
amendment made necessary by amendment 
No. 35. The House recedes. 
. Amendment No. 37: This was a technical 
amendment made necessary by amendment 
No. 23. The Senate recedes. . 
_ Amenqments Nos. 38 and 39: These were 

.clerical amendments. The Senate recedes; 
Amendments Nos. 40, 41, 42, and 43: These 

amendments make technical and clerical 
changes made necessary by other amend
ments. The House recedes. 

Amendment No. 44: This amendment adds 
to the bill a new section relating to the 
crediting or refunding of overpayments of 
iax on admissions and on transportation 
where an excessive amount of tax: is col
lected before April 1, 1954, for transportation 
of persons beginning on or after April!, 1954, 
or for admissions on or after such date. 
The House recedes with technical and con
fol'ming changes. 

Amendment No. 45: Under existing law, 
the tax on benzol, benzene, naphtha, and 
certain other liquids is paid by the producer, 
and then if the liquid is sold for use or used 
in farm tractors or othel' than in motor 
vehicles, motorboats, or airplanes, a re:t'und 

. 
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or credit 1s allowable. Under the Senate 
amendment, the tax will be collected at the 
retail level if the fuels are sold for use or 
used in motor vehicles, motorboats, or air
planes; and no tax will be collected if they 
are sold or used for other purposes. Under 
the Senate amendment, the rates of tax are 
the same as under the bill as .it passed the 
House. The House recedes with a . clerical 
amendment which changes the section num
ber. 

Amendment No. 46: This amendment 
strikes out matter which becomes surplusage 
by reason of amendment No. 45. The House 
recedes. 

Amendments Nos. 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 
and 54: These are clerical amendments made 
necessary by amendments Nos. 45 and 46. 
The House recedes. 

DANIEL A. REED, 
THOMAS A. JENKINS, 
RICHARD M. SIMPSON, 
JERE COOPER, 
W. D. Mn.Ls, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speak
er, H. R. 8224, the excise tax reduction 
bill, was in my opinion an excellent bill 
as it passed the House. 

As requested by the President, the 
House bill extends for 1 year the pr~sent 
tax rates on liquor, beer, wine, cigarettes, 
gasoline, automobiles, trucks, buses, 
parts, and accessories, and diesel fuel. 
These extensions will maintain $1,070,-
000,000 revenues from these sources. · 

The House bill also reduced to 10 per
cent all excise tax rates above that fig
ure. That reduction would have in
volved a revenue loss of $912 million. 
Not only was that reduction designed to 
increase consumer purchasing power 
and stimulate business and employment 
generally, but the reduction also intro
duced for the first time the principle of 
equal treatment in the excise-tax field. 

The Senate bill adopted the House 
bill in large part. However, in some in
stances the Senate bill retained existing 
excise rates which are above 10 percent 
and in other cases lowered existing rates 
below that figure. As a result, the Sen
ate bill departed from the principle of 
uniform tteatment which the House had 
adopted. The Semite bill involved a rev
_enue . loss of $1,019,000,000. This was 
$107 million greater than the House bill. 
As agreed to by the conferees, the bill 
involves a revenue loss of $999 million, 
a saving over the Senate bill of $20 
million. 

The following are the major agree
ments reached by the conferees: 
· First. The present 20 percent tax on 
cabarets is retained instead of reducing 
it to 10 percent as provided in the House 
bill. 

Second. The tax on admissions is to 
be imposed at the rate of 1 cent for each 

10 ·cents or major fraction thereof in
stead of 1 cent for each 10 cents or frac
tions thereof. 

Third. The present 20 percent tax for 
admissions to horse and dog racetracks 
is retained. 

-Fourth. An exemption from the ad
missions tax is provided for games be
tween teams composed of students from 
elementary or secondary schools where 
the profits inure to the benefit of hos
pitals for crippled children. Present 
law already allows an exemption in such 
cases where games are between two sec
ondary or elementary schools. 

Fifth. Athletic events between educa
tional institutions during the regular 
athletic season will be entirely exempt 
from the admissions tax. 

Sixth. Admission tickets costing 50 
cents or less will -be exempt from tax. 
The Senate bill provided an exemption 
for tickets costing up to 60 cents. The 
conference agreement saves the Treas
ury $25 million over the Senate version. 

Seventh. Admissions to :ponprofit mu
seums and planetariums will be exempt. 

Eighth. Admissions to civic theater 
performances will be ex6mpt but, at the 
insistence of the House conferees, the 
exemption is specifically limited to 
amateur performances. 

Ninth. The present 20-percent tax on 
club dues and initiation fees is retained 
instead of reducing this tax to 10 per
cent. 
· Tenth. The present 11-percent tax on 

firearms, shells, and cartridges is re
tained instead of reducing this tax to 
10 percent. This amendment is desira
ble because the receipts from this tax 
are earmarked for conservation pur
poses. 

Eleventh. The House conferees 
agreed to the Senate amendment pro
viding that the tax on regular matches 
is not to exceed 10 percent of the manu
facturer's price. This Senate amend
ment is in line with the theory of the 
House bill that excises should be limited 
wherever possible to 10 percent. 

Twelfth. The tax on safe deposit 
boxes is reduced from 20 to 10 percent 
instead of retaining the tax at 20 per
cent as provided in the Senate bill. 

Thirteenth. In the case of cutting oils 
the tax is not to exceed 10 percent of 
the manufacturer's price. The defini
tion of cutting oil is clarified . to indicate 
specifically that machining operations 
includes forging, drawing, rolling, shear
ing, punching and stamping. 

Fourteenth. The tax on refrigerators, 
quick-freeze units, and electric, gas, and 
oil appliances is reduced from 10 to 5 
percent. Provision is also made for floor 

stock refunds with respect to these 
taxes. 

Fifteenth. Manufacturers of light 
bulbs are to be given 4 instead of 3 
months to file their claims for floor stock 
refunds but the retailers, wholesalers, 
and others still are to complete their re
quests to the manufacturers for refunds 
within 3 months. 

Sixteenth. Articles subject to retail 
and manufacturers excises which are re..; 
duced by the bill are to be considered 
sold before April 1, 1954, only if posse~ 
sion or right to possession passes before 
that date. This provides for layaway 
plans. 

Seventeenth. In the case of the taxes 
on general admissions and on transpor
tation of persons, the reduced rates are 
to apply to tickets purchased before 
April 1 if for use after that date. · 

Eighteenth. The bill provides for a 
retail instead of a manufacturer's tax 
in the case of tractor fuel, solvents, and 
other gasoline substitutes. The effect of 
this change is to make refunds unneces
sary where these fuels are used for non-
highway purposes. · 

Mr. Speaker, I will not pretend to be 
completely satisfied by . the conference 
report. I opposed in conference many of 
the Senate amendments which the House 
conferees finally agreed to accept. Of 
course, I favor tax reduction. No one 
can question my record on that score. 
However, I believe that the House bill 
with its principle of equality of treat
ment represented the sound formula for 
excise reduction. The conference bill 
on the other hand retains several of the 
present discriminatory 20-percent rates. 
At the same time, it reduces the taxes on 
a number of other items below 10 
percent. 

Unfortunately, we have had very little 
time to work on this bill. As the Mem
bers of the House know, this bill must 
become law by April 1. If the bill is 
not signed by midnight tomorrow night, 
over a billion dollars in revenue from 
liquor and other taxes will be lost. This 
imminent expiration date made impos
sible the careful consideration which 
should mark tax conferences. Deadlines 
and termination dates do not make for 
good tax legislation. Under the cir
cumstances, the conference report ap· 
pears to be the best compromise possible. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to include at this point in the REcoRD a 
table showing the revenue effects of this 
bill. 

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

There was no objection. 
The table referred to is as follows: 

H. R. 8224, Excise Tax Reduction Act of 1954-Effect of action taken by House, Senate, and conference 

House action Senate action Conference action 

Rates under present 
law Rates 

Reduction Reduction 

~o~U:i'ii Rates ~o~0a~u Rates 
year effect) year effect) 

----------------------------------l-----------------l----------1--------l---------------
Retailers' excise taxes: . 

fe~i~t;~~================================:::::: :~:1~~;;:=========~ =~~:1~~;;::::: MaJ'.;}~~:J:~~a!;~~~tiies:------------------------ --~--do.------------- _____ do.-------

. ~~~~f~ns.-I>eilcils,-iiiliteni:::::::::::::: -~~-~~~~:::::::::::: :::::~g=::::::: 
Electric light bulbs arid tubes .••• --------~----- 20 percent . .::. _____________ do _______ ._ 
Pistols and rev.olvers •••••••• .;. ••••• .;. ••• .;........ 11 percent ••• .-•••••••••••• do.:. •••••• 

Milliomof 
dollars 20 10 percent __________ _ 

100 _____ do _____________ _ 
40 _____ do.---------·---55 _____ do _____________ _ 

Millions of 
dollars 20 10 percent __________ _ 

100 _____ do. _______ ,: ____ _ 
40 _____ do _____________ _ 

65 _____ do_-------------
3 _____ do _______ :,_____ 3 _____ do _____________ _ 
4 _____ do______________ • _____ do _____________ _ 

20 _____ do._------------ 20 _____ do •• ··----------
Negative ••••• do.............. Negative ••••• do _____________ _ 

Reduction 
in collec
tion (full 

year effect) 

Millions of 
dollars 

20 
100 

40 
55 

3 • 20 
Negative 
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H. R. 8224, Excise Tax Reduction ~ct of 1954-Effect of action taken by House, Senate, and conference-Continued 

House action Senate action Conference action 

Rates under present 
law 

Rates 
Reduction 
in collec
tion (full 

year effect) 
Rates 

Reduction 
in collec
tion (full 

year effect) 
Rates 

Reduction 
in collec
tion (full 

year effect) 

Millions of Millions of .Millions of 
Manufacturers' excise taxes:-Continued dollars dollars · dollarB 

Firearms, shells, and cartridges____ ____________ _ 11 percent__ _________ 10 percent_ __ __ 
1
1
5 

11
10 

percentt __________ _ -- -- ----- --- 11 percent ___________ ------------
Cameras lenses, and fiJm __ ____ ____ ____________ _ 20 percent __ __ ____________ do ___ ____ _ percen ---------- - 15 10 percent___ _______ _ 15 
Electric, 'gas, and oil applian~----;- -- --- - =- ~ - --- 10 percent_________ __ No change __ __ ------------ 5 percent _____ ____ __ _ } 85 {5 percent ____ ________ } 85 Refrigerators, freezers (excludmg arr-con<ht10n- ___ __ do _- ------------ _____ do. - ------ ----------- - __ ___ do_ - ------------ ____ do _-- ---------- -

M~:~es--------------------------------------- - 2 cents per 1,000 ____ __ ____ do . _------ ------------ N~~. exceed 10 per- 4 N~~.exceed 10 per-

Lubricating oil: Cutting oil . ---------•--------- 6 cents per gallon __ __ _____ do. ------- ------------ ___ __ do.- ------------ __ ___ do_------------ -
Miscellaneous excise taxes: · - 1 10 t 235 10 percent 235 10 percent 

Long-distance telephone, telegraph, etc_______ __ ( >------------------- p~cen -----
125 

do ----- ------ 125 _____ do----=========== 235 
125 
95 
5 ~~}rgfs~:i~o~ft~~~~~========= = ========= -~~-~~=~========== = = ====~~======== = 9~ =~6=i~~~~i~==== = = ==== - ------- -~~- = = ===~~============ = = = 

Admissions: - · 2 2 o t if · 
General ------------------------------------ _____ do __ ___________ ___ ____ do_____ __ __ 152 10 percent if pnce 17 1 percen pnce 1192 

exceeds 60 cents.2 exceeds 50 cents.2 

Clu.f~~:~~======~====== ============ ========== =====~~=========== ==== =====~~===~==== =, ____ 
2

1g_ 1 -~~-:d"oC:~~========== = ==== == ==== == .:~_:d"oC:~~= ======== == ==== == ====== 

Total reduction. ___ ------------------------- - --------------------- - ---- ------------ 912 ------- - -------------- 1, 019 --- - - ------- --------- - 999 

1 Tele bone or radio-telephone messages, toll charges over ~4 cents, 25 _per~nt;_ dome~tic tel~grapb, cable, and radio dispatches, 15 percent; international telegraph, cable 
d di ~ t b 10 e eent· "leased wire service teletypewriter, or talking crrcwt spectal service, 25 percent. 

an 2r;b~ ra~r~; alis~<I.rnYs~ions to horse and dog rac'es remains at 20 percent with no exemption. Admissions to school athletics (excluding postseason games) and to museums 
and civic theaters are exempt from tax. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Tennessee [Mr. CooPER]. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, I urge 
that the conference report be adopted. 
The major amendments made by the 
Senate which were agreed to by the 
Rouse conferees relate to an exemption 
from the admissions tax and a reduction 
in the tax on appliances. There are also 
several minor amendments, which I shall 
enumerate. 

As the bill passed the House, it pro
vided for reductions in excise taxes of 
$912 million. As it passed the Senate, 
the reductions would have been $1.019 
billion. As agreed to in conference, the 
reductions would be $999 million, or $87 
million more than as the bill passed the 
House. 

No changes were made by the Senate 
in the provisions extending for 1 year 
certain excise-tax rates which were in
creased by the Revenue Act of 1951. 
This extension would produce $1.077 bil
lion in revenue. 

ADMISSIONS TAX 

The bill as reported by the conferees 
would provide for an exemption from the 
tax on admissions of those admissions 
where the charge is 50 cents or less. 
This includes, of course, admissions to 
motion-picture theaters, as well as to 
all other places. Where the admission 
charge is above 50 cents, the 10-percent 
rate provided for in -the bill would be 
fully applicable. The revenue loss over 
the House bill would be $40 million. I 
strongly support this .Provision. 

An exception would be provided for ad-
-missions to horse ~nd dog races, and the 
rate would remain at the present 20 
percent rather than being reduced to 10 
percent, as is true in the case of other 
admissions. The revenue gain from this 
provision over the House bill would be $6 
million. _ _ . 

A technical amendment made by the 
Senate would P-rovide that the admis
sions tax shall be 1 cent for each 10 cents 
or major fraqtion thereof, instead of 
fraction thereof as provided for in the 
House bill. -

The House conferees agreed to the 
following exemptions from admissions 
tax, as provided for in the Senate bill: 

First. Admissions to athletic games 
between teams of students from ele
mentary and secondary schools where 
the proceeds from the games inure to the 
benefit of hospitals for crlppled children. 
This merely broadens the exemption con
tained in present law, which limits the 
games exempted to those played be
tween two elementary or secondary 
schools, by permitting students from 
different schools to be selected to play 
on the teams. 

Second. Admissions to school or col
lege athletic events where the events 
take place during the regular athletic 
season for such events, and the proceeds 
inure to the institutions involved. Rev
enue loss over House bill, $6 million. 

Third. Admissions to museums and 
planetariums operated by a nonprofit or
ganization or a governmental unit; and 

Fourth. Admissions to nonprofit civic 
or community theater performances, 
where the performers are amateurs. 

The House bill reduced the cabaret, 
roofgarden, and so on, tax from 20 to 
10 percent. The Senate bill provided no 
reduction in the tax, and the House con
ferees agreed to the Senate provision. 
This increases revenue $23 million over 
the House bill. 

The House bill would have reduced 
the tax on dues and membership fees 
from 20 to 10 percent. The Senate re
stored this tax to its present rate, and 
the House conferees agreed to this. The 
revenue gain over the House bill is $19 
million. 

APPLIANCES 

The Senate bill provided for a reduc
tion from 10 percent to 5 percent of the 
tax on electric, gas, and oil appliances, 
refrigerators, and quick-freeze units of 
the household type. The appliances in
clude such things as stoves, clothes 
driers, dishwashers, fans, and so on. A 
refund of taxes would Q.e provided for 
these -items which are held by whole
salers, jobbers; diStributors, and retailers 

for sale on April 1, 1954. The loss from 
this reduction would be $85 million. 

MATCHES 

The tax on so-called ordinary matches 
is now 2 cents per 1,000 matches. The 
House conferees agreed to the Senate 
-amendment which provides that this tax 
shall not exceed 10 percent of the price 
for which ordinary matches are sold by 
manufacturers. The revenue loss is $4 
million. 

SAFE DEPOSIT BOXES 

The House bill would have reduced 
the present 20 percent tax on safe de
posit boxes to 10 percent. The Senate 
bill restored this tax to 20 percent. The 
Senate conferees agreed to the reduction 
provided for in the House bill. The 
revenue involved is a loss of $5 million. 

CUTl'ING Oll..S 

A 6 cents per gallon tax is imposed on 
manufacturers and producers of cutting 
oils. The House agreed to the Senate 
amendment providing that this tax shall 
not exceed 10 percent of the price for 
which such oils are sold. These oils are 
used in cutting, rolling, and machining 
operations on metals. The revenue loss 
is $1 million. 

TRACTOR FUELS AND SOLVENTS 

At the present time, a 2 cents :Per gal
lon tax is imposed on producers of benzol, 
benzene, naphtha, and other liquid fuels , 
and the tax must be collected and· re
funded where such fuels are used in farm 
tractors or other than in motor-propelled 
vehicles, and so on. The House agreed 
to the Senate provision which imposes 
this tax at the retail level, and exempts 
such liquids from tax when used in farm 
tractors or other than in motor vehicles, 
and so on. 

FIREARMS, SHELLS, AND CARTRIDGES 

The House bill reduced the tax on fire
arms, shells and cartridges from 11 to 
10 percent. The Senate restored the 11 
percent tax, and the House conferees 
agreed to the. Senate provision. The tax 
collections from this source are used for 
wildlife conservation. ~nd all interested 
parties urged that there be no reduction 
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in the tax. The increased collections 
from the 11 percent tax compared to 10 
percent amount to $1 million. 

TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS 

The House bill provided that manu
facturers of light bulbs would be permit
ted 3 months after April 1 in which to 
file claims for refunds of taxes on fioor 
stocks due to the reduction of the tax 
on electric light bulbs from 20 to 10 per
cent. The House conferees agreed to 
the Senate amendment, providing 4 
months within which to file claims for 
refunds. 

The House conferees agreed to the 
Senate amendment providing for a re
fund of the tax on transportation of 
persons and admissions where the tick
ets are sold before April 1 but the 
transportation does not begin until on 
or after April 1, or the ticket is for ad
mission on or after April 1. 

The House conferees agreed to a Sen~ 
ate amendment providing that an article 
shall not be considered as sold before 
April 1 unless possession or right to pos
session passes to the purchaser. This 
refers in particular to so-called lay
aways. 

The conferees also agreed to other 
minor technical amendments. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. COOPER. I yield to the gentle
man from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The net result of 
the action taken by both branches as 
represented in the conference report is 
the loss of $999 million in the Eisen
hower budget; is that correct? 

Mr. COOPER. That is correct. 
Mr. McCORMACK. Has the gentle

man been advised as to whether the 
President favors this bill or looks upon 
it with favor? Or does he know of any 
information that has been given to the 
House as to the position of the President 
on this bill? 

Mr. COOPER. I do not, of course, 
speak for the President. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I understand 
that. 

Mr. COOPER. I have not received any 
information. I ·refer the question to the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. REED], 
who might be able to answer it. 

Mr. REED of New York. I have not 
had any communication from the Presi
dent with reference to this bill. But I 
can assure you that he is always for 
sound legislation, and this is sound. 

:Mr. McCORMACK. That is rather in
teresting and rather amusing. 

Mr. FORAND. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman from New York yield for a. 
very brief question? 

Mr. REED of New York. I yield. 
Mr. FORAND. Mention has been 

made of the fact that provision has been 
made Jor the refund of taxes on fioor 
stocks of household appliances .and light 
bulbs. Has similar provisions been made 
for other items on which the excise tax 
is being reduced? 

Mr. REED of New York. No, it has 
not. 

Mr. FORAND. I have received several 
communications from department stores 
that are very much exercised over this, 
and I would like to have some kind of 
reply to give them. 

Is it. the plan of the chairman of the 
committee to consider these inequities 
or are we going to let them go by the 
board? 

Mr. REED of New York. We are go
ing to correct as many inconsistencies 
as may develop. That is what the com
mittee is for. 

Mr. FORAND. It is the intention of 
the chairman, then, to have the com
mittee look into those situations? 
· Mr. REED of New York. So far as 
other legislation will permit. 

Mr. FORAND. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. REED of New York. Mr. S~eaker, 

I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. JENKINS]. 

Ml". JENKINS; Mr. Speaker, it is a 
matter of common knowledge that for 
the past 3 or 4 weeks we here in Con
gress have had for consideration a great 
deal of tax legislation. I know, of course, 
that nobody is going to be confused here 
today with reference to this legislation 
that we are now considering, because 
this legislation applies only to the re
duction of what we call the excise taxes. 
Excise taxes are those taxes that are 
closest to the people for these taxes ap
ply to all classes of people and the ri~h 
and the poor alike pay the same exc1se 
tax. 

When this subject and this bill were 
before the House, we debated it at great 
length, and we had what I thought wa~ 
a very good time doing it inasmuch as 
there was a great deal of interest. The 
Democrats tried to defeat it, and failing 
in this they made a motion to send the 
bill back to the committee for further 
consideration, but they failed to do so. 
The Republicans had agreed to give the 
people relief from these terrific taxes 
and they did so by passing this bill. 

The House at that time spoke very 
emphatically and we reduced the taxes 
by $912 million. By this action we gave 
back to the people $912 million. We gave 
the ladies relief from paying big prices 
for toilet preparations and many com
modities that they must have. We gave 
to the jewelers about $100 million-! 
mean the small jewelers, not the big 
department stores. We gave to the tele
phone and telegraph users a consider
able amount-! think about $200 million. 
We gave a million here and a million 
there until we accomplished what I 
think was a. remarkable feat of giving 
back to the people $912 million. 

That bill, of course, went to the Sen
ate and in due course the Senate took it 
up; in fact they took it up imme~ately, 
they did not lose any time. It lS nat
ural, of course, for that body to make 
some changes. They would not feel 
right if they did not make some changes, 
and we would not feel right if that great 
body would miss a chance to put it_s 
stamp on the legislation in some way. 
And we are always glad that that grea-t 
body gives our work_ their attention. In 
due course they made their report and 
they found they could reduce the taxes 
of the people by an additional $136 mil:.. 
lion or more. I wondered how they were 
going to do that, but they, in their own 
way, did it. 

As you all well know, that when the 
two Houses of Congress have passed on 

a piece of legislation and have failed 
to agree that then the legislation is sent 
to a conference committee made up of 
5 Congressmen from the members of the 
Ways and Means Committee of the 
House and 5 Senators. 

So we, the 5 Members of the House 
and the 5 Members of the Senate, had 
a conference, which was just a short one. 
We concluded it in two short sessions 
yesterday and we agreed on the matters 
in disagreement quickly and amicably. 
The Senate had increased the amount 
of taxes to be reduced by $136 million. 
I do not have time to give you the fig
ures which make this $136 million. In 
the conference we, the Members of the 
House succeeded in reducing the changes 
made' by the Senate by $49 millions. 
This made the savings of the Senate 
amount to $87 million. Adding this $87 
million to the amount we had already 
voted, to wit, $912 million, that means 
it comes to a total of $999 million. 

\Vhy do I go into detail about this? 
I am proud of it; I think you have a. 
right to be proud of it, too; we all have 
a right to be proud of it. The people 
wanted a reduction in their excise taxes. 
Some wanted this, some wanted the 
other, and we are giving them today by 
this conference report the sum of $999 
million. That is quite an accomplish
ment and I am proud of any ~ittle part I 
may have had in it, because I can tell 
my people that anycow we have done 
this much in fulfilling our promise to 
reduce taxes. · 

Let us see what the changes were that 
the Senate wanted. The Senate wanted 
to do one or two things very badly. They 
.wanted to tax cabarets a little more 
than we had taxed them. That did not 
worry me very much. I thought we could 
get along with that and do pretty well. 
I live in a rural section of the country 
and I do not know whether we have many 
cabarets or not. If we do then I want 
them to have the same treatment as the 
cabarets got in other sections. But any
way it did not worry me. If that great 
august body wanted to jump their taxes 
a little bit more than we had it was per
fectly satisfactory with me. 

The next thing they wanted to do was 
cut the price of admissions to moving 
picture theaters. You will remember 
that we voted in this House some months 
ago to cut out the admissions or the tax 
on admissions for moving picture thea
ters entirely. I had already voted on 
that I was willing to cut them off en
tirely and not have any tax on admis
sions at all. Especially as to the small 
theaters. However, that bill we passed 
some time ago did not become a law. 
Our good President vetoed it. Now we 
had to come back and try it again. The 
august body on the other side of the 
Capitol decided that they would reduce 
the taxes on moving picture theaters; 
of course, this was perfectly satisfactory 
with us. The Senate fixed the figure at 
60-cent admissions but we cut them down 
from 60 to 50 where · we were at the be
ginning. Now this bill gives complete re
lief to the hundreds of small moving
picture theaters in the country which 
charges 50 cents or less for admission. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 
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Mr. JENKINS. I yield to my distin
guished friend the gentleman from 
Texas. 

Mr. RAYBURN. The gentleman is 
talking about the tax on admissions. He 
voted for that last year but did he vote 
for it this year? We had a motion to 
recommit here that I understand lost. 
Last year and this year are two differ
ent years. 

Mr. JENKINS. Yes. I voted this 
year against the motion to recommit 
which the Democrats tried to pass and 
if the Congress had passed the motion 
of the Democrats it might never have 
gotten this $912 million tax relief for 
the people. 

Mr. RAYBURN. I agree with the gen
tleman that he voted on it last year, but 
how did he vote on it this year? 

Mr. JENKINS. I am familiar with 
that. I voted against your motion to 
recommit. That answers the question? 

Mr. RAYBURN. Yes. 
Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 

I yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. EBERHARTER]. 
A MOST WONDROUS LEGISLATIVE PHENOMENON 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Speaker, 
this excise tax bill conference report is 
indeed a remarkable piece of legislation, 
but the reasoning which apparently 
makes it so comes straight out of Alice 
in Wonderland. Or so it seems. 

It appears that this conference bill is 
a very good bill because it contains so 
many features the Democrats in the 
;House were prev~nted from inserting into 
it-on the grounds they were bad. 

We were voted down resoundingly on 
straight party lines when we tried tore
commit the bill to exempt theater admis
sions of 50 cents or less. The conference 
bill contains this exemption. 

We were outvoted, outshouted, and put 
in our place in the Ways and Means Com
mittee when we tried to reduce many of 
the excises in exactly the way they were 
reduced in the Senate and in conference. 
We were told we were trying to ruin the 
country. 

Secretary of the Treasury Humphrey 
kept telling us that, and so did the Re
publican majority on the committee. 

But along comes Secretary of Com
merce Weeks and tells us that the excise 
tax reductions sponsored unsuccessfully 
by the Democrats in the House and final
ly inserted under Democratic leadership 
in the other body are not going to ruin 
the country at all-they are going to help 
it-and, incidentally, bail out the Eisen
hower administration-by providing the 
stimulus business needs. 

Who is this Weeks? We knew he used 
to be one of the chief money raisers for 
the Republican Party before he became a 
Cabinet member, but has the adminis
tration run a party-loyalty check on the 
fellow to make sure he is not a New 
Dealer in a homburg disguise? 

. He sounds suspiciously like a Demo
crat when he says the excise tax cuts 
voted in the other body are needed to 
stimulate business. He rna~· be playing 
on the same team with Humphrey, but 
it is hard to tell which one is quarter
backing this play. 

For the benefit of those member.s who 
thought Mr. Humphrey spoke for the 

administration on this excise bill, I in
clude herewith a week-end news article 
on Mr. Weeks' contribution to the dis
cussion: 
WEEKS PREDICTS UPTURN-BUSINESS SHOULD 

START PICKUP IN MONTH, HE FORECASTS 
WATERVILLE, MAINE, March 27.-8ecretary 

of Commerce Sinclair Weeks says business 
-should start to pick up in about a month. 

"I think the excise ·:jax cuts just voted 
by the Senate and the House will become law 
ea rly next week," Mr. Weeks said last night, 
"and these will provide the stimulus busi
ness needs." 

He spoke at the opening dinner of Colby 
College's Institute for Maine industry. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I yield to the 
gentleman from Kentucky. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. The 
gentleman and his party were in control 
of this Congress for 20 years, and you 
have a great record of increasing taxes. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I know what the 
gentleman is trying to say. I decline to 
yield further. Of course, in those serious 
times we were engaged in the defense of 
the liberties of our country and we kept 
-taxes high. We had the courage to do 
it. The Democratic Party had the cour
age to keep taxes up when it was neces
sary to defend the country. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. It is 
always necessary when the Democrats 
are in power, apparently. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. It is necessary 
when we are faced with a problem affect
ing our freedom. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield to the distinguished minority 
leader [Mr. RAYBURN]. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I just 
want to interrogate the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. REED]. Now, we had a 
motion to recommit here awhile ago. 
The gentleman from Ohio said he voted 
last year for these admission provisions, 
and that goes for the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. MAsoN]. Now, to.day the 
.same thing is in this bill that the motion 
to recommit was made about. The 
gentleman from New York, of course, 
voted against the motion to recommit, 
but he is going to vote for this confer
ence report today, is he? 

Mr. REED of New York. That is 
correct. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Is the gentleman as 
well pleased with what we have before us 
today as he was with the bill that passed 
the House? 

Mr. REED of New York. No, I am 
not, but I am voting for it, sir. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Does the gentleman 
think or know that the Secretary of the 
Treasury would endorse this bill or advise 
the President of the United States to 
sign it? 

Mr. REED of New York. I did not 
inquire. This is the Congress, and the 
Congress function is to legislate. 

Mr. RAYBURN. That is correct, at 
certain times. 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Dlinois [Mr. MASON]. 

Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker and Mem
bers <>f the House, this is getting to be a 
very pleasant kind of debate. The jock
eying for position and the good-humored 

needling that is taking place on this 
fioor is becoming humorous. I voted 
last year to take off all tax on the movies. 
I did not vote for the motion to recom
mit this bill, and neither did I vote to 
recommit the big bill, because it had the 
provision for removing, or at least easing 
up, the double taxation on dividends. I 
want to call the attention of the good 
Democrats of this House-and there are 
many good Democrats in this House
that their own President, Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt, advocated taking off 
that double taxation on dividends. That 
was a good many years ago; that was 20 
years ago. It took a Republican House 
to do the job that Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt said he wanted done and would 
like to have done, but which he and his 
party leaders never got around to doing. 
It took a Republican House to make a 
start in the proper tax direction. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on 
the adoption of the conference report. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, on that 
I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The question was taken; and there 

were-yeas 395, nays 1, not voting 38, as 
follows: 

Abbitt 
Abernethy 
Adair 
Addonizio 
Albert 
Allen, Cali!. 
Andersen, 

H . Carl 
Andresen, 

August H. 
Andrews 
Angell 
Arends 
Ashmore 
Aspinall 
Auchincloss 
Ayres 
Bailey 
Baker 
Barden 
Barrett 
Bates 
Beamer 
Becker 
Belcher 
Bender 
Bennett, Fla. 
.Bennett, Mich. 
Bentsen 
Berry 
Betts 
Bishop 
Blatnik 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bolton 

Oliver P. 
Bonin 
Bonner 
Bosch 
Bow 
Bowler 
Bray 
Brooks, La. 
Brooks, Tex. 
Brown, Ga. 
Brown, Ohio 
Brownson 
Broyhill 
Bucha.nan 
Budge 
Burdick 
Burleson 
Busbey 
Bush 
Byrd 
Byrne, Pa. 
Byrnes, Wls. 
Camp 
Campbell 
Canfield 
cannon 

[Roll No. 41] 
YEAS-395 

Carlyle 
Carnahan 
Carrigg 
Cederberg 
Celler 
Chatham 
Chenoweth 
Chudo1f 
Church 
Clardy 
Clevenger 
Cole, Mo. 
Cole, N. Y. 
Colmer 
Condon 
Cooley 
Coon 
Cooper 
Corbett 
Cotton 
Coudert 
Cretella 
Crosser 
Crumpacker 
Cunningham 
Curtis, Mass. 
Curtis, Mo. 
Curtis, Nebr. 
Dague 
Davis, Ga. 
Davis, Wis. 
Dawson, Til. 
Dawson, Utah 
Deane 
Delaney 
Dempsey 
Derountan 
Devereux 
D'Ewart 
Dies 
Dodd 
Dollinger 
Dolliver 
Dondero 
Donohue 
Donovan 
Dom,N.Y. 
Dom,S.C. 
Dowdy 
Doyle 
Durham 
Eberharter 
Edmondson 
Elliott 
Ellsworth 
Engle 
Evins 
Fallon 
Feighan 
Fenton 
Fernandez 
Fine 
Fino 

F isher 
Foga rty 
Forand 
Ford 
Forrester 
Fountain 
Frazier 
Frelinghuysen 
Friedel 
Fulton 
Gamble 
Garmatz 
Gary 
Gat hings 
Gavin 
Gentry 
George 
Golden 
Goodwin 
Gordon 
Graham 
Granahan 
Grant 
Green 
Gregory 
Gross 
Gubser 
Gwinn 
Hagen, Cali!. 
H agen, Minn. 
Hale 
Haley 
Halleck 
Hand 
Harden 
Hardy 
Harris 
Harrison, Nebr. 
Harrison, Va. 
H arrison, Wyo. 
Hart 
Harvey 
Hays, Ark. 
Hebert 
Heller 
Herlong 
Heselton 
Hess 
Hiestand 
H1ll 
Hillelson 
Hillings 
Hinshaw 
Hoeven 
Ho1fman, Til. 
Ho1fman, Mich. 
Holifield 
Holmes 
Holt 
Holtzman 
Hope 
Horan 
Hosmer 
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Howell Mlller, N.Y. 
Hruska Mills 
Hunter Mollohan 
Hyde Morano 
Ikard llorgan 
Jackson Morrison 
James Moss 
Jarnaan Mouader 
Javits Muater 
Jenkins Murray 
Johnson, Callf. Natcher 
Johnsop., Wis. Neal 
Jonas, lll. Nelson 
Jonas, N.c. Nicholson 
Jones, Ala. Norblad 
Jones, Mo. Norrell 
Jones, N.c. Oakman 
Judd O'Brien, Dl. 
Karsten, Mo. O'Brien, Mich. 
Kean O'Brien, N.Y. 
Kearney O'Hara, Dl. 
Kearns O'Hara, Minn. 
Keating O'Konski 
Kelley, Pa. O'Ne111 
Kelly, N.Y. Ostertag 
Keogh Passman 
Kilburn Patman 
Kilday Patterson 
King, Callf. Pelly 
King, Pa. Perkins 
Kirwan Pfost 
Klein Philbin 
Kluczynski Ph1llips 
Knox Pilcher 
Krueger Poage 
Laird Poff 
Landrum Preston 
Lane Price 
Lanham Priest 
Lantaff Prouty 
Latham Rabaut 
LeCompte Rains 
Lesinski Ray 
Lipscomb Rayburn 
Long Reams 
Lovre Reece, Tenn. 
llcCarthy Reed, Dl. 
McConnell Reed, N. Y. 
McCormack Rees, Kans. 
llcCuUloch Rhodes, Ariz. 
McDonough Rhodes, Pa. 
McGregor Richards 
Mcintire Riehlman 
McMillan Riley 
McVey Robeson, Va. 
Machrowicz Robsion, Ky. 
llack, Dl. Rodino 
Madden Rogers, Colo. 
Magnuson Rogers, Fla. 
Mahon Rogers, Mass. 
Mailliard Rogers, Tex. 
Mason Rooney 
Matthews Roosevelt 
Meader Sadlak 
Merr111 St. George 
Merrow Saylor 
Metcal! Schenck 
Miller, Kans. Scherer 
Miller, Md. Scott 
Miller, Nebr. Scrivner 

NAYS-1 
Marshall 

Scudder 
Secres1i 
Selden 
Shafer 
Sheehan 
Shelley 
Sheppard 
Shuford 
Sikes 
Simpson,DL 
Simpson, Pa. 
Small 
Smith, Kans. 
Smith, Miss. 
Smith, Va. 
Smith, Wis. 
Spence 
Springer 
Staggers 
Stauffer 
steed 
Stringfellow 
Sullivan 
Sutton 
Taber 
Talle 
Taylor 
Teague 
Thomas 
Thompson, La. 
Thompson, 

Mich. 
Thompson, Tex. 
Thornberry 
Tollefson 
Trimble 
Tuck 
Utt 
VanPelt 
VanZandt 
Vorys 
Vursell 
Wainwright 
Walter 
Wampler 
Warburton 
Watts 
Westland 
Wharton 
Wheeler 
Whitten 
Wickersham 
Widnall 
Wier 
Wigglesworth 
Williams, Miss. 
Williams, N. J. 
Williams, N.Y. 
Willis 
Wilson, Callf. 
Wilson, Ind. 
Winstead 
Withrow 
Wolcott 
Wolverton 
Yates 
Yorty 
Young 
Younger 
Zablocki 

NOT VOTING-38 
Alexander Hays, Ohio Polk 
Allen, Dl. Jensen Powell 
Battle Kee Radwan 
Bentley Kersten, Wis. Regan 
Bolton, Lucas Rivers 

Frances P. Lyle Roberts 
Boykin Mack, Wash. Seely-Brown 
Bramblett Martin, Iowa Short 
Buckley Miller, Callf. Sieminski 
Chel! Mumma Velde 
Chiperfleld Osmers Vinson 
Davis, Tenn. Patten Weichel 
Dingell P1llion Wilson, Tex. 

So the conference report was agreed to. 
The Clerk announced the following 

pairs: 
Mr. Short with Mrs. Kee. 
Mr. Bentley with Mr. Polk. 
Mr. Allen of Dlinois with Mr. Dingell. 
Mr. Martin of Iowa with Mr. Powell. 
Mr. Chiperfield with Mr. Buckley. 
Mr. Osmers with Mr. Chel!. 
Mr. Seely-Brown with Mr. Miller of call· 

fornia. 
Mr. Velde with Mr. Patten. 
Mr. Weichel with Mr. Vinson. 
Mr. Pillion with Mr. Sieminski. 

Mr. Radwan with Mr. Hays of Ohio. 
Mr. Jensen with Mr. Rivers. 
Mrs. Frances P. Bolton with Mr. Regan. 
Mr. Mack of Washington with Mr. Boykln. 
Mr. Kersten of Wisconsin with Mr. Wilson 

of Texas. 
Mr. Mumma with Mr. Battle. 
Mr. Bramblett with Mr. Davis of Tennessee. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on the 
table. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts asked 

and WRS given permission to address the 
House for 5 minutes today, following the 
legislative program and any special or
ders heretofore entered. 

Mr. Mll.LER of Kansas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 20 minutes on Wednesday next, fol
lowing the legislative program and any 
special orders heretofore entered. 

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND 
REMARKS 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that any Member 
speaking on the appropriation bill we 
are considering may have permission to 
revise and extend his remarks and in
clude extraneous matter. 

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

There was no objection. 

INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPROPRI
ATION BILL, 1955 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the further con
sideration of the bill <H. R. 8583) mak
ing appropriations for the Executive Of
fice and sundry independent executive 
bureaus, boards, commissions, corpora
tions, agencies, and offices, for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1955, and for other 
purposes. 

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 further 
consideration of the bill H. R. 8583, with 
Mr. GRAHAM in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. When the Com

mittee rose on yesterday, the Clerk had 
read the first paragraph of the bill. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word, and I ask unanimous consent that 
I may proceed out of order. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr. 

Chairman, it has been my privilege and 
good fortune to serve in this Chamber 
for 20 years. The last 14 years have 
brought me in association with a Con
gressman from my neighboring State of 
Indiana-EARL WILsoN, of Indiana's 
Ninth District. 

Mr. WILSON came to Congress in 1940, 
a Republican from a normally Demo-

cratic district, and he has served con
tinuously ever since. He now is among 
the first 40 Republican House Members 
in seniority. He is the 12th ranking 
Republican member on the Committee 
on Appropriations, which numbers 50 
members. In watching his progress in 
Congress and in my frequent talks with 
him, I have been impressed with his 
knowledge of current problems facing 
the Nation and his keen awa.reness of 
the attitude of his constituents regard
ing these problems. The manner and 
the consistency with which he keeps 
contact with his people back home and 
implements their views might well be 
followed by other Members of Congress. 

Recently I read the text of a radio 
broadcast made over station WLW in 
Cincinnati regarding Mr. WILSON. The 
material for this broadcast was assem
bled by Joe McCaffrey, of the House Ra
dio Gallery, at the request of Station 
WLW. It pays tribute to a deserving 
man. I read it as a portion of my 
remarks: 

PERSONALITIES IN GOVERNMENT 
(Prepared by Joe McCaffrey, House Radio 

Press Gallery, Broadcast by WLW, Cin
cinnati) 
Governing is a science. And it's a science 

that can never be learned in the classrooms 
of a college or university, even though the 
lectures may be given by the best brains 
available. 

Al Smith, a man who worked his way up 
the ladder of practical politics, once advised 
a young member of the New York State 
Legislature, "If you want to know what 
makes this State government tick, you'll 
know how every penny it takes in is spent. 
After you understand appropriations, you'll 
know more about government than any other 
man in the assembly." 

Congressman EARL Wn.soN, of Bedford, 
Ind., knows how valuable that theory is. AB 
a result, Congressman WILsoN knows as 
much about what makes government op
erate as any man on Capitol Hill. 

He has won distinction because he is--un
omcially-the mayor of the District of co
lumbia. He heads the appropriation sub
committee which makes up the budget for 
the Nation's Capital and its more than 800,-
000 inhabitants. 

"It's an education,'' Wn.soN admits, 
glancing at the stack of committee hearings 
on the window sill by his desk. 

"We cover the functions of a State, a coun
ty, a city, and a town-all wrapped in one. 
I believe it is the greatest experience in 
learning government any man could ever 
have." 

He began leafing through a long budget 
report reading off some of the headings, "Po
lice," "Library," "Public welfare," "Courts," 
and on down the list. 

Because the District of Columbia is Fed
eral property, under the rule of the United 
States Congress, its budget is handled by the 
Appropriations Committees of the House and 
Senate. But the ground work, the real 
digging into costs and value received, begins 
with Congressman Wn.soN's committee. 

This year, Mr. Wn.soN-a man who likes 
to have all the facts that can be mustered 
on every issue he studies-delegated a vol
unteer worker to inspect Washington's badly 
neglected hospital system. The result was 
disclosures that shocked the city, and Wn.
SON made sure that testimony on the city's 
hospital and welfare needs was given a com
plete hearing before his committee .in open 
session. 

Many Members of Congress shun working 
on committees devoted to Washington. Bu~ 
not Wn.soN. 
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''I took it because I realized it would not 

only be the best training in the world, but 
because I owe it to the people of my dis
trict. After all, part of their tax money 
goes into running this Federal city." 

Ever since the District of Columbia was 
founded in 1791, an argument has raged 
over what to do with it. Should it, for 
example, be allowed to run its own affairs 
with the Congress putting up a set amount 
of money each year as its share for the use 
of tax-free land, water, and other serv
ices rendered to the Federal Government? 
Should it, as another alternative, turn it 
back to eit her Maryland or Virginia, and let it 
be a part of one of the sovereign States? 

And, of course, what about the people of the 
District? For years they have sought the 
vote, yet today they are without franchise . 

Whatever is the ultimate solution, the fact 
remains that Washington must exist as a 
city and the home of several hundred thou
sand people during the interim. That's why 
most residents of the city who have a civil 
interest are heartened by the hard work 
and great interest displayed by Congressman 
WILSON. 

Yet his work in . Congress isn't confined 
to the District of Columbia alone. The 
Ninth District of Indiana, which is made up 
of Bartholomew, Brown, Dearborn, Franklin, 
Jackson, Jefferson, Jennings, Lawrence, Ohio, 
Orange, Ripley, Scott, Switzerland, and Wash
ington Counties, receives his personal atten
tion too. 

When we visited him during the week we 
found him sitting at a table in his outer 
office reading his morning mail, making notes 
on the margin for his replies which were to 
be dictated later in the day. 

"Mail," he explains, "is important to a 
Congressman and important to the constit
uents-it's the link between us-; the Member 
Jn Washington and the taxpayer back in the 
pistrict. 
_ "I make it a point not only to read and 
answer each letter, but I try to keep exact 
tabs on any problems which may have to 
be processed with some executive depart- · 
ment or agency." 

Like other Members of Congress, WILSON's 
mail is mainly concerned with veterans' prob-: 
lems or the problems of dependents of vet
erans. These letters run the gamut . of 
human relations, and because they do, a Con
gressman is, unwittingly, cast in the role 
of a compassionate counselor. 
• Such a role comes naturally to EARL WIL
soN, for his professional training was that 
of a teacher. He had taught in Hunting
burg as head of the high school science 
department, and at Monticello, Knightstown~ 
Vallonia, and Brownstown, serving as a prin
~ipal at Vallonia before his nomination and 
election to Congress. 

"There is," WILsoN says, "remarkable cor
relation between school administration and 
politi~ s. Both of these fields give service to 
the public, they both deal with the taxpay
'ers; in the school system they're known as 
the patrons, here in Congress as the constit
uents." 

WILsoN believes that letter answering and 
handling the personal problems of the people 
who write him isn't, by far, the most im
portant job a Congressman faces. 

"But," he says, "it's essential for a Mem
ber to take care of his mail if he is to be 
reelected." 

WILsoN, himself, is rather unusual in poli
tics. He isn't the type one thinks of as a 
politician. He is quiet, serious, and not 
given to making speeches on the floor of the 
House merely to impress. When he takes 
the floor it's because he has something to 
say and he says it simply, clearly, and 
forcibly. 

Actually, WILSON had never been in active 
politics until he ran for Congress in 1940. 
Prior to that he had worked :for other Be-

publican ca;ndidates: but had never sought 
an elective ofHce for himself. 

The amazing thing about his political 
career is that he jumped into politics as · a 
Republic;:an in a Democratic district~ Even 
during the heavily Republican days_ of Har-; 
ding, Coolidge, and Hoover, his district 
stayed Democratic. In 1932 the district went 
Democratic by a 20,000--vote margin. 

Yet, 20 years later, in 1952 WILSON was 
carrying the district by 18,000 votes as a 
Republican. 

In 1922 the Democratic candidate won 10 
of the 15 counties; in 1952 WILSON won all 
the counties except Switzerland. 

Hard work, perhaps, is one of the main 
contributing factors in WILSON's success. 
Hard work and a deep interest in the people 
and the problems of his district. 

"Most of my district is general farming," 
WILSON explains. "I try to know as much 
about the problems of the farmers and the 
others in the district as I possibly can." 

When it comes campaign time and other 
Members of Congress are making speeches 
dealing with world problems, WILSON is going 
about his district talking to as many people 
as he can. 

"I go to the stores, the garages, the filling 
stations, and any other place I may be able 
to talk to voters. If they have something · 
bothering them I make a note of it, and if 
it is something a congressional office can 
take care of, I will try to get it done." 

WILsoN thinks that more and more people 
are becoming interested in politics, but there 
are still many more who should be showing 
an awareness in public service. 

"After all," he sums up, "politics is becom
ing a very important. part of the lives of 
everyone. If we want to view it one way, a 
hard practical way, it affects the budget of 
every household. The ·income-tax rate eats 
up a good share of the weekly paycheck , and 
when something hits a person in the pocket
pock, they usually feel it. 

"The more active an interest more people 
take in their government, the better govern
ment we will have." 

WILsoN is understandably proud of his own 
district. He points out that there are no 
pressure groups among his constituency. 

"I think that no other Member of Con
gress has a district where the people so 
intensely judge each issue on its merit. My 
people, after studying an issue, write me. 
They seldom send in form letters prepared 
by some organization." 

Actually, WILsON was born to politics. 
That is, if we hold to the tradition that our 
statesmen must come from log cabins. He 
was born in a log cabin near Huron, Law
rence County, Ind., in 1906. 

He lived on a farm during his early school 
years and after high school set out to earn 
enough money to pay his way through col
lege. 

He worked for the Western Union Tele
graph Co. as an electrician and as a brake
man on the New York Central and the B. & 
0. Railroads. More than 3 years after he 
had graduated from high school and when 
he had $1 ,600 saved, he entered the Univer
sity of Indiana, completing his college work 
in 3 years. 

During his time in college he worked as an 
usher at football games, a cloakroom attend
ant in the library, tended :furnaces during 
the winter and delivered the Indiana Daily 
Student in the early hours of the :morning. 

Like every other successful man who has 
had to work his way through school, he now 
looks back on those days with no regret. 
He believes they were actually a part of his 
education. 

Today, he is married and has two children, 
Phillip Earl and Linda Sue. Wh~n Con
gress adjourns he'll be heading back to the 
ninth district, spending all his time visiting 
his 14 counties and meeting and talking to 
his constituents. 

''EARL WILSoN,'~ an ··oldtimer in Washing
ton said recently, "is about ·the hardest work
ing man in Congress-but he seems to love 
it." 

And EARL Wn..soN does-he loves e:very 
~nute of it. 

The Clerk read as ·follows: 
Paym·ent to the civil-service retirement and 

disability ·fund for increases in annuities pro
vided by the act of July 16, 1952: For pay
ment to the "civil-service retirement and dis
ability fund" for the cost, as heretofore de
termined by the Civil Service Commission, 
of increases in annuities provided by the act 
of July 16, 1952 ( 66 Stat. 723), for the fiscal . 
year 1955, $29,623,000. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word and ask 
unanimous consent to proceed out of 
order and proceed for an additional 5 
minutes. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. JACKSON. Mr. Chairman, I dis

like very much to break in on a matter 
of such importance as the measure pres
ently under consideration, to take up the 
subject of what I want to discuss very 
briefly here this afternoon. However. I 
think the time has come to make crystal 
clear the fact that the House Committee 
on Un-American Activities is not engaged 
in any partisan byplay in connection 
with its investigations into the- extent; 
nature, a.nd objectives of Communist in
filtration in the _United States. 

Mr. Chairman, I have here a copy of 
this morning's Washington Post and 
Times-Herald and -an alleged column by 
a purported columnist, Drew Pearson; 
Mr. Pearson has for many, many years 
made it a point to personally attack any 
Member of the Congress who had the 
temerity to disagree with Pearson's odd 
assortment of viewpoints on public issues: 
Character assassination is one of the 
minor weapons in his arsenal. To what 
extent the balance of his column this 
morning is in error I have no way of 
knowing, but I do want to quote one 
paragraph from his column and nail the 
lie upon which that paragraph is based. 
He is discussing in his column what he 
claims is a conspiracy on the part of the 
administration and the Republican 
Members of the House from California to 
discredit Democr~,tic candidates for 
Congress in California. One of his 
points is, and I quote: 
~ast move by California Republicans to 

embarrass the Democrats is the subpenaing 
of Bert Coffey, a member of the California 
Democratic Central Committee by the Un
American Activities Committee. Coffey has 
made no secret of his membership in the 
party prior to 1946, at which time he with• 
drew. However, Congressman DoNALD JACK
soN, of Los Angeles, a member of the Un
American Activities Committee, has initiated 
a move to call Coffey for cross-examination 
regarding his past. · 

Mr. Coffey, the gentleman in question, 
appeared in Washington a few days ago 
in person. I might add parenthetically 
that I have -never met Mr. Coffey, nor 
aid his name ring any bell in· my mind 
at all, until the matter of his identifica
tion as a member of the Communist 
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Party came to the attention of the com
mittee. When Mr. Coffey .was in Wash
ington several days ago, he paid personal _ 
visits upon several members of the Cali
fornia delegation, including the gentle
man from California [Mr. DoYLE] and 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
SHELLEY], for both of whom I have a 
high regard and a high admiration. I 
was informed by them that he had ac
knowledged his membership in the Com
munist Party and that he wanted to ap
pear before the committee as a matter 
of convenience while he was here in 
Washington. 

At a meeting of the committee which 
was called several days ago, and which 
took up the case of Mr. Coffey, as one 
of the matters under discussion, it was 
decided that he should be called. Know
ing that Mr. Pearson and other keyhole 
experts would, of course, do their level 
best to distort facts and misrepresent 
motives of the majority members of 
whatever subcommittee was designated 
to hear Mr. Coffey, I requested of the 
acting chairman of the committee, the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. KEAR
NEY], that I not be appointed a member 
of that subcommittee. 

I should like to read from the minutes 
of that meeting the section which is per..: 
tinent to this matter in order that my 
position- may be made absolutely clear 
and that any charge of partisan action 
in the instance of the Coffey investiga
tion may be nailed down as a falsehood. 
I read from the minutes: 

Mr. DoYLE stated that a Mr. Coffey from 
California was in Washington and that he 
talked t.o Mr. Coffey who wanted to appear 
before the committee while he was in the 
city. Mr. JACKSON requested that he not be 
appointed on the subcommittee to hear Mr. 
Coffey. Mr. KEARNEY designated himself, Mr. 
ScHERER, and Mr. DoYLE as a subcommittee to 
hear Mr. Coffey in open session on Monday, 
March 29, 1954, at 1:30 p. m. Mr. DoYLE 
stated that he wanted the record t.o show 
that it was his opinion that there should be 
an extensive examination of the witness by 
counsel and by the members of the com
mittee. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to pay 
tribute at this time to the members of 
our committee who sit on the other side 
of the aisle and who have not, to the 
best of my knowledge, since I have been 
a member of that committee, played 
partisan politics. I say to the gentle
man [Mr. DoYLE] that the position he 
took in this matter was the position of 
a good American in requiring that one 
who had been identified as a member of 
the Communist conspiracy be called and 
the questions put to him. Mr. SHELLEY's 
position was exactly the same. It is of 
more than passing moment that when 
Mr. Coffey was called, he had flown the 
coop and did not appear for the ques
tioning which he had asked Mr. DoYLE 
and Mr. SHELLEY to arrange. 

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

Mr. JACKSON. I am glad to yield to 
the distinguished gentleman. 

Mr. KEARNEY. I should like to say 
to the Members of the House that the 
gentleman from California · [Mr. JAcK
SON] with reference to the minutes of 
the House Un-Am.erican Activities Com-

mittee, is telling the truth and that the 
witness who was to appear before the 
commitee did fly the coop. 
. Mr. JACKSON. In other words, Mr. 

Chairman, this statement by Drew Pear
son is absolutely without any foundation 
in fact. But it is the sort of thing that 
Members .. of Congress are forced to put 
up with day after day after day; per
sonal attacks by individuals who may 
not happen to like a particular Member 
in question. I might say that Mr. Pear
son has attacked as indiscriminately on 
that side of the House as he has on his. 

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

Mr. JACKSON. I am happy to yield 
to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Has the 
gentleman forgotten that Drew Pearson 
appeared before a committee of the 
House, was sworn and under oath testi
fied that he did lie? 

Mr. JACKSON. I want to take up one 
other matter. I am sorry I do not see 
the gentleman in the House who is con
cerned, because I should much prefer to 
speak in.his presence. That is the mat
ter of whether or not the House Com
mittee on Un-American Activities played 
any politics in putting a witness on the 
stand in San Francisco who identified 
a Member of this House as having been 
present at what the witness called a 
meeting of members of the Communist 
Party. That action was taken, Mr. 
Chairman, by a unanimous vote of the 
five members of the subcommittee pres
ent, including three members of the ma
jority and two members of the minority. 
It was felt that the evidence that had 
been produced in interrogation of a wit
ness was such that the House Committee 
would have been derelict in its duty if 
it had not pursued the course of action 
that it followed. 

I stress again that that action was 
taken by the vote of five Members, three 
majority and two minority, and I am 
sure the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DoYLE] will bear me out in that 
regard. There has been no partisan
ship in our operations. 

The attack today on a dozen fronts-
the deliberate, planned, premeditated 
attack on the part of some people who 
want to destroy congressional investiga
tions has taken for its theme "Divide 
and conquer." Every effort is being 
directed to driving a wedge between the 
members of a committee, or between the 
members and the staff of a committee. 
The enemies of congressional investiga
tion of the Communist conspiracy have 
found that a frontal assault against the 
committees does not do a bit of good. 
The American people, are for the ac
tivities of the House committee. That 
fact was demonstrated beyond question 
on this floor several weeks ago when the 
Membership of this great body voted 
362-1 in favor .of the committee's appro
priation for this year. 

I say this assault has taken a new line, 
and that the attack today is an attempt 
to create that internal dissension which 
will destroy congressional investigations 
faster than any frontal assault of the 
Communists, fellow travelers, left 
wingers, and intellectual mutton-heads 
who want to see them destroyed. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION 

Salaries and expenses: For expenses nec
essary for the work o! the Commission, as 
authorized by law, includlng not to exceed 
$220,000 for expenses of travel; purchase 
(one for replacement only) and hire of pas
senger motor vehicles; and not to exceed 
$500 for newspapers; $4,150,000, of which 
not to exceed $10,000 shall be available !or 
special counsel and services as authorized by 
section 15 of the act of August 2, 1946 ( 5 
U. S. C. 55a), but at rates not exceeding ~50 
per diem for individuals. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I o1Ier an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. YATES: On page 

18, line 25, strike the period after the word 
"individuals" and insert "Provided, That in 
order to assure efficient, economic, and ex
peditious regulation, no part of this appro
priation shall be used for the regulation o! 
rates or c)l.arges of any company subject 
to the jurisdiction of the Commission, upon 
any basis other than actual legitimate cost. 
less accrued depreciation.•• 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, a 
point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, I 
make a point of order against the 
amendment on the ground that it is leg
islation upon an appropriation bill, 
which I understand we are trying to keep 
away from. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, it is cer
tainly not legislation on an appropria
tion bill. It is in fact a limitation of 
the type that has been recognized as 
valid many times in the past. I submit 
that it is perfectly proper, that it is a 
limitation on the appropriations for a 
specific purpose and is entirely in order. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, may I 
be heard on the point of order? 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair will 
hear the gentleman from Texas. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to insist upon the point -Of 
order made by the gentleman from 
California for the added reason that it 
places an extra duty upon the Federal 
Power Commission and requires them to 
do special, separate, overt acts. Cer
tainly there is no kinship there under 
the Holman rule, because it does not 
show on its face or anything akin to it 
that you are reducing any appropriation 
item. If anything, by the. addition of 
extra duties you are increasing the ex
penditures rather than reducing them. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, may I 
be heard in response to the gentleman 
from Texas? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
hear the gentleman. 

Mr. YATES. The fact remains, Mr. 
Chairman. that under the National Gas 
Act of 1938 the Commission is author
ized and directed to use a valuation 
based on actual legitimate cost. That 
is the type of valuation the Commission 
must use. My amendment gives the 
Commission no additional duties of any 
kind, as is contended by the gentleman 
from Texas; as a matter of fact, it ·mere
ly carries out what the Commission is 
supposed to do. I am seeking only to 

• 
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limit the Commission to the actual, leg-i
timate cost less accrued depreciation. I 
think it is a perfectly proper limitation. 

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I make 
the point of order that discussion on 
points of order should be confined to 
whether or not the item is in order. 
. The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GRAHAM). The 

Chair is ready to rule. 
The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 

YATES] has offered an amendment as 
follows: 

On page 18, line 25, "provided that in 
order to assure efficient, · economic, and ex
peditious regulation, no part of this appro-_ 
priation shal~ be used f~r -the regulation· of 
rates or charges of any company subject to 
the jurisdiction of the . Commission-

And the Chair notes these words par
ticularly-
upori any basis other than actual legitimate 
cost less accrued depreciation. 

Although presented in the form of a 
}_imitation on an appropriation, since it 
would impose additional duties upon of
ficials and limit the exercise of their 
discretion, the amendment contains leg
islation, and the Chair sustains the point 
of order. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I think my amendment 
is proper, but, in view of the ruling of 
the Chair, I should like to exp~ain th~ 
amendment's purpose. 
Thi~ ~mendm.e11t_ is simpJe, but it ~as 

great significance. · It is of vital impor
tance to consumers 0~ -nat~ral gas ali 
over the country who will pay hundredS 
of millions of dollars in :additional rates 
if the Federal Power Commission changes 
its method of valuation !rom actual ie.:. 
gitimate cost. The · purpose of my 
amendment is to assure that the method 
of valuation used by the Federal Power 
Commission since its inception shall be 
continued. 

The Federal Power Commission has 
used actual legitimate cost less deprecia
tion for valuing the rates of natural-gas 
eompimies since passage of the Natural 
Gas Act of 1938. In spite of the fact 
that on a number of occasions the su
preme Court of the United States has 
sustained the Commission's refusal to ac
cept any basis for ratemaking other than 
actual legitimate cost, ·natural-gas com
panies continue to hammer away at the 
Commission to change its method to one 
of fair field. The reasons are obvious. 
If the Commission accepts the new 
method of valuation, it will gouge the 
consumers and enri~h th(! companies _by 
hundreds of milliops of dollars at their 
expense. · 

The significance of this assault is made 
clear in a case now pending before the 
Federal Power Commission. The com
pany owns 3 trillion 500 billion cubic 
feet of natural gas and has filed a peti
tion for a rate increase based upon the 
market value, or, rather, the fair field 
value of its reserves. In the past, the 
Commission has valued the reserves on 
the basis of actual legitimate cost to the 
company. The company contends that 
the value of the gas is 13 cents per thou· 
sand cubic feet more than the amount 
J!,llowed by the Commission. If the com
pany'.s-contention -is· sus~al.ned, -the con-

sumers would have to pay an additional 
$455 million in rates over the life of the 
reserves, which is estimated at 20 years. 
- Mr. Chairman, this is what would hap

pen in the case of only one company
an increase in rates of almost half a 
billion dollars. Of course, the same rul
ing would be applicable to all natural gas 
companies owning such gas reserves and 
every community in the country which 
uses natural gas would be affected. The 
case pending before the Commission 
would hit particularly hard at the con
sumers in the city of Detroit and in cer
tain parts of Michigan, Indiana,. and 
Illinois. If that rule is established, con
sumers living in Kansas City, Minne
apolis, St .. Paul, Omaha, Los Angeles, 
San - Fram~isco, Denver, Cleveland, Co
lumbus, Daytqn, Akron, . and many 
smaller communities. would be .affected. 
In my own city of Chicago, an increase 
based upon the new rule would amount 
to $3,500,000. This is based upon not a 
13-cent rate, but a rate of approximately 
8 cents. Obviously, if the fair field price 
were to be 13 cents, the rate increase 
would be almost double. 

If the Commission does not adhere to 
a basis of actual cost, its action may re
sult in a spiral of increases which will 
send living costs soaring again to the 
highest peak in our Nation's history. 

It may be argued that this is a highly 
technical matter that should not be con
sidered at this time but, M-r. Chairman, 
if it is not considered at this time, it will 
be too late. Acceptance of -the theory of 
fair field value of natural-gas reserves 
will ~eep the Commission constantly em~ 
broiled in one -proceeding after another 
brought for rate increases. Fair· field 
value provides only a temporary stand
ard, for such values would change from 
day to day. The acceptance ·of fair field 
value on one day is only a step toward 
a higher valuation the next day, and it 
must be remembered that most of the 
contracts of the natural-gas companies 
provide for review and escalation in 
price. The very purpose of passing the 
Natural Gas Act was to protect consum
ers from exploitation at the hands of 
greedy corporations. It was determined 
by the Congress that natural-gas com
panies engaged in interstate commerce 
·were businesses affected with a public in
terest -which required regulation for pro .. 
tection of the public. The Federal Pow
er Commission was given the job of al
lowing reasonable profits to the com
pany, not exorbitant ones. A reversal 
·of the Commission's purpose at this time 
will lead to destruction of the very pur
poses for which the Commission was cre
ated. This is not a situation where the 
ordinary processes of competition be
tween business enterprises can protect 
the public, for natural-gas companies 
are monopolies in their field. 
: During the Federal Power Commis
sion's natural-gas investigation of 1944 
it was disclosed what would happen in 
the event fair field price were recognized 
as a standard of valuation. One witness 
who advocated a change from the cost
rate base said he could not say whether 
.a given price was too low or too high. 
He did say. that if he had gas, he would 
'want all he co:uld-get for i~ 

. Another witness w~s. equally frank, 
stating that every increase in the price 
he received would be considered an ade
quate pri.ce as of that date. He stated, 
however, . that he wo~ld still be looking 
for a high~r price. A fair price, he said, 
would be the highest price currently be
ing_ paid in the field for gas of a like 
quality. 

Another witness said that if he were 
getting 2 cents for his gas, he would like 
to get 4 cents. If he were getting 4 cents, 
he would be looking for 8 cents, or even 
10 cen.ts. _ . . 

In our hearings it was disclosed what 
has happened to the ·price of gas in the -
few years that have transpired since the . 
Congress considered the Kerr bill. At 
that t!_me, according to the expert for the 
Federal Power Commission, the cost of 
natural gas varied between 5 and 7 cents. 
Today the prices go up as high as 16 to 20 
cents, so it is obvious there is no such 
thing as a permanent fair field price. 
What was fair field price several years 
ago, namely, 5 to 7 cents, is shown to 
have risen in just 2 ·or 3 years to 16 to 
20 cents. 

It must be kept in mind that these are 
not ordinary companies. These are com
panies in the nature of public utilities 
whose product is such and whose monop
olistic position is such that the public 
must be protected. The use of actual 
legitimate cost predicated on recognized 
methods of public utility accounting is 
a sound and practical approach for reg
ulation. It is exact and it does not vary 
and it is know·n immedi:;tt(!lY what the 
base of earnings of the company ·should 
be. -Any changes in the c6mpany's risk 
can be taken care of in the· fair ·rate of 
return that is allowed on the rate base. 
Think of the almost impossible task of 
the Commission if its method of valua
tion were changed. 

This is what the Chairman of the 
Federal Power Commission stated to our 
committee: 

The nu~ber of applications !or increases 
tn rates continues to rise at an alarming 
rate. The Commission has no control over 
the filing of rate increase applications. As 
of June 30, 1953, suspended rate increases 
awaiting final Commission action totaled 
$163 million per year. It is now indicated 
that the trend will · continue for the rest 
of the current year and into fiscal year 1955 
with increases filed in ever-increasing num
.ber and nagnitude. Numerous complaints 
are being made by the natural gas companies 
and their customers concerning the delay in 
processing rate increase cases. Preference in 
the processing of rate increase cases is re
quired by the act. In its effort to comply 
-with the · statute the Commission has di
verted to this activity from other functions, 
dozens of employees in the past three years. 
Due to the vast expansion of the natural 
gas industry in recent years, changes in gas 
rates affect larger segments of the popula
tion and involve much greater dollar 
amounts as compared with former years. 
The expeditious processing of rate increase 
cases is essential for protection of the con
sumer and the financial integrity of the nat
ural-gas companies. 

If you will examine. the hearings, you 
will see that the Chairman of the Federal 
·Power Commission appeared before our 
subcommittee and pointed out the tre
mendous number of applications for rate 
increases the Coil1Dliss1on iS receiving· 
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from natural gas companies. This num
ber will be just a drop in the bucket to 
the number ·of increases which will be . 
sought in the event the Federal Power 
Commission changes its method of regu• 
Iation to one of fair field value. 

The ·cHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Illinois has expired. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
only to ask the gentleman from Illinois a 
couple of questions which may serve to 
clarify the situation. 

Is it not a fact that this really involves 
a matter presently before the Federal 
Power Commission, upon which the 
Commission expects to hand down a de
cision in the near future? 

Mr. YATES. There is a case pending 
before the Federal Power ·Commission 
at the present time which seeks to estab
lish fair field value as a basis for valuing 
gas reserves rather than actual legiti
mate cost. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Is it not a fact that 
historically the Federal Power Commis
sion has in the past decided upon the 
ground desired by the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. YATES]? 

Mr. YATES. · That is correct. In the 
past the Commission has used actual 
legitimate cost as the basis of regulation. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Is it not a fact that 
the gentleman is concerned about some
thing over which he should really not 
be concerned? . 

Mr. YATES. On the contrary, I think 
it is something that every Member of this 
Congress should be concerned about, 
because the Congress establishes the 
policy that the Federal Power Commis
sion is to pursue. Therefore I think my 
amendment - was decidedly proper at 
this time. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Is it not a fact that 
the only reference to the increased rates 
and the possibility of increased rates, 
which might impose a burden, appeared 
in the annual report of the Panhandle 
Gas Corporation, indicating that if they 
had that much additional money in fu
ture years they would have that much 
additional income? 

Mr. YATES. It is true that the Pan
handle · Eastern · Gas Co.'s annual report 
contained reference to the fact that it 
has applied for an increase before the 
Federal Power Commission, which will 
raise the value of its na,tural gas reserve 
by approximately 13 cents per thousand 
cubic feet. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Does not the gentle
man think we might continue to read 
the bill without the gentleman having 
any further concern about what this 
particular gas company would like to do? 

Mr. YATES. I will say we should con
tinue to read the bill, but the gentleman 
from Illinois will continue to be con
cerned about it. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Operating expenses, National Archives 

and Records Service: For necessary expenses 
in connection with Federal records manage
ment and related activities as provided by 
law; and not to exceed $30,750 for expenses 
of travel; $5 million of which $100,000 shall 
remain available until expended for nitrate 
film conversion. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. · Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. · 

- Mr: ehairm·an; the Tennessee ·Valley 
Authority in submitting its requests to 
the Budget Bureau for the next fiscal 
year requested funds 'to start construc
tion of eight new steam-plant units. 
The request was denied by the Budget 
Bureau. The committee, in reporting 
this bill, also has seen fit to exclude each 
and every one of those units; notonly to 
exclude them, but even to reduce such 
items as were approved by the Budget 
Bureau. 

I know there are many Members of 
this House who-have time and again ex
pressed their opposition to the Federal 
Government advancing money for the 
purpose of constructing steam plants in 
the Tennessee Valley area. On the other 
hand, there are many in this House who 
have, for reasons satisfactory to them, 
voted for millions upon millions · of 
dollars for the construction of power 
facilities, including steam plants, in 
other sections of the world. Incidental
ly these facilities are additions to power 
systems which are actually owned and 
operated by the particular countries in 
which they are located and are not 
owned by private power companies; 

Being interested in having a break
down as to what money had been appro
priated by this body in the last few years 
to foreign countries for the purpose of 
constructing systems of power genera
tion including steam plants, I had re
searchers in the Library of Congress 
search out the figures and submit them 
to me. This they did a few days ago. I 
think it would interest this House to 
know, Mr. Chairman, that since 1948 
many countries of the world have bene
fited from this giveaway-foreign-aid 
program in that they have been per
mitted to use these funds for the con
struction of public power facilities, in
cluding steam plants. The amount of 
money used to date for such and similar 
purposes is $1,826,900,000. 

With the exception of one member of 
the subcommittee handling this bill on 
.the majority side, all of them since hav
ing come to the Congress have voted for 
these particular appropriations. They 
have registered no complaint whatsoever 
against foreign nations using our money 
to construct public-power projects in
cluding steam plants. But they complain 
long and loud against using our money 
for our own benefit, such as TV A. 

Now let us see where some of the 
money was spent. Actually $932,100,000 
was spent for power facilities. Of that 
amount $111,500,000 was spent for public 
electric, gas, and power facilities in 
Austria; $11,700,000 was spent for public 
electric, gas, and power facilities in Den
mark; $563,900,000 was spent for public 
electric, gas, and power facilities in 
France; $200,100,000 was spent for public 
electric, gas, and power facilities in the 
Federal Republic of Germany; $24,400,-
000 was spent for public electric, gas, and 
power facilities in Greece; $12,200,000 
was spent for similar purposes in Portu
gal; and so on all the way around the 
world; and, incidentally, $7,106,000 in 
Formosa. Some was spent in Burma, in 
the Philippines, in Thailand, and so on. 

In Denmark this Nation has spent 
$5,070,000 on the largest powetplant in
stallation iii the country. 

The CHAmMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Mississippi has expired. 

<By unanimous consent, Mr. ABER
NETHY was allowed to proceed for 5 addi
tional minutes.> 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Twenty-two mil
lion and thirty thousand dollars of our 
money was spent on public-power proj
ects in France, and a considerable por
tion of that, according to the statement 
before me, was for steam plants. 

Turning to Iceland, $5,148,000 of our 
money was spent on hydroelectric power 
in Iceland. 

In Italy, $63,863,000 of our money was 
spent for the construction on 11 public 
steam-generating installations capable 
of producing 720,000 kilowatts of elec
tricity. 

We could go on and on with this break
down but we do not have time. Money, 
money, money for everyone everywhere 
in the world for public power but none 
for ourselves, for TVA. 

Mr. Chairman, someone may ask: So 
what? Well, · some of you were on the 
:floor last year when we were considering 
this particular item. At that time I 
exhibited to you, newspapers carrying 
statements made by the now President 
on TV A when he was a candidate for the 
Presidency. He made a very effective 
campaign in our section of the country, 
and for the first time in the history of 
the Nation he received 50 percent of the 
vote of the South-almost 50 percent. 
He carried many Southern States and 
actually received the majority of the 
votes of the 5 million people who live in 
the Tennessee Valley. Why? Because 
he spoke their language. He came out 
strong in support of TV A, agriculture, 
and other things of interest to them, but 
especially for TV A. 

I do not recall the exact date, but I 
believe it was on the 15th day of October 
1952 when he appeared in the city of 
Memphis. There he spoke to the largest 
throng of people ever to gather in that 
city for a political speaking. They came 
to hear him from Mississippi, Alabama, 
Kentucky, Missouri, Arkansas, Louisi· 
ana, and Tennessee. They liked his ref
erences to TV A. He was strong for it, 
or at least he said he was. The first 
question that was propounded to him 
when he arrived at the Memphis Airport 
was: ''General Eisenhower, how do you 
stand on TVA?'' 

His exact words were, "They have got 
it going and it looks 0. K. to me." 

Then he moved on uptown and there, 
on the banks of the great Mississippi 
River, he made his speech. Then and 
there he pledged himself and his admin
istration unequivocally and without any 
ifs or buts to see to it that the Tennessee 
Valley Authority would be operated at 
maximum efficiency. 

Even so, there was still a little concern 
among many as to whether he meant 
what he said about TV A. So his support
ers saw fit to send him a wire and urge 

·that he come out stronger for TV A. In 
the wire they said, "We urge that you 
make another statement, not only de· 
claring a friendly attitude toward TV A, 
but a warm appreciation of what it has 
done and will be able to continue to do in 
the future, so that all would realize what 
we realize-that TV A Will continue to 
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prosper and, with it, the people it serves, 
under your administration." - -They also 
told him if be would do so he could and 
would carry Tennessee and that section 
of the country. 

·so he replied by wire immediately, 
denying any thought he would do any
thing which would impair the operating 
efficiency of the Tennessee Valley Au
thority, and assured the public that if 
he were elected TV A would grow and be 
maintained at maximum efficiency. So, 
the people believed and voted for him. 

Now, on yesterday I asked a member 
of the committee on the majority side 
if what they had brought us in this bill 
is the program of the Eisenhower admin
istrati-on for TV A. He asked me why I 
did not make inquiry of some of the 
other members of the committee, that he 
never called the White House. Since he 
does not call the White House, he gave 
a very good answer. But surely some 
member of the committee on the major
ity side does have an entry at the White 
House and can give us the answer to our 
question. So, sometime during the re
mainder of this debate I would be so 
grateful to the chairman of this com
mittee or some other member thereof if 
he would take the well of this House and 
tell those of us who live in the Tennessee 
Valley if this bill is the program which 
the administration, thro:Igh its candi
date in October 1952, promised us in the 
campaign speech made in Memphis, 
Tenn. We would like to know. · 

Mr. Chairman, the TVA has estimated 
that its power needs by 1957 will defi
nitely require the construction of the 
eight new steam-plant units. This com
mittee has seen fit to question the accu
racy of various estimates made by TVA 
.regarding its power needs. While TV A in 
this regard needs no defense, let it be 
said that in 20 years it has never re
quested funds to start a single new 
powerplant that did not prove to be 
needed, and usually it was needed before 
it was completed. 

In the same 20 years, the private 
power experts have regularly predicted 
'that these same plants would create un
needed surplus power. In every instance 
they have been wrong. 

Even if it should turn out in 1957 that 
'I'V A had done the unprecedented thing 
and overestimated their prospect, this 
would amount to no more than getting 
its capacity a year ahead of demand. 
By the following year the capacity would 
be put to use beyond a shadow of a doubt. 

It is to be regretted that this commit
tee has seen fit to not only deny funds 
·to begin the construction of these new 
units but has denied a single dollar to 
begin the construction of even only one 
unit. · On the other hand, the chairman 
of the subcommittee which reported the 
bill and those who see this matter as he 
does state in the committee report that 
they intend to help the Tennessee Val
ley Authority and stop the increasing 
amount of criticism that is developing 
because of its expanding power require
ments. This is an unusual sort of help, 
indeed. A few more years of such and 
they will have helped us and the TVA 
cease to exist. 

Let me assure you that we in the val
ley who are customers of TV A do not 

want to have TVA construct a single 
kilowatt of capacitY- that we cannot use 
because our rates would have to reflect 
this added investment, whether useful or 
not. We take no personal pride in hav
ing stored up electricity for which we are 
paying the rates and which is of no value 
to us. 

According to Gordon Clapp, TV A 
Chairman, TVA will have to start con
struction of '750,000 kilowatts of capacity 
each year to meet normal load growth. 
This does not include atomic-energy de
mands. It is to be hoped that this ad
ministratiou, the Congress, and particu
larly the subcommittee which reported 
this bill, will soon begin to see this mat
ter in &nother light and will carry out 
the pledge solemnly made by Candidate 
Eisenhower in October of 1952 when he 
faithfully promised to maintain TVA at 
maximum efficiency. 

Another matter which disturbs us 
about this bill is the proposal of the 
committee that TVA pay interest on its 
power investment. Since the Federal 
Government owns TV A's power facilities 
and makes a profit on them-an average 
of over 4 percent in the 20 years of TV A's 
operations-certainly there should be no 
concern on the part of the committee or 
the Congress relative to the soundness 
of the Government's investment. 

The return on the TVA power invest
ment is more than enough to cover the 
cost of money to the Government and 
if the intention here was only to re
classify the return, then we would have 
no quarrel with it. But it is quite to 
the contrary. The proposal has -as its 
objective to impose a requirement of in
terest on top of amortization, all out of 
net income. We are being asked to do 
much more than any private utility 
system. A parallel would be for a State 
or Federal regulatory commission to re
quire a private utility to pay its stock and 
bondholders the full value of their secu
rities and pay them interest as well but 
still allow them to keep control of the 
company forever and to continue re
ceiving dividends. 

TV A is actually owned by the Federal 
Government. All of its earnings belong 
to the Federal Government. The money 
invested in TV A is being repaid ahead 
of schedule. Eventually it will all be 
paid and the Government will own the 
facilities debt-free. The demand of the 
committee that the TVA pay interest on 
the Government's investment might be 
appropriate if title to the facilities were 
transferred to the people of the valley 
upon retirement of the Government's 
investment. 

After all, this provision being legisla
tion has no place in an appropriation 
bill. Furthermore, the President an
nounced in his budget message that he 
was having this very point examined 
and considered and that later his rec
ommendations, if any he then has, will 
be submitted to the Congress. This be
ing the case, what is all of the hurry 
about? Why this attempt to circumvent 
the legislative committees of the House? 
Why bypass the study and recommenda
tions which the Chief Executive is mak
ing and will later submit to the Congress? 

Instead of helping the TV A, as this 
comutittee says it is doing, in the report 

accom:;;>anying the pending bill, it ap
pears to me that the proposals of the 
committee are quite the contrary. 

There are many other undesirable and 
disturbing provisions in the bill which 
cannot, in the time allotted me, be dis
cussed in minute detail. I particularly 
refer to the reduction in TV A cash re
serves. If, in this instance, the will of 
the committee is accepted by the House, 
TVA will be left with inadequate work
ing capital. I also refer to that provi
sion which would prohibit the TV A from 
fixing resale rates. One of the primary 
objectives of the TVA is to bring elec
tric power to the people at the lowest 
possible rate. Those who advocate this 
provision indicate that some munici
palities might wish to raise their rates 
so as to obtain revenue for other mu
nicipal functions. This would have the 
effect of destroying the TVA yardstick. 
Also, the raising cf rates would deny
have the effect of denying-power to 
many people of meager means. To in
crease the rates would actually mean 
less power and in turn a poorer standard 
of living for the valley 

There are many who oppose TV A, who 
fight its appropriations and do every
thing they can to bar its expansion on 
the theory that TV A is luring industry 
away from them. Nothing could be fur
ther from the truth. New Englanders 
particularly make this complaint. Of 
the 298 major industrial plants that New 
England has lost since 1940, only 8 have 
moved into TVA territory. All of the 
others have either folded up or moved 
into te:::ritory served by private utilities. 
By the law of averages TV A territory 
might well have got the eight even if 
there had been no TV A. 

Whatever may be your opinion on this 
point, let it be said here and now that 
with or without TV A the South has what 
.industry wants, and there is no way to 
·bar its progress or growth. You might, 
by various and sundry methods, slow 
down the industrial growth of the South, 
but to stop it is an impossibility. · 

The South has markets-a tremendous 
demand close by for all types of goods 
and products, and money to pay for 
them. 

The South has labor, an adequate sup
ply of loyal, native-born, intelligent, 
productive labor that believes in a fair 
day's work for a fair day's pay and per
forms accordingly. 

The South has power and fuel-an 
ample supply of coal, electric power, and 
natural gas. 

The South has climate-a climate 
pleasant to work in and live in and in 
which most manufacturing operations 
can be carried on more economically due 

·to lower ~eating costs. 
The South has adequate banking facil

ities-it is no longer necessary to look to 
_the North for adequate banking facili
ties. Financially, industry of the South 
has come of age. 

The South has natt:ral resources-the 
most abundantly endowed region of the 
United States, minerals and raw mate
rials of all kinds, close to plants and 
markets. · 

· The South lias · reasonable taxes-a 
reasonable and fair tax structure with 
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taxes as low or ·lower than any other 
industrial areas. 

The South has transportation facili· 
ties-excellent highways, railways, air· 
ways, and ports, modern in every re
spect, for transporting raw materials to 
plants and finished products to markets 
quickly and inexpensively. 

The South has an abundance of man
ufacturing sites-suitable and reason
ably priced, for s.ny kind of industry. 

The South has an abundant water 
supply-excellent water resources and 
little stream pollution, an important fac
tor, particularly in textile manufac
turing. 

And last, but not least, the South of
fers opportunity-the opportunity to set 
up a plan and engage in a reasonably 
profitable operation in a land of promise. 

All of the effort now concentrated 
against the development and progress of 
the South, all of the effort directed 
against the expansion of TV A, all of the 
effort of every kind and character in
tended to estop the progress of the 
South, will be to no avail. We are on 
the march. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the requisite number of 
words and ask unanimous consent to 
speak for 5 additional minutes. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, I, too, 

am a little premature in getting into 
the TVA discussion at this time; how
ever, in view of the fact that my good 
friend was a bit impatient to make his 
statement I thought I might follow him 
at this time, because I believe I qualify 
under the circumstances, for when it 
comes to foreign-aid spending year after 
year I have consistently voted against 
the program. I do not know whether 
the gentleman from Mississippi can say 
the same thing or not. 

Yesterday I listened with interest to 
my good friends, Mr. ABERNETHY, of Mis
sissippi; Mr. PRIEST, of Tennessee; Mr. 
ANDREWS, of Alabama; Mr. WHITTEN, of 
Mississippi; Mr. JONES and Mr. ELLIOTT, 
of Alabama; and Mr. MURRAY, Mr. EVINS, 
Mr. FRAZIER, Mr. COOPER, and Mr. SuT
TON, all of Tennessee. 

The only ones missing who would have 
been here pitching are now in the Sen
ate-my good and able friends, Senator 
GORE and Senator KEFAUVER; but they 
will take up the battle when the bill 
goes to the Senate. 

Up in my district, we have a company 
called the Pennsylvania Electric Co., 
which serves my district, and they ax:e 
planning on spending $80 million on a 
3-year expansion program. 

Now they are not asking the Govern
ment to finance it. They are ·not ask
ing for any tax exemptions. They are 
not asking for anything. They recognize 
there is a need for power in the area so 
they are financing it themselves. -

Last year, and let me quote from a 
newspaper article about this small com-

pany which I shall insert with my re
marks: 

Taxes continued in 1953 to be a major ex
pense item and _were expected to exceed $12 
million, an increase of 27 percent over the 
previous year. The 1952 tax bill was $9.4 
million. 

Here is an example of public power 
developing its own program and they are 
not asking the Government for anything, 
but they are paying taxes into the coffers 
of the Government that are being si
phoned off for programs that are in di
rect competition with them. 

The irony of it is, is that all the power 
companies have to pay taxes to the Gov
ernment and the money is used to de
velop steam power plants to produce 
cheap power that attracts industry into 
the Tennessee Valley. 

I do not know whether my figures are 
right, but I think power is sold for about 
17 mills per kilowatt-hour in my State, 
while it is sold for about 7 mills per kilo
watt-hour in the Tennessee Valley. 

Certainly industry is going into the 
Tennessee Valley, so I can readily see 
why my good friends want to see a con
tinuation of the steam power program 
for TVA. 

Let us get down to commonsense. I 
am anxious to see the development of 
every area in this country, but I do not 
believe that any particular section 
should be given preferential treatment 
such as is being given the TV A. 

Certainly we do not want the TV A to 
become the pattern for our American 
system of industrial operation. 

The TV A has grown from an infant to 
a lusty power and it is about time it 
stands on its own feet. 

This country of ours was built by hard 
work, energy, and resourcefulness, where 
anybody with ambition could do any
thing he cared to do without competition 
from the Government, and that is the 
system I want to see continued. 

The TV A has been reaching into the 
coffers of the American taxpayers just 
about long enough and it is time it stood 
on its own feet. I have no objection to 
steam power plants in the Tennessee 
Valley, but the people of the Tennessee 
Valley should pay for them. They are 
no more entitled to Government-subsi
dized steam power plants than we in the 
distressed coal areas of Pennsylvania are 
entitled to them. Certainly we could use 
some federally subsidized steam power 
plants in Pennsylvania where we have 
the coal so necessary to the operation 
of them. 

We would like to have federally sub
sidized steam powerplants, tax exempt 
to produce cheap power to attract in
dustries, just as they would like to have 
more of them down in the Tennessee 
Valley. I want to say to the Members 
of the House that I feel that they are 
no more entitled to subsidized steam 
powerplants in the Tennessee Valley 
than we are in Pennsylvania or the 

· Ozarks of Missouri or any other part of 
the United States. As far as I am con
cerned, I would rather see coal being 
mined in Pennsylvania's distressed coal 
areas than see water :flowing over the 
TVA dams. 

How in the name of commonsense can 
anyone in this House consider giving 
preferential treatment to one section of 
the country in competition with the rest 
of the Nation? Why should they have 
this preferred consideration? Why are 
they entitled to it? If we are going to 
have a balanced budget and reduced gov
ernmental expenditures, the Government 
will have to get out of the business of 
competing with private industry. 

I fully realize the ambitions of the 
people of the Tennessee Valley, but cer
tainly, Mr. Chairman, it is about time 
they started to carry their own load and 
not ask the rest of the taxpayers of the 
Nation to continue to · subsidize steam 
powerplants in the Tennessee Valley. 

When this project was started, it was 
a ftood-control project. Then it was a 
project for the development of the nat
ural resources. Then they worked in 
hydroelectric power. The American peo
ple went along, generously and willingly, 
with the program. But now it is found 
that in periods of low water, in the sum
mertime, they do not have sufficient 
water to generate hydroelectric power. 
So they get into the steam powerplant 
business to supplement the hydroelectric 
projects. 

Certainly TV A was not conceived as 
a gigantic, colossal public-power project 
in competition with the rest of the Na
tion. It was conceived for ftood control, 
navigation, the development of nat
ural resources, and the improvement and 
betterment of the area. That has been 
accomplished. 

Everyone knows that a very minute 
part of the power is going for the bene
fit of all the people. Most of the power 
is going to industries rather than to the 
people on the farms, for whom TV A was 
conceived. Now they are trying to at
tract more industry down there so that 
they can create a great power shortage 
and appeal to Government for more sub
sidized tax-exempt steam powerplants. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for 3 additional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. GAVIN]? 

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairman, I object. 
The CHAffiMAN. Objection is heard. 
Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike out the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle

man from Pennsylvania [Mr. GAVIN] for 
1 minute. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my very good and able friend, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania. Certainly 
TVA was not conceived as a gigantic 
hydroelectric project. I want to say 
that there is no more reason to build 
steam powerplants in the Tennessee 
Valley than in any other section of the 
countr-y. Certainly industry is going 
into the Tennessee Valley if this program 
to subsidize steam powerplants, tax 
exempt, to produce cheap hydroelectric 
power is continued. The Tennessee Val
ley is not entitled to any more considera
tion than any other State or any other 
section of the country. To me it does 
not make sense. 
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Mr. MURRAY. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GAVIN. I decline to yield. 
Mr. MURRAY. I asked the gentle

man from Pennsylvania [Mr. FuLTON]. 
The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
GAVIN] does not have the floor. 

Mr. FULTON. I yielded to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania for 1 minute. 

Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 
having the floor cannot yield any part 
of his time. He can yield for a question 
but he cannot yield part of his time. I 
make the point of order, Mr. Chairman, 
that the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr FuLTON] cannot yield specific time. 
M~. FULTON. Then I refuse to yield. 
Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. FULTON. For a question to me? 
Mr. YATES. Yes. 
Mr. FULTON. Yes; I yield for a 

question. 
Mr. YATES. Does not the gentleman 

believe that the State of Pennsylvania 
is to be congratulated on the vista of 
cheap power that has opened up as a 
result of the contract that has been en
tered into between the Atomic Energy 
Commission and the Duquesne Power & 
Light co., which may some day make t~e 
power in the Tennessee Valley qmte 
expensive? 

Mr. FULTON. That is what I have 
been waiting to say. I have not had a 
chance yet. 

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield to me for an observa
tion? 

Mr. FULTON. I yield. 
Mr. GAVIN. To me, the subsidized 

steam power projects does not make 
sense. It is not fair to the rest of the 
Nation. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Who has the floor? 
Mr. GAVIN. I have the floor. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Pennsylvania [Mr. FuLTON] has the 
:tloor. 

Mr. FULTON. I have the floor and I 
have yielded to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania for an observation. 

Mr. GAVIN. This is really an observa
tion, too. 

In other words, the people of other 
States are furnishing the money to 
sharpen the razor to cut their own eco
nomic and industrial throats. 

Over $100 million has been set up to 
complete the plants already established, 
and I think we have been generous in 
doing even that. 

This steam power program in the TV A 
should be discontinued. 

Mr. Chairman, the complete text of 
the article to which I have referred is as 
follows: 
PENELEC TO SPEND $80 MILLION IN 3-YEAR Ex

PANSION-HUGE SUM GoES FOR CLEARFIELD 
STATION-BUY STATION SITES 

Pennsylvania Electric Co. announced plans 
to spend $80 million in the next 3 years for 
expansion of its facilities. 

President Titus said the proposed ex
penditures reflect the company's confidence 
in the economic future of the territory it 
serves. He called attention to the record-

breaking $40 million spent last year for im
proving and enlarging the company's gen
erating stations and transmission and dis
tribution facilities. In the coming year, 
plans call for investment of more than $30 
million for the same purpose, Mr. Titus said. 

The 1954 expenditures will bring the total 
construction figure to $173 million for the 
9-year period 1946-54. To finance its vast 
expansion, the company has sold new secu
rities totaling $72.5 million in the same pe
riod, with $19.8 million of the amount be
ing sold in 1953. 

Nearly $21 million went into construction 
of Shawville generating station in 1953, now 
being built near Clearfield at a cost of $40 
million. Another $12 million will be spent 
to complete the job in 1954. When both of 
Shawville's 137,500 kilowatt units are in op
eration in August. Penelec's total effective 
generating capacity will be increased by 
nearly 50 percent to 838,250 kilowatts, or 1,-
123,660 horsepower. 

RECORD HIT ON DECEMBER '22 

Penelec met the greatest demand in its 
history on Tuesday, December 22, 1953, be
tween 5 and 6 p. m., when 513,600 kilowatt 
hours were supplied customers. Top fig
ure in 1952 was 497,700, also on December 
22. To meet the peak demand, the company 
generated 527,800 kilowatt hours and pur
chased an additional 8,000 from other utili
ties for a gross total of 535,800. The gross 
peak in 1952 was 520,300. 

Saleswise, Penelec surpassed the all-time 
high figures recorded in 1952. The com
pany's 36,000 customers used an estimated 
2,464,125,000 kilowatt hours of electricity in 
1953, compared to 2,326,466,000 in 1952, an in
crease of 6 percent. 

The utility passed an important milestone 
in its history on November 25, 1953, when for 
the first time it received power at 230,000 
volts. The energy entered Penelec's system 
over a 31-mile transmission line from Monte
bello to Lewistown through an intercon
nection with Metropolitan Edison Co. Work 
is expected to be completed on a 56-mile 
section of the line from Lewistown to Shaw
ville early in 1954. The 87-mile line will 
cost $4.5 million, and will serve as a vital 
link for interchange of power between Pene
lec and other electric companies in the East. 

Energized at the same time was a 230,000 
volt substation at Lewistown, built at a cost 
of $2 million. It will help to_ maintain a 
constant supply of high-voltage electricity 
for Penelec system, as well as serve the 
Lewistown region. 

-· • • • -· EXPECT $12 MILLION TAX BILL 

Taxes continued in 1953 to be a major ex
pense item and were expected to exceed $12 
million, an increase of 27 percent over the 
previous year. The 1952 tax bill was $9.4 
million. 

Total generation o! electricity 1n the 
United States passed the half-trillion kilo
watt mark in 1953, and 1.4 million new cus
tomers were added. Investor-owned com
panies plan to spend $3 billion in 1954 to in
stall 9,431,000 kilowatts of additional gener
ating capacity. Construction expenditures o! 
the electric companies from the end of 
World War II to the end of 1953 total $16 
billion. 

Mr. Titus said that large construction ex
penditures Penelec has made and plans to 
make in the next 3-year period should assure 
a plentiful supply of dependable electricity 
for the future growth of the area. 

I thank the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. FuLTON], 
if he so desires, be permitted to yield 

the remainder of his -time to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. GAVIN]. 

Mr. FULTON. How much time have 
I remaining, Mr. Chairman? 

The CHAIRMAN. There are 2 mi:n
utes remaining. 

Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 1 addi
tional minute. 

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

There was n~ objection. 
Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, may I 

point out to the gentleman from Penn
sylvania who previously spoke in the 
debate that GARIOA is not a geographi
cal part of Germany but is the initials 
of the phrase "Government and Relief 
in Occupied Areas," so that the appro
priation he is referring to is the charg
ing appropriation rather than the loca
tion where the money is to be spent in 
Germany. 

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

Mr. FULTON. I yield to the gentle
man from Mississippi. 

Mr. WHITTEN. I just want to say 
that it would take an artist to find out 
the various places where we do spread 
money abroad for this type of purpose. 

Mr. FULTON. May I ask the chair
man of the subcommittee [Mr. PHILLIPS] 
to refer to page 28, lines 13 to 18, which 
is the proviso on the use of funds for 
payment of capital grants under any 
contract involving the development or 
redevelopment of a project for predomi
nantly residential uses? 

As I understand, there are two types 
of program, one which initially begins 
with the clearance of predominantly 
residential areas, and the second is that 
area which does not have residential 
slums to begin with but would end with·a 
residential development; that is, one 
that is a slum residence to begin with, 
and the second type, one that would end 
with the construction of new residences 
in this slum clearance program. 

I do not believe it is the intention of 
the subcommittee chairman nor the Con
gress by legislation on the appropriation 
bill to change the basic act of 1949 nor 
in any way to change the legislative pur
pose of the Wolcott bill that will come in 
here for 1954. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. The gentleman is cor
rect. 

Mr. FULTON. Then, in addition to 
that, this particular provision on page 28, 
line 13 to line 18, actually refers only to 
the second type of slum clearance pro
gram, that is the type that has no slum 
housing to begin with but hopes to end 
up with a residential program completed 
under the slum clearance program? 

Mr PHILLIPS. Let me state it this 
way, if I may, very briefly. The intent 
of this item in the bill is not to legislate 
nor to change the legislation previously 
adopted by the Congress coming out of 
the Committee on Banking and Cur
rency, but to prevent possible misin
terpretation or misuse of money appro
priated for slum clearance. 

The CHAmMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex
pired. 
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Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in opposition to the pro forma amend
ment. I continue my statement to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania. Ob
viously, what is being done in Pennsyl
vania is directly in line, as I interpret 
~t. with what the Committee on Banking 
~nd Currency desires to be done, and 
that is the elimination of a large slum 
~ttrea. 

Mr. FULTON. That is residences? 
Mr. PHILLIPS. Residential slum 

area and the improvement by residences, 
parks, retail stores, and whatever else 
may be necessary. That idea, and the 
money, was being misused in another 
great city where the residential area 
neither before nor after reached 50 per
cent and where in order to call it a resi
dential area, it was necessary to add a 
percentage made by the floor of a large 
stadium or coliseum, which was to be 
used for a garage. If that were used for 
a garage, the interpretation was that 
this could be established as residential. 
Thus, they got it over the 50-percent 
line. That is what the committee was 
trying to remedy. I think that answers 
the gentleman's question. 

Mr. FULTON. Therefore, these other 
projects which may be throughout the 
country, and not only in Pennsylvania, 
that begin with the slum clearance of 
residential areas are not included within 
this restriction set out on page 28, lines 
13 to 18. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I think the gentle
man could properly address that question 
to the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
WoLCOTT] when that bill comes up. So 
far as this committee is concerned, I 
consider the gentleman is making an ac
curate statement. 

Mr. FULTON. As far as this language 
is concerned, that is correct? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 
~r. SUTTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in opposition to the pro forma observa
tion of the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania. 

Mr. Chairman, I take this opportunity 
before someone leaves the floor with 
a bad observation on their chest from 
my good friend, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania. Of course, he can tell 
us about the groundhog, and I will 
listen, but when he gets to discussing 
the TV A, I don't believe he is as well 
versed on the subject as he is on the 
groundhog. I am afraid he has not 
read the basic act of 1933, because he will 
find this is not a subsidy to the people of 
Tennessee, it is not a preferential treat
ment to the people of Tennessee, and 
to the valley, and neither is it a program 
designed for flood control alone. In the 
basic act, it was for flood control, navi
gation, electric power, and hydroelectric 
power. If the gentleman would like to 
dispose of the Tennessee Valley Author
ity, I would suggest that he come in the 
front door by introducing a bill to re
peal the original act of 1933 instead of 
trying to strangle us to death through 
the appropriation bill. 

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

Mr. SUTTON. I decline to yield. I 
only have 5 minutes. 

Q-258 

Mr. GAVIN. The gentleman referred. 
to me. I did not refer to you. 

Mr. SUTTON. Oh yes, you did, you 
referred to me. You called my name. I 
beg your pardon, you called my name in 
the first part of your statement. · 

What would happen to the coal indus
try of the United States of America if 
it were not for the steam plants? The 
people in Pennsylvania would be more 
out of work than they are today. In 
fact, the steam plants that we have in 
the Tennessee Valley burn quite a bit 
of your coal from Pennsylvania. If you 
would like to keep those people unem
ployed and create more unemployment, 
go ahead and cut out the steam plants 
in TV A, but you are cutting your own 
throat when you do it. You say it cost 
the coal miners in your section 17 mills 
an hour, whereas in the TVA it is only 
7 mills for electricity. That shows that 
you need a TVA up there, because if you 
had a TV A your people would ·be better 
off and they would not be trying to leave 
Pennsylvania. Unfortunately, the in
dustries you are talking about coming 
to the Tennessee Valley are not coming 
there. We would like to have them, as 
Pennsylvania would like to have them, 
but you can take the record of yesterday 
and you will find that the industries 
you speak of that have gone to the Ten
nessee Valley have not gone there, but 
they have gone to North Carolina, South 
Carolina, the southern part of Alabama, 
Arkansas, and so on. However, we would 
welcome them to Tennessee and to the 
valley. 

Now, we have not received any pref
erential treatment. The United States 
has invested this money and it is to be 
repaid over a period of 40 years. 

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

Mr. SUTTON. Let me finish my state
ment and then I will yield. 

Mr. TABER. Would you tell us what 
rate of interest you are paying? 

Mr. SUTTON. As I have said this 
money has been invested by the United 
States and we have paid back exactly 
what the Congress in 1933 said we should. 
We were supposed to pay part of it back 
each year. We have done that. In fact, 
we have paid back more than we were 
supposed to. If you want to kill TV A, 
come in by the front door, but do not 
try to slip in the back door and starve us 
to death. Come in the front door and 
try to repeal the basic act, and then we 
can do it on a gentlemanly basis and 
have the same old TVA fight that was 
had back in 1933. 

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

Mr. SUTTON. Yes, I yield to the 
gentleman from New York. 

Mr. TABER. Does the gentleman feel 
that making the TVA pay a proper rate 
of interest is trying to destroy it? I 
cannot understand why trying to make it 
an honest operation should be a problem. 

Mr. SUTTON. The gentleman knows 
that provision was put in simply to put 
the TV A out of business. 

Mr. TABER. Oh, no. 
Mr. SUTTON. Let me finish please. 

It was put in to cripple the TV A. I am 
wondering, as the gentleman from 

Mississippi was wondering also, if my 
friend from New York would say whether 
or not these provisos in this appropria
tion bill are at the suggestion of the 
White House and part of the program of 
the present administration? 

Mr. TABER. No; they are not. They 
were put in because it was felt they were 
right and fair and would help the TV A 
and put it on the same basis with other 
powerplants throughout the country. 

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

Mr. SUTTON. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 2 ad
ditional minutes. 

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

Mr. PHILLIPS. Reserving the right 
to object-

Mr. SUTTON. Then I will withdraw 
my request. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. The gentleman knows 
I am not going to object. I am going 
to ask the gentleman first to convince 
me that this has something to do with 
the General Services Administration, 
which point we have reached in the bill, 
and then to suggest that, if it does not, 
further comments after the gentleman 
has finished be reserved until we reach 
the pages which contain the Tennessee 
Valley Authority. 

Mr. SUTTON. I agree with the gen
tleman from California that we should 
be discussing the GSA, but the gentle
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. GAVIN] 
mentioned TVA. I just wanted to clear 
his observation. 

Mr. GAVIN. I did not originate the 
argument. The gentleman from Missis
sippi [Mr. ABERNETHY] did. 

Mr. SUTTON. Let me say this: In 
being fair to Tennessee Valley, we in the 
valley cannot bring in what you call 
private power, hydroelectric systems, 
because the Congress of the United 
States set up the monopoly, as you call 
it. The Virginia Electric Power Co. 
could not come in there if they wanted 
to, because there is a statute which says 
no other power company can come in. 
The Congress authorized us to buy out 
the Southern Cities Power Co. We 
would be without power in every way if 
the TV A was not in existence. I hope 
that when the criticism of TV A comes 
up, when you try to cut their throat, 
that you will come through the front 
door and not through the back door, and 
try to repeal the original law if you are 
against it. 

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

Mr. SUTTON. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. GAVIN. I am not trying to de
stroy TV A. All I want is to have it on 
the same equitable basis as everyone 
else in the country. I have listened to 
you fellows crying the blues with a ham 
under each arm, and it is getting on my 
nerves. 

Mr. SUTTON. Let us eat the ham but 
leave TVA alone and we will have a 
greater Nation. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Tennessee has again 
expired. 
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Mr. wn.LIAMS of Mississippi. Mr. 

Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
word. 

MI;. Chairman, I would direct the com-. 
mittee's attention to the proviso on page 
24 of the bill beginning on line 7 of the 
section dealing with the General Services 
Administration which contains this lan
guage relating to the stockpiling of stra
tegic materials: 

Provided further, That during the current 
fiscal year, there shall be no limitation on 
the value of surplus strategic and critical 
materials which in accordance with subsec
tion 6 (a) of the act of July 23, 1946-

And so forth-
may be transferred to stockpiles established 
in accordance with said act. 

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of my tak
ing this time is to ask for an explanation 
of that language. This appears to be 
legislation in an appropriation bill. I 
shall not, however, raise the point of 
order against it, especially if this lan
guage serves some good purpose, but I 
think it should be explained to the House. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. If the gentleman will 
yield--

Mr. Wn..LIAMS of Mississippi. I yield. 
Mr. PHILLIPS. I would reluctantly 

have to concede the point of order were 
it made, Mr. Chairman, but I hope no 
such point is made against the item. In 
simple language, it allows the purchase 
of strategic material, critical material, 
badly needed material in the preparation 
of our defense, by transfer or outright 
purchase made with money we appropri
ate under prior authority in order that 
we may secure the materials we need 
or, and this is important, they can be 
transferred to stockpiles from agencies 
of the Government which presently have 
them. Thus, the military may have some 
of the material we want, the General 
Services Administration may have 
bought some, for other purposes; Interior 
may have some. This particular item 
in the bill makes it possible for those 
materials to be transferred to the stock
pile without all the procedures of pur
chasing, spending, valuing as of cost or 
as of present value, which otherwise 
would be necessary. 

Mr. wn..LIAMS of Mississippi. Does 
this language mean that the agencies 
which are buying this material for stock
pile purposes can pay any price to the 
seller, regardless of the actual value? 

Mr. PHilLIPS. No. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. Or 

does it deal exclusively with the ex
change or transfer of materials among 
Government agencies? 

Mr. PHn..LIPS. Specifically, it deals 
with the transfer of goods. But it must 
be remembered that there is no limita
tion presently upon General Services for 
the prices it must pay to get materials 
where they are urgently needed. GSA 
has done a good job in purchasing the 
materials. On 1 or 2 they have had to 
pay more than perhaps we should like 
to have paid, but in the long run they 
have kept the price in line. 

Mr. Wn.LIAMS of Mississippi. Under 
the present law I presume that the Fed
eral Government would bid on these ma
terials, or at least to negotiate for their 

purchase at reasonable prices. Surely 
some such safeguards prevail? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Yes, I would say that. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. The 

point I would like cleared up is that this 
language seems to provide no limitation 
on the price of those materials; does it 
completely open the door to any kind of 
Government negotiations with private 
concerns as relates to the price of ma
terials purchased? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. It does not open the 
door to any authority the agency does 
not presently have; and no money is in
volved in this particular item of the 
bill. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Mississippi. I thank 
the gentleman for this information. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
During the current fiscal year, no part of 

any money appropriated in this or any other 
act shall be used during any quarter of such 
fiscal year to purchase within thP. continental 
limits of the United States typewriting ma
chines (except bookkeeping and billing ma
chines) at a price which exceeds 90 percent 
of the lowest net cash price, plus applicable 
Federal excise taxes, accorded the most 
favored customer (other than the Govern
ment, the American National Red Cross, and 
the purchasers of typewriting machines for 
educational purposes only) of the manufac
turer of such machines during the 6-month 
period immediately preceding such quarter: 
Provided, That the purchase, utilization, and 
disposal of typewriting machines shall be 
performed in accordance with the provisions 
of the Federal Property and Administrative 
!Services Act of 1949, as amended. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. Mr. Chairman, 
I move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, the rejuvenation of my 
home city of Pittsburgh in recent years 
from a smoke-ridden, slum-choked, dy
ing community to a bright, shining, alert, 
vigorous, and dynamic metropolis has 
been one of the most dramatic stories in 
American municipal history. I think 
every Member of Congress has heard of 
this remarkable metamorphosis, and 
many Members have come to Pittsburgh 
to see for themselves and to be amazed 
by its progress. 

What Pittsburgh has done, any city 
can do if it has the proper leadership on 
the local political level, and the en
lightened cooperation which Pittsburgh 
has received from its businessmen, news
papers, civic organization, and the gen
eral public; and if it will work at it as 
we have worked at it under the leader
ship of its mayor, David L. Lawrence. 

I want to emphasize to the House to
day, Mr. Chairman, that one of the pro
grams which did much to assist in Pitts
burgh's dramatic rejuvenation has been 
the public housing program. It is recog
nized as one of the biggest and one of the 
best in the entire country. It has re
placed numerous slum areas with decent 
housing in which many American fami
lies have finally achieved, for the first 
time, what we like to call the American 
standard of living. These are not houses 
or apartments alone--they are homes. 
They are homes in which families can 
and do have pride. And all of us in Pitts
burgh have a sense of pride in what pub-

. lie housing has contributed to the over
all improvement of our town's appear· 
ance and standards of living. 

I am calling this fact to the attention 
of the House, Mr. Chairman, because the 
action of the House Appropriations Com
mittee in recommending sharp _ curtail
ment and prompt abandonment of pub
lic housing would react adversely to 
any city seeking to emulate Pittsburgh 
by sweeping out the cobwebs of munici
pal neglect and decline, and brightening 
its face and outlook. 

Public housing has had widespread 
and almost universal support in my 
home city of Pittsburgh. Opposed at 
first by some groups, it quickly demon
strated its value to the whole city, and 
today those who fight the program are a 
tiny minority of real-estate operators 
who base their opposition, not on facts 
or actualities, but on institutionalized 
slogans, prefabricated in the real-estate 
lobby's headquarters in Washington; 
and then sent out to localities to be par
rated by real-estate dealers in letters to 
Members of Congress. 

If the Members think they are hearing 
the voice of the people when they harken 
to the real-estate lobby on the question 
of public housing, they are making a big 
mistake, Mr. Chairman. What they are 
listening to is self -seeking propaganda 
designed to make slum property con
tinue to be lucrative property, even if 
that means hardship, suf!ering, humilia
tion, and despair for the folks who are 
forced to continue to live in slum squalor. 
Of course, under redevelopment, some of 
the slums can be cleared, but without 
public housing, where do the people go 
who have lived in those slums? Why, 
into other, and worse, more crowded 
slums. 

The Republican Party, in sounding the 
death knell for public housing, is also 
tolling the bell for any hopes the GOP 
may have of persuading the electorate 
that their party gives a hoot for the 
people. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Capital grants for slum clearance and 

urban redevelopment: For an additional 
amount for payment of capital grants as 
authorized by title I of the Housing Act of 
1949, as amended (42 U. S. C. 1453, 1456), 
$39,000,000, to remain available until ex
pended: Provided, That no funds in this o_r 
any other act shall be available for payment 
of capital grants under any contract involv
ing the development or redevelopment of a 
project for predominantly residential uses 
unless incidental uses are restricted to those 
normally essential for residential uses: Pro
vided further, That before approving any 
local slum clearance program under title I 
of the Housing Act of 1949, the Administrator 
shall give consideration to the efforts of the 
locality to enforce local codes and regulations 
relating to adequate standards of health, 
sanitation, and safety for dwellings and tc. 
the feasibility of achieving slum clearance 
objectives through rehabilitation o! existing 
dwellings and areas: Provided further, That 
the authority under title I of the National 
Housing Act shall be used to the utmost in 
connection with slum rehabilitation needs. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I make 
a point of order against the proviso ap
pearing on page 28, lines 13 to 18, on the 
ground it is legislation on an appropri
ation bill. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from California desire to be heard 
on the point of order? 
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Mr. PHILLIPS. No, Mr. Chairman. 

I think we are compelled· to concede the 
point ·of order and I submit an amend
men~ to replace it. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
from California concedes the point of 
order. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAmMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Is not the effect of 
the point of order raised by the gentle
man from New York to strike out from 
line 9 on page 28 to line 3 on page 29? 

The CHAmMAN. No, the point of 
order is against the language appear
ing in lines 13 to 18, just the one pro
viso. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. The amendment 
starts with the proviso appearing in line 
13 and continues to the end of the sec
tion on page 29, line 3. I thought that 
was what was being stricken out. 

The CHAffiMAN. As the Chair un
derstands it, the gentleman from New 
York confined his point of order to the 
one proviso. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Let it be understood, 
if we may, that my amendment is a 
substitute beginning ·in line 9 and ex
tending for the balance of the page, 
which also affects the point of order 
made by the gentleman from New York. 

The CHAffiMAN. First of all, we will 
have to dispose of the point of order. 
Does the gentleman from California 
concede the point of order to that par
ticular portion? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. We concede the point 
of order. 

The CHAmMAN. The Chair sustains 
the point of order. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, is it 
possible to make a point of order to one 
part of a paragraph and have it limited 
to that particular part? 

The CHAIRMAN. A Member may 
make a point of order to any objection
able language in the paragraph. 

Mr. WHITrEN. Separating it from 
the remainder of the paragraph? 

The CHAffiMAN. Yes. 
Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, there 

is some misunderstanding. The point 
of order the gentleman was making I 
thought applied to the whole paragraph. 
Let the point of order be decided. We 
will not concede it. That will clear up 
the matter. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, if the 
Chair has not decided may I be heard 
on the point of order? I make the point 
of order on the ground it is legislation 
on an appropriation bill. Am I to un
derstand now, that the point of order 
has or has not been conceded? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. We ask for a ruling. 
Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, I 

heard the gentleman from California say 
twice that he conceded the point of 
order. 

The CHAffiMAN. That is what the 
Chair understood and the Chair sus
tained the point of order. 

Mr. RAYBURN. And the Chair held 
that the point of order was good? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. The Chair has not 
_ruled. 

Mr. RAYBURN. The Chair says he 
has. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I beg pardon. Did 
the Chair rule? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair under
stood the point of order to be limited 
to the proviso stated in the point of 
order. The Chair understood that the 
gentleman from California conceded the 
point of order, and the Chair sustains 
the point of order on that one proviso. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
PUBLIC HOUSING ADMINISTRATION 

Administrative expenses: For administra
tive expenses of the Public Housing Admin
istration, $6,950,000, to be merged with and 
expended under the authorization for such 
expenses contained in title II of this act. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment and I ask unanimous con
sent that my amendment to this section 
of the bill may be deferred until the 
last paragraph of this section on page 
31 is read, pertaining to the number of 
units to be authorized for construction 
this year, in order that my amendment 
may be considered properly. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. HALLECK. May I inquire of the 
gentleman whether or not he would press 
his amendment if the point of order is 
sustained to the language on page 31 
beginning at line 12 and continuing 
through line 17? 

Mr. YATES. My amendment is pred
icated upon a point of order being sus
tained to that section. 

Mr. HALLECK. A further parliamen
tary inquiry, Mr. Chairman. Would 

. not an amendment to the language on 
page 29, starting at line 5, still be in order 
after that section is concluded? 

The CHAIRMAN. No. 
Is there objection to the request of the 

gentleman from Illinois? 
There was no objection. 
Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike out the last word. 
Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, a point 

of order. 
The CHAmMAN. The gentleman will 

state it. 
Mr. MULTER. I make the point of 

order against the proviso beginning op. 
page 29, line 12, and running through 
page 31, line 11. 

The CHAIRMAN. We have not 
reached that point yet. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Will the Chair rule 
whether the amendment which I hande~ 
to the desk and which I now have in 
my hand would be proper to offer right 
away at line 13 on page 28? I think the 
Chair moved a little rapidly over the 
amendment I had at the desk. 

The CHAmMAN. The Chair did not 
understand that the gentleman had any 
amendment at the desk at all. The 
Chair ruled upon the point of order of
fered by the gentleman from New York. 

Mr. PHILLIPS.- That is correct. 

The CHAmMAN. And the Chair did 
. not know tht the gentleman had an 
amendment at the desk. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. If the Chair please, 
the REcORD will show that my statement 
was that I concede the point and I sub
mit an amendment in substitution for it. 
This is the amendment. It was not 
acted upon, and I am now offering it at 
line 13 on page 28. 

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, I ob
ject for the reason that it is being offered 
too late. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will pass 
upon that. In view of the statement 
made by the gentleman from California, 
the Chair thinks we should consider his 
amendment, although we did not hear 
him at the time. Will the gentleman 
now offer it? 

Mr. PIDLLIPS. It is at the desk. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re

port the amendment. 
Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, a par

I.iamentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

will state it. 
Mr. RABAUT. Has not "Public Hous

ing Administration" in line 4 on page 29 
been read? 

The CHAffiMAN. It has. 
Mr. RABAUT. Then we are past line 3. 
The CHAIRMAN. There has been a 

misunderstanding between the Chair and 
the gentleman from California, in charge 
of the bill, and the Chair is trying to cor
rect that by having the amendment re
ported, inasmuch as the gentleman stated 
he had an amendment at the desk that 
the Chair did not know anything about. 

Mr. RABAUT. Well, the gentleman 
did not make himself very clear. I do 
not know what the amendment is, but 
when you get down to the parliamentary 
situation, we are past the place and we 
have read beyond it, and I think an 
objection to inserting it at this time 
would hold. 

The CHAIRMAN. The reason we 
passed it is because the Chair could not 
hear the gentleman's amendment in the 
ensuing confusion. The Chair was 
ruling upon a point of order at the time. 
Therefore, we will return to that portion 
and the Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. PHILLIPS: On 

page 28, line 13, insert "Provided, That n:o 
funds in this act shall be available for pay
ment of capital grants under any contract 
involving the development or dedevelopment 
of a project for predominantly residential 
uses where incidental uses are not restricted 
to those normally essential for residential 
uses." 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, a point 
of order. 

The CHAmMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. JAVITS. I make the point of 
order against the amendment on the 
ground that it is legislation on an appro
priation bill. It repeats in practical 
effect the very same proviso. The defect 
in the proviso originally and the defect 
in the language of the amendment is 
exactly this: It is not only a limitation; it 
also imposes additional duties because it 
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says "unless incidental uses are re
stricted." Restricted by whom and -un
der what law, this certainly adds addi
tional duties. So, I submit that the 
amendment has the same fatal defect 
that the part of the bill which the sub
committee agreed should be stricken 
suffered from. The fact that it is a 
committee amendment does not make it 
any better in terms of · the bill than it 
was before. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from California [Mr. PHILLIPS] de
sire to be heard? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, we do 
not agree with the gentleman from New 
York and ask for a ruling. 

The CHAIRMAN <Mr. GRAHAM). The 
Chair holds that it is in the nature of a 
limitation and overrules the point of 
order. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, this 
matter has been discussed. What we 
are attempting to do, as has been said 
before, is to place a limitation upon the 
expenditure of money, to keep it di
rectly in line with the intentions of the 
Congress as expressed in previous legis
lative enactments; that the expenditures 
shall be for items normally essential for 
residential use in slum-clearance proj
ects, and those normally essential to 
residential use. 

I have no further comments. 
The CHAffiMAN (Mr. GRAHAM). The 

Chair notes that the gentleman's amend
ment is directed to page 28, line 9, when 
it should be directed to page 28, line 13. 
In order that the RECORD may be clear, 
and without objection, the correction 
will be made accordingly. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

fn opposition to the amendment. 
Mr. Chairman, I oppose this amend

ment because it is said to be directed, 
like an arrow, at a specific project in a 
specific city. I submit that if we per
mit on appropriation bills particular 
projects to be disposed of in this fash
ion, we are opening the door to some 
very dangerous precedents that will af
feet not only New York but every State 
and every city in the country. 

Why is this wrong? Obviously, the 
authorities who are charged with ad
ministering these capital grants for slum 
clearance, the administration's people, 
will themselves determine whether or·not 
they are going to allow any particular 
slum-clearance grant. They do not 
have to grant an application which is 
contrary to tlie letter and the spirit of 
the law in effect. 

This agency, under our former col
league, Hon. Albert Cole, can certainly 
be relied upon in that respect. But this 
amendment is getting here in the Con
gress, and in a secondary way through 
an Appropriations Committee rather 
than even to a standing legislative com
mittee, to the kind of administrative 
decision which we must inevitably leave 
to our administrative officers. We can
not engage in retaliation or in spanking 
particular people or particular projects 
on the :floor of this House without get
ting ourselves into a thicket of diffi
culties and affecting projects we have 
no idea we are affecting in such a move. 

I submit that it is in the interest of 
the preservation by every Member of this 
House · and his local community prob
lems that an amendment like this should 
be turned down so that Member·s will 
be serving notice that that is not the 
way they are going to have their local 
problems disposed of. · 

Mr. MULTER: Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to my colleague 
from New York. 

Mr. MULTER. As a matter of fact, 
in aiming at this one particular project 
they do not accomplish the purpose, be
cause the contracts have been let and 
the grants have been pledged. Even 
though they pass this, they do not reach 
the particular project they are attempt
ing to reach. 

Mr. JAVITS. On the contrary, it may 
be possible that this shot will ricochet 
and hit a dozen other projects elsewhere. 

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. That is just the 
point I wanted to make. I believe very 
few Members understand what this pro
posed amendment does. I am afraid it 
may have some effect on a number of 
projects in my hometown, in the mat
ter of restrictions. Would the gentle
man explain the effect of the amend
ment, please? 

Mr. JAVITS. What the amendment 
seeks to do is to hold some clearance 
projects strictly to residential purposes, 
without allowing for any other purposes, 
with a broad distinction as to possibiy 
incidental residential uses, whatever 
that means. Yet this is often not the 
way that slum clearance can be actually 
effected and the kind of land use at
tained which will really permit slum 
clearance to deal with the housing prob
lems which it is intended to reach. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. If the gentle
man will yield further, we have a par
ticular project in Pittsburgh where we 
attempt to erect a civic auditorium for 
the benefit of the public at large. Would 
that restriction operate against our 
project? 

Mr. JA VITS. I should think the gen
tleman would certainly want to be sure 
it does not do so. 

Mr. EBERHARTER. I think it is a 
very dangerous amendment. 

Mr. JAVITS. I certainly agree. 
Mr. EBERHARTER. We cannot im

prove the city if we adopt this amend
ment. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word, and ask unan
imous consent to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New Hampshire? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. COTTON. Mr. Chairman, it seems 

necessary that this Committee of the 
Whole know exactly what is involved in 
this controversy. It appears, and the 
facts were presented to our committee 

. to prove it, that in a certain instance 
this law and the funds obtainable under 
it were used to tear down an office build-

irig to make way for ·some kind of ath
letic stadium. The taxpayers' money 
was not used to fUrnish homes ot houses. 
It was not used to get rid of slums and 
to give people places in which to live. 
It was not used for the purpose of this 
important project of slum clearance in 
which we all believe. 

To say that this amendment is leveled 
at one case, I suggest to you, is hardly 
a fact. This is an instance that has 
called the attention of the Congress to 
the possibility of continued abuse. Is 
there anything wrong in seeing to it 
that because of what has been demon
strated in this instance the law shall be 
so clear that the funds under it shall be 
used for the purpose for which we all 
agree they ought to be used, to rehabili· 
tate blighted areas, to clean out slums, 
and to provide · proper living quarters? 
That is the whole thing in a nutshell. 

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

Mr. COTTON. I· yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I think it should be 
said the effect goes a little further than 
that. The gentleman has indicated it. 
In order to make it a 50-percent resi
dential property, it was necessary to 
count in the basement of the coliseum 
that was going to be built, saying that 
because the residents in the district 
would leave their automobiles in this 
garage that was to be built, it could then 
be counted as a residential area. It has 
been said that this does not affect that 
particular project. On that I would 
agree. It has been said that therefore 
it is pointless. It is not pointless. If 
there is any other situation in the United 
States where this is in fact true, it would 
and should apply to that. 

Mr. COTTON. I simply want to make 
it very clear, Mr. Chairman, that we are 
not criticizing the good faith of anybody 
involved in this particular instance, and 
it was not the purpose of the committee 
to indulge in any extended explanation 
which could be construed as an attack 
on this particular transa"ction; but it 
seemed to your committee to be clearly 
in violation of the spirit and purpose of 
the law. This language is not directed 
at one case, it is directed to prevent such 
cases in the future. We want to be per
fectly sure that this Federal money will 
be used to provide homes for slum dwell
ers, not moving-picture palaces or ath
letic stadiums. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in ·opposition to the amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I think there are some 
dangers, as some of the other Members 
do, in adopting the language proposed 
by the chairman of the committee be
cause it might hit some perfectly worthy 
projects, which probably is not the in
tention of the language as presented, 
but I would like to ask the chairman of 
the committee~ if, in. his opinion, a p~oj
ect which was essentially residential be
fore the redevelopment, and in process 
of redevelopment there was included, for 
instance, some part of a university or 

·a pu!Jlic park . or opera house or some
thing such as might be contained in the 
J?r.~posed Zeckend<;~rf p~~n .for the re
development of southwest Washington, 
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would that be likely to be interfered 
with by this language? 

·Mr. PHILLIPS. I cannot answer the 
question as definitely as the gentleman 
would like because I do not know how 
much of that area is residential. But 
my impression is that it is a great deal 
more than 50 percent residential when 
you start out, and certainly the intent 
of. the Congress in passing previous 
housing bills which contained these pro
visions was to do away with slums, and 
I think that the gentleman's project 
comes well within that. I suggested to 
this gentleman, as I did to the gentle
man from Pennsylvania, that that ques
tion should be properly referred to the 
Committee ori Banking and Currency .. 
We are interested only in a limitation of 

' the funds so that the expenditures may· 
be made inside . the intent of Congress, 

· as indicated by the actions of the Com
mittee on Banking and.Currency. 

Mr. HOWELL. I thank the gentle
man. In an editorial in this afternoon's 
Evening Star, it suggests that that area 
presently is about 80 percent residential 
and in the redevelopment the percentage 
might be changed a little bit. If that 
were so, it would probably not interfere, 
is that correct? 

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

Mr. HOWELL. I yield. 
Mr. JA VITS. It seems to me that the 

whole point in regard to urban rede
velopment projects premised on private 
fnitiative makes -it necessary to make 
the redevelopment area habitable and 
hence you may-have to introduce other 
structures in such an area. On the 
question of whether or not other struc
tures should be included,. it seems to me 
that ought to be left to the administra
tor. The minute you write this language 
in the bill, you are putting out danger 
signals which are bound ultimately to 
go the other way and hamper urban re
development by private enterprise. I 
think with that danger then despite the 
sweeping assurances from the chairman 
of the subcommittee you will find this 
is going to be something hung around 
the neck of urban redevelopment; if not 
another restriction why would it not 
be put in here. 
· Mr. HOWELL. I agree with the gen
tleman. I think what he , said is abso
lutely true, and that there would be a 
real danger of interfering with one of 
the finest projected redevelopment proj
ects right here in the National Capital 
and we ought not to take a chance with 
thai sort of thing. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that debate on this 
amendment and all amendments thereto 
close in 10 minutes. 

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

There was no objection. 
. Mr. FULTON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. · 

Mr. Chairman, in order to have a fur
ther explanation as to what is intended 
·here, and to give a little bit of the back
ground on which this dispute is based, 
I would like to make these few com
ments. The committee is right -in want-

ing to clear slum residences. There are 
two ' types of clea"rance projects-one, 
where the residences are there to begin 
with and we clear them and put in other 
projects, and the other type is where you 
are clearing office buildings or buying 
misused land and putting up residences 
of modern type. So those are the two 
types. Either you start with · slum resi
dences or you end up with something 
residential. Of course, the residential 
purpose is under the original act of 1949, 
and as it might be amended by. the new 
act or bill which is to be brought in in 
1954, the Wolcott bill which will set the 
legislative intent. This is an adminis
trative question.· 

If you look at the committee report, 
on page 16, in the second paragraph, it
defines what can be considered "pre
dominately residential." It says: 

Section 110 (c) (II) of that act defines a 
project to mean an area which is to be de
veloped or redeveloped ."for predominantly 
residential uses." It is understood that ad
ministratively this broad term has been con
sidered as not necessarily meaning that the 
residential use shall constitute any given 
percentage of the physical area or construc
tion of a project for residential purposes, but 
can mean that a project could be 30 percent 
for park purposes, 30 percent for commercial 
uses, and 40 percent for residential uses. 
Thus, only 40 percent of the project would 
be for residential purposes but probably 
would be considered as constituting "pre
dominately residential use" of the project 
within the meaning of the act. 

That. is an attempt to interpret this 
language that has been put in here orig
inally by the committee and; I believe, 
is being_ substituted by this .committee 
amendment. I would like to ask the 
chairman of the committee whether the 
report of the committee as I have read 
it expresses the purpose when the origi
nal bill was brought in. Would that 
language apply with equal force to the 
language now submitted by the chair
man of the subcommittee? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I agree with the gen
tleman. 

Mr. FULTON. It is the purpose of set
ting out the legislative intent, and is in 
no way changing any substantive law as 
laid down in the original Housing Act 
of 1949, nor is it any attempt to change 
in advance the housing bill which will 
be brought in here later? 

Mr. PHIT..LIPS. The gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. FULTON. I than!;:: you. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
THOMAS]. 

<By unanimous consent Mr. PHILLIPS 
transferred the time allotted to hun to 
Mr. THOMAS.) 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to urge the committee to give very, very 
serious consideration to this language 
that has been offered by the chairman 
of the subcommittee. 

I will address myself briefly to the 
meaning of slum clearance. In my 
hu_mble jlJdgment this is one of the finest 
pieces of legislation in this entire bill
slum clearance. Without this language 
"we are taking a chance of thwarting this 
'very high and noble purpose of clearing 
slums. Do you realize tha_t the Housing 

Act of 1949 carries an. authorization of a 
billion dollars in loans to the cities, and 
it carries an authorization of grants in 
the amount· of $500 million? 
. The Federal Government is putting up 

t'wo-thirds. After the Federal Govern
ment puts up two-thirds, the cities can 
come in by transferring streets, sewers, 
and whatnot in a slum area, and-it vir
tually costs the city· nothing. Now what 
is the objective? What are you seeking 
to do by that tremendous expenditure 
of money? You are seeking to blot out 
slums and give the people decent hous
ing. 'L'his language holds -us- to that 
purpose. We could go into anybody's 
town and, without this language, wen-·· 
meaning and honest people could get out 
there and spend your money tO clear a 
slum and build a moving-picture the
ater, a bank building, or anything else. 

If you want to kill this slum-clearance 
program, Mr. Chairman, leave the door 
wide open as it is now. You better adopt 
this language; this is common horse
sense; it protects the integrity of this 
act," that is all it does. 

If the cities want to build an arcade, 
this act does not prevent the city or com
munity spending its own money. Let us, 
however, spend Federal money for the 
purpose for which you appropriate it. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentlewoman 
from Pennsylvania [Mrs. BucHANAN] is 
recognized. . 

Mrs. , BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, 
when President Eisenhower announced 
that . his- budget called for only 35,000 
public housing units ·a year for· the next 
4 years, after which he hoped a go·od sub.:. 
stitute could be in ·operation to· replace 
public housing, many of us felt ne had 
not made a deep enough study of this 
problem or he would not have made such 
a faint-hearted proposal. 

After all, the late Senator Taft, who 
was regarded as the symbol of Republi
can conservatism, had, over the years, 
changed his mind, and became a vigor
ous supporter of the public housing pro
gram, and was a cosponsor of the legis
lation to authorize 135,000 units a year. 
Several other Republican Senators had 
also joined the Democrats in the past in 
sponsoring this program. 

When President Eisenhower provided 
for only 35,000 units a year, it was a 
blow to our goals of providing better 
housing for some of the millions of 
families -now living in substandard dwell
ings. The action of the House -Appro
priations Committee in voting to kilfoff 
the program entirely would doom those 
families to continue living indefinitely 
in slums. 

An American family, Mr. Chairman, 
should have a chance to live in decent 
housing. Housing is one of the most iffi .. 
portant factors in a child's environ
ment. We have ample evidence that 
juvenile delinquency flourishes out of all 
proportion in slum areas, and out of 
juvenile delinquency grows vicious adult 
crime. 
. I urge the House, Mr. Speaker, to pass 
the necessary legislation· and provide 
funds for at least the 35,000 units a year 
recommended· by the President not just 
for this year but to make sure ·that the 
program can continue in sub_sequent 
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years. Even this figure of 35,000 is much 
too little, when we remember that Presi
dent Truman provided for 75,00(, units 
a year. 

The public-housing program has been 
a huge success in ·McKeesport, Pitts
burgh, and other areas of Allegheny 
County and, I know, in many other parts 
of the country, too. The Appropriations 
Committee, without specifying how, says 
it has been a failure. 

Where has it failed? How? In what 
communities? 

If there have been failures, let us cor
rect the faults. But let us not kill off a 
tremendously useful, tremendously suc
cessful program everywhere, just on the 
assertion, from some of the members of 
the Appropriations Committee that they 
do not believe it has worked well. We 
must realize that even under the legisla
tive situation that has developed here, 
removal of the restrictive language from 
the bill would still mean that no new 
projects could be undertaken; so it would 
still, in effect, be killing off a very suc
cessful program. 

I have seen how it has worked in my 
congressional district. I have seen what 
it has done for-what it has meant to
families now living in decent quarters 
who formerly lived in wretched, over
crowded, inadequate, substandard fire
traps and slums. 

Is there no compassion in this Con
gress-in its Republican majority-for 
people who need help? 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
man from California. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 

move to strike out the last word and ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 3 ad
ditional minutes. 

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

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from New Jersey is recognized for 
8 minutes. 

Mr. CANFIELD. Someone has said 
that life is too short to be little. Frankly, 
I think the House today is being little in 
its consideration of the President's public 
housing program. Certainly it is being 
very little in the mechanics that have 
been developed on this floor to defeat the 
program in this body. 

Mr. Chairman, as I understand it, 
the only limitation on the authority 
to authorize public housing construction 
under existing contracts is contained in 
clause (1) of the last proviso of the ap
propriation for annual contributions for 
the fiscal year 1954. That limitation of 
20,000 units is expressly extended only 
for the duration of the fiscal year 1954 
and expires on June 30 of this year. It 
is not permanent legislation. 

Therefore, unless additional limiting 
language is enacted by Congress for the 
future, the Public Housing Administra
tion will be authorized to permit all the 
units under existing contracts, number
ing approximately 35,000, to be placed 
under construction. The effect of the 
point of order ·knocking out the proposed 
20,000-unit limitation for the fiscal year 

1955 will, therefore, have the effect of 
permitting the construction of all the 
units under contract. 

However, it is fallacious to assume that 
giving the Public Housing Administra
tion authority to authorize the construc
tion of units under existing contracts 
will result in the construction of 35,000 
units next year. I have been informed 
that, due to a variety of factors, includ
ing delays in the title I slum-clearance 
program and Ioca: differences of opinion 
in the selection of sites, and so forth, only 
15,000 of the units under contract can 
reasonably be expected to be ready for 
construction in the fiscal year 1955. 

This is what happened when Congress 
stopped the pipeline of public housing 
last year. Construction contracts do not 
become the better when bound by the 
strictures of fiscal years. You cannot 
plan a number of homes in a day's time, 
a week's time, a month's time, or a year's 
time. Particularly, you cannot do this 
when the number of homes you are mak
ing available are numbered in the hun
dreds or thousands. You cannot ask 
architects or contractors or labor unions 
or engineers to produce overnight, or 
even over a year's time, what you your
self could not build in a lifetime. 

What the public housing program 
needs in order to construct 35,000 units 
next year is the authority to enter into 
additional contracts which can develop 
speedily enough to get under construc
tion in fiscal year 1955. This the Public 
Housing Administration is prohibited 
from doing by the second clause of last 
year's proviso which prohibits it per
manently from entering into any new 
contracts. It is this limitation, rather 
than the limitation on construction 
starts, which is effectively killing the 
public housing program. 

I find it hard to comprehend the logic 
of the Appropriations Committee in re
ducing the public-housing program to a 
point of virtual ineffectiveness. It is 
obvious the committee recognized the 
seriousness of the problem of slum and 
blight in our cities. The full request of 
$39 million for slum clearance and ur
ban redevelopment was approved. To 
me, this seems to indicate the commit
tee was willing to back an all-out fight on 
slums. I was gratified to see that a 
sledgehammer attack was intended. 
Then to my complete consternation, I 
note that the sledgehammer was denied 
a handle. Public housing was that han
dle. The momentum of the intended 
blow no longer can be achieved-for now 
we find that we are offered not even half 
a weapon. 

I think the membership of this House 
needs to know what this means to our 
agreed objective. We all want to save 
our cities from the cancer of slums. 
There's no argument among us on that. 
And President Eisenhower took the lead 
in asking for a new and logical approach. 
A committee of 23 experts under the 
chairmanship of Albert M. Cole, Admin
istrator of the Housing and Home Fi
nance Agency, was appointed by the 
President. This committee was headed 
by a Republican ·and it was comprised, 
not of dreamers and visionaries, but 
practical men -who favor the largest pos
sible role for private enterprise-com-

mensurate . with · getting the job done. 
That committee really went to work. 
They did a shirtsleeve job. They turned 
in the best report that it has been my 
privilege to have seen on the subject. 

After studying it carefully, President 
Eisenhower prepared a housing message 
which said in part: 

We believe that needed progress can best 
be met by full and effective utilization of 
our competitive economy with its vast re
sources for building and financing homes 
for our people. 

At the same time, the President saw 
the need for recommending 35,000 units 
for each of the next 4 years. This, you 
can be sure, was the bare minimum that 
he believed to be necessary. 

The legislation introduced called for 
industry to mobilize itself in this fight 
against slums, and inducements includ
ing 100-percent guaranteed 40-year 
mortgages up to $7,000 were offered. 
But even this provision would not take 
care of those slum dwellers who simply 
have not the money to take advantage 
of it. For their problem, public housing 
is the only practical solution-short of 
maintaining them in the slums. To 
maintain them there will cost more than 
the projects. 

We all hope the future will produce 
other and more desirable means of lick
ing the problem of the slums. But that 
is hope. Even the brightest prospects 
for tomorrow will not keep the rain ofi 
families who are displaced by slum 
clearance today. They have got to have 
adequate housing they can afford. The. 
alternative is to force them into a situa
tion that can only breed more slums
thus sabotaging our agreed purposes. 

That is why the President and his 
most informed Republican advisers have 
recommended continuing public housing 
at a reasonable level until the new pro-
grams have had a chance to prove their 
success. Remember, you may not ap
prove of the boat you are in, but you had 
better not kick the bottom out of it until 
another boat comes along-particularly 
when you have a vital destination and 
too little time. Public housing is no holy 
cause. We who are its stanchest advo
cates believe it a practical weapon that 
we will have to use until other weapons 
that can do the job can be perfected. · · 

As long as the average income of 
families now occupying public housing 
is under $2,000 a year-and as long as 
even the cheapest private housing now 
available is beyond their means at to
day's prices-then a reasonable level of 
public housing is needed. Even a re
luctant appraisal of that reasonable level 
is 35,000 units per year. 

If this is extravagant, then we have 
been a hundred times more so with 
others. Our subsidies for public housing 
last year amounted to about $40 mil
lion-just 1 percent-just one one
hundredth of what we are paying out in 
foreign aid. Certainly, the rehabilita
tion of our slum dwellers and our rescue 
of urban centers from the disease of 
slums is worth that much. 

Those of you who have been listening 
to the high expectations of those who 
want to get the Government out of the 
housing business may well sympathize 
with their motives and their objectives. 
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But their sense of -timing· is overly opti-·· 
mistic. I believe this, and so do the 
Republicans who have been closest to . 
the problem. . 

I urge my fellow Republicans to place 
their faith in the leadership of our 
party. · 

When a Republican President-and a 
Republican Housing Administrator and 
a Republican Commission of Public 
Housing have agreed to the need for this 
program, I say we should accept their· 
judgment. Let us be realists-let us 
concede the practical necessity for pub
lic housing at this time. Let us accept 
it until the forces of free enterprise can 
be mobilized to clean up slums as they 
have never been cleaned up before. 

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

Mr. CANFIElD. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. I just want to tell the 
gentleman with respect to his remarks 
that this is a minimum program. Those 
are the very words that were used by 
Albert M. Cole, Administrator, Housing 
and Home Finance Agency, when heap
peared before our subcommittee. In 
response to a question I asked him he 
stated that the program he was recom
mending to our committee was the abso
lute minimum that should be considered 
at the present time, because the program 
that he recommended envisaged the con
struction of 35,000 units a year for each 
of 4 years. 

Mr. CANFIELD. I know that to be 
true, and I know, too, that the President 
today is standing wholeheartedly behind 
the number requested. 

Mi. RAINS. Mr. Chairman, I move to 
strike out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise at this time to 
hold up the hand of my good Republican 
friend from New Jersey and to tell you 
that in 10 years I have spent on the 
Banking and Currency Committee, the 
committee charged with writing housing 
legislation, that committee has not yet 
been able to find any answer, as Mr. 
Cole, who at one time was an opponent 
of public housing, has not been able to 
find any answer to the housing problem 
of the low-income people who live in the 
slums of this country. I come from that 
section of the Deep South where public 
housing perhaps is not the hot problem 
it appears to be in some of the great 
cities of the Nation. I do know this 
bill is no answer to the people who are 
to be moved out of the slums by the 
slum-clearance program, and that you 
are killing outright the public-housing 
program. 

Not only is it true that the President 
asked for 35,000 units, but as I under
stood his message, he asked for 35,000 
new units over and above anything al
ready committed in this bill. You are 
giving him not the minimum required 
or requested, you are giving him nothing. 

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

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

Mr. YATES. As a matter of fact, it is 
proposed to give the communities the 
units that were the subject of contracts 
entered into under a Democratic admin
istration. 

-Mr. -RAINS. ·That is correct. I un• 
derstand, and I am quite sure I under
stand it correctly, that there is to be a 
point of order made against the 20,000 
units provided in this particular bill, and 
that will strike the provision down com
pletely, and then it is clear to all of us 
that there will be no public housing pro
vision in this appropriation bill whatso
ever. Now·I wonder if the Republicans 
really mean what they say, that they are 
going to carry forward the President's 
so:..called dynamic program. I am frank 
to say that, in my judgment, a lot of 
low-income people in the cities of Amer
ica are going to be interested in the an
swer. So will I, as a Democrat, because 
I believe that you cannot afford to kill 
completely public housing. . 

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

Mr. RAINS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I have heard it 
said, and I would like my friend to con
firm it or to enlighten me, that the dis
tinguished · chairman of the Committee 
on Banking and Currency, in the consid
eration of the housing bill just recently 
reported out of the gentleman's commit
tee, took the position that there was au
thority in law for appropriations for 
public- and low-cost housing. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. RAINS. I am quite sure that was 
the position taken by the majority in the 
Committee on Banking and CUrrency. 
As a matter of fact, there is authority in 
the law already, passed under a Demo
cratic administration, for more even 
than the 35,000 units. I thirik my ~col
lection is correct when I say there is au
thority and authorization for about 
130,000 units. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Yes, but what 
about the rider of last year? That is 
what I am coming to. As I understand 
the position, if a point of order is sus
tained, it will probably be sustained on 
the ground that the rider of last year for 
all practical purposes repealed that pro
vision of the organic law. 

Mr. RAINS. I think my friend is 
absolutely correct, and I think that was 
the full impact of what happened last 
year when we were not operating under 
similar circumstances and could not 
raise a point of order against legislation 
on an appropriation bill. 

Mr. McCORMACK. So, in other 
words, the distinguished chairman of 
the Committee on Banking and Currency 
takes the position that there is authority 
in law now. Now, the Committee on 
Appropriations takes the position that 
there is no authority in law, and the 
point of order will be shortly advanced, 
I assume, to the chairman. 

Mr. RAINS. As it appears to me, may 
I say to my friend from Massachusetts, 
either way we ·go at it the housing pro
gram is about to be cut off. I want to be 
kind to the chairman of my committee. 
He is my friend and a very distinguished 
gentleman, but I think it is time for the 
legislative committee of the House to 
start doing their job and for the Com
mittee on Appropriations to quit legis
lating on appropriation bills. 

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, · last year Congress 
passed the Synthetic Rubber Facilities 
Disposal Act and authorized the appoint
ment of a commission to take bids and 
negotiate for the sale of the Govern
ment-owned synthetic rubber plants. 

Since that time the President has ap
pointed a most distinguished Commis
sion composed of Mr. Holman D. Petti
bone, Chairman of the Commission, Mr. 
Leslie R. Rounds, and Mr. Everett R. 
Cook. Mr. Eugene Holland is the execu
tive director. 

I have been most impressed with the 
manner in which this Commission has 
gone about its business and I am confi
dent that the sales which· they recom
mend to the Congress will meet all of 
the objectives of the Disposal Act. · 

The Commission is working diligently 
in an effort to attract as many bidders · 
as they can possibly find and I know 
that they will make every effort to se
cure purchasers which will lead to the 
establishment of a competitive synthetic 
rubber industry in the hands of private 
capital. 

But apparently there is still one or 
more persons in the rubber industry who 
think that a little Government owner
ship, while bad for everyone else, may 
not be bad for them. On March 11 an 
article appeared in the Wall Street Jour
nal, datelined, Akron and under the by
line of Lee Geist. 

In this article Mr. Geist wrote among 
other things, that while rubber produc
ers want the Government out of the 
synthetic rubber business and while they 
have an opportunity to· buy these plants 
from the Government, "they are not too 
sure they want to buy." The article 
quotes a spokesman from an Akron firm 
as saying, "We are going to bid on three 
plants. But frankly, we would like to 
end up with none." 

This kind of talk, I presume, should be 
labeled "the whittling down strategy." 
Scare enough people into thinking that 
you cannot operate these plants at a 
profit, or claim that they are obsolete, 
and perhaps you can cut your own bid 
down because you might scare out some 
other bidders who might have paid more. 

Well, Congress has given private in
dustry the chance to buy these plants. 
The bill that authorized the sale of the 
plants is not what I had hoped for, by 
any means. And it is obvious that if 
anyone wanted to make an issue on the 
sale of any of these facilities-any one 
of them-the opportunity is contained in 
the Disposal Act. But the facilities can 
be turned over to private industry, for a 
fair price, under this act. 

I want to serve notice right here and 
now that if anybody in private industry 
entertains the idea of buying one of these 
facilities at a giveaway price, they will 
get that facility only over my violent 
objection. 

Or if anyone in the rubber industry, 
having been under Government control 
so long, wants only to pay lip service to 
the theory of private enterprise and is 
not willing to invest in the future of this 
Nation and the private-enterprise sys
tem, then believe me, if .he is successful 
he will get all the Government he wants, 
and perhaps more .. 
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You know, there is a strange thing 
about the entire synthetic rubber pro
gram, which many people do not realize 
and that is, the rubber industry has done 
very well under this Government pro
gram. It is rather nice to operate a busi
ness where you can buy your materials 
from a Government source at a fixed 
price and under a system where you 
used to be able to turn the spigot on and 
off without cost to the customers. And 
it was nice of the Government to ware
house the inventory for private enter
prise. So maybe there are one or two in 
the rubber industry who have adopted 
the theory that if they cannot buy the 
plants for peanuts, then they would 
rather have the Government stay in the 
business. 

Well, I believe there are enough people 
in private industry in this Nation who 
have confidence in the future of America 
to buy these plants at a fair price and 
the few faint hearts will just have to 
get along under the private enterprise 
system. 

Frankly, I was a little disappointed to 
read in the Wall Street Journal that 
there is a rubber manufacturer, I pre
sume, in Akron, and I hope only one, 
who would make the statement, "We are 
going to bid on three plants. But 
frankly we'd like to end up with none." 
If this company represented any sizable 

· part of the rubber industry, then I would 
say, perhaps the Government better 
stay in this business, but operate the 
synthetic-rubber industry on a little 
tougher basis. I might add that we are 
doing that today under a firm order 
system. But perhaps if Government is 
going to be forced to stay in this busi
ness because of faint-hearted people 
who may be trying to dissuade others 
from bidding on these plants, then the 
Government should run its monopoly in 
such a way as to return to the Govern
ment every penny invested in this indus
try by the Government, including the 
World War n costs. 

Now you know it is a funny thing in 
this business, but in the case of a few 
people, their interest in getting the Gov
ernment out of business apparently 
varies as the price of natural rubber goes 
up or down. Right now the price is 
down, so there probably are a few who 
are losing interest in buying one of these 
plants, but if the price of natural rub
ber goes up, I am quite ·sure that these 
same voices would be the loudest ones 
crying to get the Government out of 
business. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I do not want my 
remarks misinterpreted. I am basing 
what I have said on an article which 
appeared in the Wall Street Journal. 
That is a reputable paper, so I must 
presume that the quoted statements 
came from somebody in the rubber in
dustry. · I am not condemning all of the 
rubber manufacturers, in fact the vast 
majority of them strongly believe in the 
private enterprise system; have tremen
dous confidence in the future of Amer
ica; contributed greatly to the tech• 
nological developments in synthetic rub
ber; have great faith in the future of 
synthetic rubber; and are willing to pay 
a fair price for these facilities and sin
cerely want to get the Government out 

of the rubber business. My remarks are 
directed against that individual, or that 
company, or those individuals, or those 
companies, who are either attempting 
to whittle down the selling price of these 
facilities or have decided that a little 
Government ownership is a mighty 
handy gadget so long as it appears on 
the proper side of the balance sheet. 

The sale of these facilities is complex; 
it does involve many technicalities; and 
certain risks are involved. But I know 
that there are many outstanding com
panies in this Nation who are interested 
in submitting a bid for one or more of 
the facilities. And I would like to say 
now that if there are rubber users in the 
United States who wish to join with a 
group that is interested in submitting 
a bid for one of these facilities, I am 
quite confident that if they act promptly, 
this potential bidder will be very glad to 
discuss possible participation. I say this 
in case there is any rubber user in the 
Nation who has been turned down in his 
effort to become a party to the purchase 
of one of the facilities. 

Now an example of how a little snow
ball can grow will be found in the Wall 
Street Journal of March 17, 1954. On 
the preceding day, the Rubber Facilities 
Disposal Com..-nission issued a press re
lease in the nature of an interim report. 
I will make that a part of my remarks 
at the conclusion, but the Wall Street 
Journal used as the headline for this 
news release the following: "No Bids Re
ceived Yet for Synthetic Rubber Plants, 
Report Reveals." I am quite confident 
that there is no one on the Wall Street 
Journal who is trying to dissuade people 
from submitting a bid for these facilities, 
but here is an article headed by the state
ment that no bids have been received 
yet for these facilities. Well, the bids 
are not due until May 27 and it is highly 
unlikely that anyone would submit a bid 
which would include the price at this 
stage of the game when they have until 
the 27th of May to put the final bid price 
in their proposal. I seriously doubt 

· whether anybody planning to buy an 
automobile, a house, or a bag of corn at 
a date in the future would submit a defi
nite price now on a competitive basis for 
a bid that would not be opened for 2 
months. 

What I am getting at is this: The 
Congress authorized the sale of these 
facilities and set up certain standards. 
But if anyone thinks that the Congress 
is going to be fooled by a lot of scare 
talk and a lot of "I am not interested" 
talk, then they do not know the Congress 
of the United States. If industry does 
not want to buy these plants, or if indus
try is only willing to submit token bids 
for these plants, then industry might just 
as well know now that the Government 
is going to be in the rubber business from 
here on out; perhaps even on an increas
ing scale. And as far as I am concerned, 
if the Government stays in the rubber 
business, then the Government must 
operate the plants in such a manner as 
to recover every penny invested in these 
plants. 

I would like to attach to my remarks 
at this time the interim report submitted 
by the Rubber Facilities Disposal Com-

mission indicating, among other things, 
that 196 requests for plant brochures 
have been received from all types of 
industrial firms; 274 requests for in
structions and information have been 
received and answered; 42 conferences 
with prospective purchasers have been 
held; and a fiat statement that interest 
in the disposal program is increasing. 
And finally, the report states that pro
posals have been received and reviewed, 
without a price value placed in the pro
posal at this time. 

I think this proves that there are many 
companies in this country who are will
ing to invest in the future of America, 
and· I only hope that the manufacturer 
who said he did not want to buy one of 
these plants gets his wish. I do not 
know who the gentleman is, but it is 
quite possible that a company he had 
not considered might end up with the 
plant that he apparently does not want, 
or perhaps wants only on a giveaway 
basis. 

RUBBER PRODUCING FACILITIES 
DISPOSAL COMMISSION, 

Washington, March 16, 1954. 
An ir.terim report of the Commission ap

pointed by the President to dispose of the 
Government-owned synthetic rubber facil
ities was made today to the Senate Com
mittee on Banking and Currency and to the 
House Committee on Armed Services. The 
report was signed by Holman D. Pettibone, 
Chairman of the Commission. Other Com
mission members are Leslie R. Rounds and 
Everett R. Cook. The report follows: 

The Rubber Producing Facilities Disposal 
Commission has completed inspection of 25 
of the 27 plants offered for sale under pro
visions of Public Law 205, to transfer syn
thetic-rubber manufacture to private enter
prise. 

Inspection trips have included the follow-
ing facilities: 

Three plants at Baton Rouge, La. 
Two plants at Lake Charles, La. 
Three plants at Port Neches, Tex. 
Three plants at Baytown, Tex. 
Two plants at Houston, Tex. 
Two plants at Borger, Tex. 
Four plants in the Los Angeles area. 
Two plants at Louisville, Ky. 
One plant at Institute, W. Va. 
Two plants at Akron, Ohio. 
One plant at Kobuta, Pa. 
The two plants at Naugatuck, Conn., re

main to be visited. 
Commission members have some impres

sions from these contacts that can be sum
Inarized as follows: 

1. The plants have been well maintained 
by their present operators and are in good 
condition, including those in standby. 

2. Although the quality of synthetic rub
ber has been vastly improved and new types 
developed, such as cold rubber, in the past 
decade there have been no basic changes in 
the functional process of making rubber. 

3. Properties average some 10 years of op
eration. The degree of their obsolescence 
and depreciation obviously will be a matter 
to resolve in final negotiations for their sale. 
In this connection, the first two observa
tions are relevant. 

4. Plants generally are well located in or 
near areas for facilitating efficient operation. 

.5. There 1s optimism in the industry over 
the long-term outlook for increased demand 
and expanding markets for synthetic rubber. 

6. Keen competition exists among the 
rubber, chemical, and petroleum industries 
interested in buying the plants. Other com
panies not now engaged in synthetic rubber 
manufacture or its component materials are 
also interested. 
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7. The Commission is impressed by the 

sincerity displayed by industrial executives. 
They have indicated a firm belief that the 
public interest will be served best by having 
plant ownership in private hands. They 
seem to feel that they have a responsibility 
in making this possible by offering to pur
chase the plants at realistic figures which 
recognize the potentialities of the synthetic 
rubber industry. 

8. The Commission has advised all pros
pective buyers that it will not recommend 
any giveaway program to Congress. Since 
its organization, the Commission has been 
guided by these basic factors: . 

(a) That technical information on the 
plants be equally available to all interested 
parties, regardless of size or nature of their 
business. 

(b) That a full, fair value be obtained for 
the plants; that the sales pattern insure a 
free, competitive rubber industry and that 
the interest of national security be protected. 

(c) That the spirit and intent of the law, 
as developed in committee hearings and de
bate in both Houses of Congress, be followed. 

The Commission of three members, ap
pointed by the President, organized for
melly on November 10, 1953. As required 
by law, the Commission advertised for pro
posals on the plant properties on November 
18, 1953. These advertisements appeared in 
several of the Nation's leading newspapers 
and business publications. 

Under the law, proposals for purchase of 
the properties will be received until May 27 
of this year. Then follows a period of nego
tiation with the bidders, ending December 27, 
1954. No later than January 31, 1955, the 
Commission must submit its recommenda
tions to Congress. 

Brochures containing full technical dat.a 
on the plants have been offered to all pros
pective buyers on request. The following 
resume describes the activities of the Com
mission, of general interest, since last 
November. 

1. The Commission's legal staff has con
sulted frequently with the Office of the At
torney General. As required by law, the 
Attorney General must be consulted and pass 
on the sales pattern recommended. 

2. One hundred and ninety-six requests 
for plant brochures have been received from 
all types of industrial firms. Hundreds of 
brochures have been distributed. 

3. Two hundred and seventy-four requests 
for instructions and information have been 
received and answered. 

4. Forty-two conferences with prospective 
purchasers have been held. 

5. Interest in the disposal program is in
creasing. Proposals have been received and 
reviewed, without a price figure. The Com
mission is encouraging this procedure to ex
pedite discussions with all interested parties. 

6, Interested industrial firms have been 
granted permission to visit plants and make 
their own engineering studies. 

7. The Commission is evaluating individ
ual plants through its staff organization, 
and a great deal of information is being 
developed. 

Present employment at the Commission's 
office, including technical personnel, clerical, 
and secretarial assistance totals 25. All are 
in Washington at the Commission's office, 
811 Vermont Avenue NW. 

Further reports will be made to your com
mittee as developments warrant. Inquiries 
are in vi ted on any phase of the program. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, proper allusion has 
been made to the progressive and dy
namic program of the President which 
includes as an essential element-and I 
emphasize this-which includes as an 
essential element-a moderate housing 
program carrying, upon the recommen-

dation _of very distinguished authority, 
moderate amounts of new Federal pub
lic housing. What I think needs to be 
pointed out in this public housing dis
cussion is that it is not ending today, 
no matter what happens in this bill on 
the point of order regarding public hous
ing units in this bill. No matter what 
may be the construction of the provisions 
of this bill with respect to public hous-

. ing today, the fact is that on tomorrow 
we will have a housing bill before us of 
which public housing is a vital part. 

. Amendments will be offered to in
clude in that bill new public housing 
units. The How;e has the power, as it 
always does, by a majority, to work its 
will. The House can bring about public 
housing units, and I say this with all re
spect, notwithstanding the action of the 
subcommittee here today and the action 
of the Committee on Rules. The House 
will have the power, and let every Mem
ber know that, particularly upon the 
Republican side, to vote affirmatively 
upon this issue of the President's pro
gram and to authorize it. 

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield. 
Mr. YATES. I should like to point 

out to the gentleman that even if the 
House accepts public housing units in the 
bill that comes up tomorrow, it still has 
to come back to this Appropriations 
Subcommittee and we will be up against 
the same barriers that we find in this 
bill. 

Mr. JAVITS. If the gentleman will 
forgive me, that will not be quite the case, 
for this reason. If this point of order is 
sustained, then there is at least a legal 
argument that there is no existing au
thorization on the books for new Federal 
public housing units. If we act affirma
tively on the housing bill, there will then 
be an authorization on the books and the 
House again can work its will on a regular 
or any supplemental appropriation bill, 
to make an appropriation for the new 
public housing so authorized. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that I may proceed for 2 additional 
minutes. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, 

will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. JA VITS. I yield to the distin

guished gentleman from Massachusetts. 
Mr. McCORMACK. If a point of or

der is made and assuming-of course, I 
never try to read the mind of a presid
ing officer. And I might say that no 
matter how the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. GRAHAM], who is in the 
chair, decides the point of order, he will 
decide it in accordance with the rules of 
the House and in accordance with the 
traditions of the great position he now 
occupies. It may or may not involve his 
personal considerations, but he will be 
deciding it as a trust, as the Chairman 
of the Committee of the Whole. I think 
the record should show that. But as
suming that a point of order is made 
and is sustained, that means that the 

rider of last· year did repeal the organic 
law, the authorization. 

Mr. JA VITS. I should say as a lawyer 
that the chances of that are so great 
that we must act tomorrow to include 
a public-housing provision and the num
ber of units we want in the housing bill 

·which will be before us. 
I make as my first point the fact that 

today does not settle this argument. It 
can be settled tomorrow if it is not set
tled today. Now, why should it be set
tled affirmatively? I would like now to 
speak to my colleagues on the Republi
can side. Let us remember that of the 
Housing Act of 1949-then known as the 
Taft-Ellender-Wagner bill-the public
housing phase of that act would not have 
passed but for 23 Republican votes. 
Were it not for them it would have 
been defeated. Traditionally, public 
housing always requires a coalition on 
both sides of the aisle to be enacted and 
it will require it today and tomorrow if it 
is to be successful. 

Secondly, the President has presented 
a progressive, dynamic program and it 
is a complete program. You cannot pick 
and choose from the essential elements 
of that program. Some people liked very 
much what was done in these last few 
weeks here on taxes; some did not. 
Some went along with it upon the ground 
that it was a complete package which 
was offered to them in addition to budget 
and taxes, in terms of social security, 
unemployment insurance, health, hous
ing, foreign policy, liberalization of for
eign trade, and other items. The im
portant thing that we have got to re
member is that it is not you nor I, but 
the people, especially the people in the 
cities-and I emphasize this to the city 
Members on the Republican side-the 
public in the cities will count public 
housing as a vital part of the President's 
program. That is what makes it mod
ern and moderate. That is what makes 
it different from the ultraconservative 
position. That is one of the essential 
hallmarks of a modern and moderate 
program. 

In the city of New York 56,000 families 
will be displaced by slum clearance. Not 
less than 20,000 of those families must 
have public housing or there is no slum 
clearance. There is a project being torn 
down in my district right now that will 
displace 3,500 families. Over half must 
go back into public housing. They are 
all families at the lower economic levels. 
Otherwise that site will remain empty. 

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the gentle
man from Tilinois. 

Mr. PRICE. I just want to congratu
late the gentleman on his fine speech. I 
want to say again that I am in full 
agreement, but I do not know what good 
it will do for the gentleman to speak to 
his own side of the aisle when they will 
not follow the leadership of the Presi
dent on this question. 

Mr. JAVITS. I hope very much that 
we will find a sufficient number who will 
follow the leadership of the President 
on this question. 

I would like to make one other point 
which is very important. That is, that 
there is a commitment involved here for 
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the construction of some 35,000 housing That is the number of units that are housing. They denounced it as a Demo
units which commitment this House pre- under construction and which will be- cratic program and said they wanted no 
viously recognized when it passed upon come eligible for subsidy next ·year. If part of it. It took some years, but that 
this subject in 1952 and 1953. you add those two· :figures together, you Republican administration in Philadel-

If the provisions for public housing will come up with the sum of S19,494 phia-backward as it was-finally awak
are completely stricken out of this bill, units, the number to which I referred ened to the need for and the value of 
I think it is a very grave question as to yesterday. That number of units will public housing and eventually became 
whether the very prestige of Congress cost in maximum subsidy $97,800,000 an enthusiastic supporter of the pro
is not itself being jeopardized. I will per year for 40 years or $3,912,000,000. gram. It never d:d make up for the 
say to my colleagues that as I see it, this The actual subsidy of $97,800,000 for valuable time it lost in starting the pro
is a great test vote, especially for the 319,494 units will be reduced by whatever gram in our city, but at least it did try 
Representatives from the big cities are . amount of rent is produced from these to make up for its earlier stupidity by 
Republicans-not all of them; you do units above the cost of maintenance. going in strong for public housing. · And 
not get everybody's vote for anything The 319,494 units is exclusive of any new the public housing it did undertake has 
here, and nobody expects it-but are starts for 1955, but it does include all turned out to be very successful. 
Republicans going to put enough support units now under subsidy and those that Had he listened to outstanding Phila
behind this essential part of the Presi- will be added through 1955 under prior d~lphia Republicai1.5 who came to recog
dent's program which deals with author- appropriations. nize the value of public housing, the 
izing 140,000 units of new Federal public Mr. GRANAHAN. Mr. Chairman, I President would have recommended far 
housing in the next 4 years to insure to ask unanimous consent to extend my more than 35,000 units this coming year. 
the country that his program is really remarks at this point. But he did not. He asked only for 35,000 
moderate and modern or are they going The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection a year for the next 4 years, even 
to pick and choose the ultraconservative to the request of the gentleman from though the Housing Act of 1949 provides 
parts and reject the parts which make Pennsylvania? authority for up to 135,000 a year. Now, 
it moderate and modern? That is the There was no objection. the Republicans on the Appropriations 
real test here. Mr. GRANAHAN. Mr. Chairman, the Committee say no even to that modest 

Mr. JONAS of North Carolina. Mr. action of the Republican majority on request. 
Chairman, I move to strike out the last the House Appropriations Committee in Who leads the Republican Party, Mr. 
word. recommending the death of public hous- Chairman? Who sets its legislative 

I ask for this time in order to invite ing except for those few units for which policies? 
the attention of the Members to the the Government has entered into definite Apparently no one in particular. Ap
table in the record of the hearings be- and binding ccmmitments was not alto- parently every Republican in any posi
ginning on page 2301. You can see from gether unexpected, since most of theRe- tion of in:fiuence in the Congress is his 
that table the number of public-housing publican Members of the House have own Republican Party. 
units we ·have constructed in the past always opposed and fought public hous- All it adds up to is one more instance 
~~~:~tri~r X:~i;o~~i~~~~et::~~~~ ~~~ ing. of a doublecross for the people on cam-
vacancy rate and merely invite the at- But it is surprising in one respect: paign promises. 

That even after a Republican Presi- In this case, the people who will get 
tention of the Members who are inter- dent-the first Republican President in hurt the most are those least able to 
ested in finding out the vacancy rates in a generation-drastically scales down the take it-those who need decent homes for 
their own States to the fact that there 
is a table showing such rates in the public-housing program, cuts by more their families but are sentenced under 
record. than 50 percent the number of units this doublecross action to live their lives 

In the :first State listed in the table scheduled for construction under the in slums unfit for human habitation. 
the following situation exists: Among 20 plans of the Truman administration, and Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr. 

comes in here and asks for what I con- Chairman, I move to strike out the last 
units in one locality, 6 are vacant; in sider a paltry 35,000 units a year on the word. 
another locality, among 102 units, 32 are grounds that no effective substitute had Mr. Chairman, for many years, as you 
vacant; in another locality, among 24 yet been found for pub11·c housm· g 1·n 
Un.ts 12 e va t · th 1 l"t all know, as a Representative from a 1 • ar can ; In ano er oca 1 Y, meeting vital needs for shelter-even 
among 40 units, 4 are vacant; in another after all that, Mr. Cha

1
·rman, the Repub- district in Cleveland, where low cost 

1 l·t 35 ·ts 13 t housing is dramatically needed-! have 
oca 1 Y. among um ' are vacan ; lican majority here in the House will not been hoping that we would continue the 

and in another locality' among 340 units, go along with their own party leader. 76 are vacant. very modest and constructive program 
The list in that table is broken down This proves pretty conclusively that of public housing suggested by President 

by states. Any member of the com- when you come down to it there is no Eisenhower. At the moment, the people 
mittee interested in the situation in his Republican program for legislation un- of Cleveland are striving to rid them
own state can find the facts in that der this administration. There is an selves by their own efforts of slums in 
table. Eisenhower program of a sort which, in which there are 37,000 families living in 

In a colloquy yesterday with my friend respects, is a tiny-sized, economy version substandard homes. The Cleveland citi
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. YATES] of many of the programs of the Demo- zens have voted a $7 ·million bond issue 
there was some confusion about the cratic admi~strations, and then there to pay their share of the cost of· selling 
number of units now in existence. 1 are the various Republican programs of slum land to private builders. Several 
would like to clarify that for the RECORD different Republicans in the Congress. building projects utilizing private capi
at this time. Where the President wants to con- tal and private initiative are planned or 

I made the comment about 319,494 tinue--even in an undernourished fash- are under way. But our slum elimina
units and an annual contribution of ion-some of the successful programs of tion program is virtually impossible to 
$97,800,000 in order to call attention to the previous administrations, his party accomplish unless we get some public 
the cost of the program. I invite atten- members in the Congress will not go housing. There are two reasons for this 
tion to pages 2299 and 2300 of the record, along; and where Republicans in the situation. Under Federal law, we can
where the following facts appear: Congress want to continue them--say, · not tear down a single slum tenement 

The subsidy we are paying this year, in farm policy and other matters-the unless we can provide temporary hous-
1ncluding the appropriation recom- President says "No." ing for the displaced families. Thirty
mended in this bill, will be $65 million in There is, I repeat, not a Republican - five percent of the residents of our slums 
round numbers, _and is to pay for 252,109 legislative program but a Republican cannot afford even the lowest rents 
units. This payment is an annual pay- legislative civil war, and it has now en- available under privately constructed 
ment which will continue for 40 years, veloped the public-housing program and · housing. Our whole program of slum 
so the maximum subsidy for the 252,109 appears likely to kill it. clearance rests upon the low cost hous-
units will be $65 million times 40, or In Philadelphia, it took quite a num- ing program. 
$~.600,000,000. ber of years before the Republican city Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Chairman, will 

In 1955 there will be an increase in the administration we used to have would the gentlewoman yield? 
number of units under subsidy by 67,385. - even look at the· possibilities of public - Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. I yield. 
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Mr. CANFIELD. Is that not one of 

the reasons why the la,te Senator Taft 
was vigorously in favor of this program? 

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. · Yes; 
that certainly is one of the reasons why 
.the late Senator Taft stood very vigor
ously for this program. For this reason, 
too, I am hoping that the House will 
agree to continue not a great, tremen
dous public-housing program but a mod
est, systematic, orderly program such as 
the President has urged us to adopt. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill in itself is less 
than the President requested. Even so, 
it seems to me we should follow the 
leadership in the White House which is 
farseeing, recognizing the very great 
need of our people for fundamental and 
necessary basic home facilities. 

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to add my 
plea to that of my colleague from Ohio 
[Mrs. FRANCES P. BoLTON] for a con
tinuation of public housing. 

Mr. Chairman, I am heartsick over the 
action of the House Appropriations Com
mittee in slashing the funds for public 
housing to a figure which would mean a 
complete end to the program after the 
35,000 units presently committed are 
provided for. Inadequate as the Presi
dent's proposal was for 35,000 units a 
year, it at least kept the program alive. 
Now it is to die. 

What will that mean to families now 
living in slums? What chance will they 
have of getting out of those crime-rid
den neighborhoods into decent housing? 
Are we going to throw an Iron Curtain 
around the slums and force people to 
live out their lives in those rat-infested 
human traps? 

The House Banking and Currency 
Committee has been working on a new 
housing bill which is supposed to contain 
an experimental approach to low-income 
housing through 40-year mortgages on 
houses costing around $7,600 each. 

What chance would there be, Mr. 
Chairman--short of a depression-of 
building habitable, decent homes in St. 
Louis for $7,600 each? The Housing and 
Home Finance Agency has already made 
clear that the experimental program 
would not work under present circum
stances in any of our major cities be
cause land and building costs are too 
high to permit housing construction at 
$7,600 per home. 

I understand that a proviso has been 
added allowing the cost to go up to 
$8,600 in high-cost areas. Now, tell me, 
how can those people who are eligible 
for these public housing units---because 
of their low income-atiord these mort
gage payments? So what good is it in 
getting at the root of the slum program 
in our cities? Who can benefit from it? 

We are told that perhaps private en
terprise can go in and build rental hous
ing for these people if we give them 90 
percent loans. But it has not been fi
nancing that has made it impossible for 
private enterprise to build rental hous
ing for the families eligible for public 
housing, Mr. Chairman. 

No, indeed. Only one thing has pre
vented private enterprise from · filling 
this serious housing need. Not financ-

ing but costs. Not financing but price. 
Not financing but .the absence of profit 
in building and renting decent homes at 
prices families eligible for public housing 
could atiord to pay. 
. So why kid ourselves or the lower in
-eom.e families that this proposal to kill 
public housing would not mean continued 
slum conditions for vast numbers of low
income families? 

Let us come right out and be honest 
about it: We are proposing to kill public 
housing with no plan, no program, to 
take its place. We are proposing to kill 
not only a governmental program but 
the hopes and aspirations of those fam
ilies we are going to force to continue 
living on in neighborhoods and housing 
which are a disgrace to the United States. 

Let us not shake our heads and deplore 
c~ime and delinquency and disease and 
sutiering. We are voting for crime and 
delinquency and disease and sutiering 
when we vote to kill public housing. 

We are voting heartbreak for many 
families in our cities. We are voting 
economy in dollars, but extravagance in 
the wastage of human resources. We 
are voting to fill the jails and cemeteries. 

I repeat, Mr. Chairman, I am heart
sick over the action to scuttle the hous
ing bill. It was a particular shock, be
cause I know from my own experience 
the benefits of the housing program. I 
·have seen public housing serve as the in
spiration for a full-scale etiort to win the 
battle of slums. It is the one weapon 
which gives full etiectiveness to the other 
weapons. 

In St. Louis we are in the midst of a 
determined fight to save our city from 
the slum blight that has eaten a wide 
circle around the heart of our business 
district. Public-spirited citizens mobi
lized to plan and carry out a thorough
going clean up. They had confidence 
that their etiorts would succeed. And 
that confidence was based on their belief 
that the Federal Government would help 
them who help themselves. They did not 
believe that at a critical point in the 
battle they would be deprived of their 
best weapon. 

Those who were leading the fight have 
every right to feel that they have been 
left out in the no-man's land of a hard 
battle. And if their disappointment is a 
bitter thing, it is more than matched by 
that of the families who are seeing the 
death of their hopes to escape from the 
crime and the disease and the despair 
of the slums. 

Mr. Chairman, in recognition of the 
great need for continuation of this pro
gram my home paper, the St. Louis Post
Dispatch, recognized as being one of the 
outstanding newspapers in the Nation, 
wrote an editorial on Saturday, March 
27, 1954, which I would like to have made 
part Of the RECORD. 

Mr. Chairman, I revise and extend my 
remarks and include an editorial: 

FAm WARNING ON HOUSING 

One thing must be said for the Republican 
enemies of public housing in Washington. 
They have given the Eisenhower administra
tion full advance warning of their fierce de
termination to kill that program. 

The administration has described public 
housing as vital to urban redevelopment and 
the public welfare. The President's Advisory 

Committee, after extended study, called pub
lic housing an essential part of a program for 
low-income families, and said it must be 
continued. Public housing is one phase of 
that dynamic legislative program on which, 
the President has said, his administration 
should be judged. 

Nevertheless the House GOP leadership in 
two ways has served notice of its intention to 
kill public housing. Representative TABER's 
Appropriations Committee, turning down 
President Eisenhower's request for funds to 
finance 35,000 public housing units a year, 
has approved only 20,000 units for the coming 
year and 15,000 for the next. Its expressed 
aim is to terminate the program within 2 
years. 

Even more dangerous, perhaps, is the re
fusal of the House Banking Committee, 
headed by Representative WoLCOTT, of Michi
igan:, to add language to the administration's 
housing bill expressly continuing authority 
for the public housing program next year. 

When Housing Adininistrator Cole ap
peared before the Senate Banking Commit
tee earlier this month, he agreed with Sena
tor MA YBANK that unless such a proviso were 
added, the terms written into existing legis
lation last year would abolish public hous
Ing. This same warning was given Chairman 
WoLCOTT's House committee this week, yet 
nothing was done to amend the administra
tion bill. 

What, if anything, is the administration 
going to do about this extensively advertised 
death blow at public housing? According to 
some Washington dispatches, the adminis
tration defeated the attack on its tax revi
sion bill in the House by well-organized 
political pressure upon Republican Mem
bers. Will it defend its public housing pro
gram with the same zeal and energy? 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last two words. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise to support the 
forthright attitude of my distinguished 
colleague the gentleman from New Jer
sey £Mr. CANFIELD]. I feel it a privilege 
to stand in the well of this House and 
represent the little people of this Nation, 
those receiving $2,000 a year and less. 

It is easy enough for you to dangle 
before them your 40-year mortgages and 
your more expensive homes, but it is im
possible for them to attain such homes, 
and you who have championed your
selves as the investigators of commu
nism seek in measures of this kind to 
create the very situation which you are 
talking all the time about alleviating. 
Oh, you have money in the current 1954 
appropriations for animal disease con
trol and eradication to the tune of $5 Y2 
million; you have money for the Bureau 
of Plant Industry for $12 million; but for 
the little people of the Nation you deny 
a decent shelter called home. 

Yes; your party can have the cham
pionship of this bill; I want to speak my 
piece because I am a member of the Ap
propriations Committee, but not a mem
ber of this individual subcommittee. 

Investigate communism. The papers 
are full of it every day, but you perpet
uate these hovels. Witness the misery 
and the degradation that exist there and 
strike your breast with your "My fault, 
my fault.'' Ask yourselves when you 
read about the alarming increases in 
juvenile delinquency how much of it 
could have been avoided if these chil
dren were properly housed in a decent 
neighborhood with proper recreational 
facilities. 

You are helping to create and per· 
petuate that situation. But you have 
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money in a·griculture appropriation bills 
for the control of what they call the 
phony peach pest, scabies in sheep, and 
cattle ticks, all kinds of money for every
thing but "home, sweet home" in Amer
ica. And did you ever know that the 
home in America is sometimes the most 
treasured among those who have the 
least of this world's goods? 

I have seen bills here for millions for 
this animal industry and that animal 
industry and chasing flies, and bugs, and 
grasshoppers; but for people and for 
homes and for the small folk of this Na.:. 
tion we will wreck the housing program 
and send them honeyed words. 

Mr. SHELLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the pro forma amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, close analysis of H. R. 
8583, this independent offices appropria
tion bill, discloses one significant and 
glaring tendency to me. It is illustrated 
in any number of individual items, but it 
overrides any of them in that it shows a 
basic and unhealthy controlling phi~os
ophy in the minds of those who are re
sponsible for the form in which the bill 
has reached the floor of the House. In 
a few words that philosophy can be la
beled "The public be damned." 

The reverse side of their coin would 
carry the message, "Big business be 
praised." And in following out that 
philosophy the authors of H. R. 8583 
have not hesitated in throwing the ad
ministration program out of the window 
whenever it gets in the way of doing 
business with big business. If it were not 
so serious I would have to laugh when I 
read the message attached to the license 
plates of a number of cars parked around 
the Capitol these days-"Give Ike aRe
publican Congress in '54." May I ask 
what this Republican Congress is giving 
Ike and the American people? 

A look at H. R. 8583 answers that 
question. The provisions regarding pub
lic housing have already come up for 
considerable discussion during this de
bate. The committee majority has over
looked no opportunity to oppose the ad
ministration program and ignore the 
needs of the American people in that 
one. They have cut administrative ex
penses needed to keep even their own 
minimum program going; they have 
added provisions designed to hamper 
slum clearance and urban redevelop
ment projects; they have cut by over $5 
million the amount set by the Bureau of 
the Budget as necessary for annual con
tributions to local housing authorities 
for existing projects-and no one can ac
cuse the Bureau of loosening the purse 
strings in this regard; they have set up 
a revolving fund which, no matter how 
thin you slice the bologna in the report, 
is designed to grease the skids for liqui
dation of all public housing programs; 
but the most immediately urgent items 
in the Public Housing Administration 
provisions is the refusal to repeal last 
year's provision prohibiting any new 
housing projects. The words the report 
uses are classic in their simplicity, "and 
that this be the end of the program." 
The action is also classic in its un
ashamed rejection of every consideration 
of human need. -

If this step by the committee -is upheld 
by the House we will soon see the end of 
the organized effort to do something 
about the miserable living conditions un
der which so large a percentage of our 
people live. From now on out we shall 
just talk about doing something, as was 
the case until the public-housing pro
gram was started under Franklin D. 
Roosevelt. The various programs since 
that time have gone ·a long way to pre
vent a bad situation from becoming un
bearable. But anyone who says that the 
condition is cured and believes what he 
says, must have been listening too long 
to the siren song of the real estate and 
builders' lobbies. That song promises 
that private enterprise can and will build 
all the housing we need. But when it 
comes to actually doing some building 
within the means of the low-income 

-groups for whom the _ public-housing 
programs were set up, how much of it 
have we ever seen? Not enough to house 
the starlings that roost on the public 
buildings in Washington. And if the 
public-housing program is permanently 
killed, as this bill would do, how much 
will we see in the future? Instead of 
building houses for these poor people 
they will tell us how room becomes avail
able through their construction of more 
expensive new homes and apartments 
for those who can afford to move out of 
the slums into the suburbs. This varia
tion of the vicious trickle-down theory is 
not new, but in spite of the number of 
times it has been exposed as a sham by 
taking from the poor and giving to the 
rich, we shall hear it again. It is too 
plausible a story for those who profit 
from the death of public housing to 
forget. 

Mr. Chairman, in April of last year 
when we debated the proposal to kill off 
new starts on public housing units local 
communities had made reservations for 
approximately 180,000 new units. On at 
least 135,000 of those units binding con
tracts within the meaning of this legisla
tion had never been signed. The local 
communities in desperate need of those 
projects were given some hope when 
promises were made that the provision 
would be reexamined during this past 
year. The reexarriination seems to have 
been confined to looking for more potent 
weapons to use in killing the program 
and the hopes of those who want to take 
their families out of the slums and into 
clean and decent homes. The recom
mendations of the President's conference 
on housing, set up for the specific pur
pose of reexamining the Federal housing 
program as members of the committee 
had agreed to do, have been completely 
ignored in H. R. 8583. The recommen
dation of the Bureau of the Budget for a 
4-year -program of 140,000 units, insuf
ficient as that is to meet th~ need, has 
also been ignored. I am forced to ask 
who the majorit"y of the committee -did 
listen to in deciding that "this be the end 
of the program"? Certainly not the 
communities, including my own city of 
San Francisco, which need this housing 
and have already invested considerable 
amounts in preliminary planning. Cer~ 
tainly not their own administration, 
which studied the problem and recom-

·mended continuance of the program~ 
The only conclusion to be drawn is that 
the voices which were heard were those 
of the r.eal estate and build~rs groups, 
bent on prote~ting their interests by per
petuating profitable slum housing condi
tions. · 

Mr. Chairman, I shall certainly sup
port the amendments to be offered to 
liberalize the public hou_sing program 
beyond what this bill would permit. If 
that is not possible I intend to continue 
the fight for a sound public housing pro
gram by every possible means in this and 
succeeding Congresses until an honest 
program, designed to meet at least part 
of the need for replacement of substand
ard dwellings, is again in operation. 
Should some Member today take advan
tage of the refusal by the Committee on 
Rules to waive points of order against 
H. R. 8583, and move to strike from the 
bill even the 20,000 units we are contract 
bound to construct, I shall demand that 
separate legislation be enacted before 
the end of the fiscal year for that pur
pose. 

The public housing items in this bill 
are not the only provisions which dem
onstrate a strong bias against the public 
w~lfare and in favor of private gain. 
Private power interests, for instance, 
must be very . happy about the manner 
in which the bill strikes at the Tennessee 
Valley Authority and threatens both; its 
corporate- structure and its ability to 
provide for present and future ·power 
needs of the area which it serves. Were 
the effects of the blows at TV A confined 
to that project alone the results would 
be serious enough. But, make no mis
take about it, when we permit this attack 
on TV A to go through we are putting 
the entire Federal public power program 
in .jeopardy and by that means weaken.,. 
ing the position of all the countless 
State, local, and cooperative public 
power systems which depend to a greater 
or less extent on the Federal program. 
Without that support the smaller. public 
systems can be gobpled up one by one 
by the great corp_orate utilities until pub
lic power is as dead as public housing 
will. be under this bill. It has been stated 
in this debate that the question is not 
whether we are killing these public wel
fare programs, but whether we are not 
simply transferring the responsibility for 
maintaining them from the Federal Gov
ernment to smaller governmental units. 
The gentleman who made that remark 
was simply restating the old principle of 
divide and conquer. The labor move
ment was forced to unite as the only 
defense possible against the tactic. 
Without the binding force -of Federal 
participation in public power and public 
housing programs, they will stand no 
more chance of · survival than did labor 
unions before they joined forces in the 
common welfare. -

To deny TV A the right to build the 
additional power facilities necessar-Y for 
its normal growth is only the first step 
in the move to let the private utilities 
skim the profit from the huge Federal 
investment in development of the Ten
nessee Valley. Removal of the Autho:r
ity's control over resale rates on the 
power which it generates is another step. 
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Saddling TV A :witl}. additional interest 
rate costs and forcing the AUthority ~o 
assume as part-of its corporate expense 
the item of $12 million for construction 
of new transmission lines is a third, in
tended to price TV A power out of the 
market it has created and deny that 
power to new users. Taken together, 
these provisions, with the other cuts 
made in the appropriation and with the 
denial of the $25 million for the Author
ity's reserves, are a great victory for 
private power interests not only in the 
TVA area -but throughout the United 
State~. , . _ 

I urge every Member-of this House who 
is genuinely concerned witp saving: for 
the people of the United States their 
right to the fruits. of our gr~at natural 
power resour~es to oppose these attempts 
to harness TV A in its furth.er develop
ment of these resources for the public 
good. This is a clearcut issue involving 
public versus private gain from public 
resources. The friends of public power 
must stand· up · and -be counted -w-hen 
amendments are offered . to this bill to 
free TVA from the restraints which it 
would impose. I intend to stand among 
them. 

Mr. Chairman; time does not permit 
me to go into detail regarding all the 
items in this bill. Tbere are other cases 
where the little man has been hit, as in 
the cut in the appropriation for the 
Small Business Administration. Cer
tainly I agree that the loan program of 
the administration should be placed 011 ~ 
sound footing as quicikly as possible. 
However I fail to ·see ·how that can. be 
accompllshed .by cutting over $5QO,OOO 
from the already small .appropriation 
for administerir}g the agency. W-ith re
gard to the Veterans' Administration it 
would appear that a partial lesson has 
been lea-rned as a result of the fiasco re
sulting from last year's attempt to slash 
funds for compensation and other bene
fits to veterans,-which forced the Con
gress to restore the greater part of the 
cut through supplemental appropria
tions. The backfiring of this highly pub
licized economy seems to have instilled a 
little wisdom in that the slash this year 
is not so severe. I sincerely trust that 
we will not be forced again to vote a 
supplemental appropriation to overcome 
any deficiency which may result from 
this cut. · -

Before leaving the Veterans' Adm1nis
tration appropriation I w_ould like ·to 
extend my personal appreciation to the 
members of the committee for inclusion 
of the necessary funds for the proposed 
new neuropsychiatric hospital in the San 
Francisco area. I also want to express 
the hope that the Veterans' Administra
tion will proceed to select the new site for 
this much-needed hospital without delay. 
California veterans who need the treat
ment this hospital will provide do not 
want to wait another 10 years for its 
construction. For their Sakes and for 
the sake of their families I urge the re
sponsible o:fticials to get the ac~ual con~ 
struction under way with no further de
lay. That action is necessary to m~ke 
room for those veterans with mental ill
nesses who now get no treatment at all, 
and to relieve the crowded conditions in 

California State institutions now forced 
to bear that load at the expense of ade
quate care for nonveteran patients. 
- Mr. CONDON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield for a consent re-
quest? _ 

Mr. CONDON. I yield. 
Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, I 

would like to find out, following the 
gentleman's turn, if we can conclude 
discussion on the housing section to 
line 2 on the top of page 32 in 10 min
utes. 
. Mr. -YATES. I am constrained to ob
ject because of the fact that I have an 
amendment to the first-part of this sec
tion that has not yet been considered. 

Mr. PHILLIPs: Mr. Chairman, I am 
afraid this will take too much of the 
gentleman's time. · I withdraw my re;. 
quest for the time being. 

Mr. CONDON. Mr. Chairman, I rep
resent the district in the United States 
·tha.t _had the largest public housing au
thority in the entire country. 

In 1945 we had over 70,000 people liv
ing in the Richmond Public Housing Au
thority. Since that time the number 
has gone down steadily. There are now 
somewhere in the neighborhood of 30,000 
people more or less in the public housing 
project in Richmond. Of course, these 
were temporary war housing projects 
and today are not. too desirable. 
· Mr. Chairman, I want to make just 
.two comments. · I heard the gentleman 
from North Carolina talk' about vacan
cies in the various public · housing pro
-jects throughout the United States. I do 
not know whether he was distinguishing· 
between the various types of public hous
ing or not, but I certainly can tell him 
that in Richmond, Calif., we are schedul
ing the demolition and the tearing down 
of housing projects block by block and 
group by group. The housing author
ity is discouraging any type of new regis
tration into those housing projects, pro
jects that are not due to be torn .down 
for 6 and 8 months. They are not re
renting the units that have become avail
able as people move out. They are tell
ing the people in many units: You bet
ter get out of here as quickly as you can 
because this project is coming down. 

I submit that if you include the tem
porary war housing in the statistics 
which were given about vacancies, these 
facts may be one answer to ·the riumber 
of vacancies that are said to exist. 

Mr. JONAS of North Carolina. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?. 

Mr. CONDON. I yield to the gentle
man from North Carolina. 

Mr. JONAS of North Carolina. All I 
intended to do was to call the attention 
of the membership of the committee to 
where in the record the list of vacancies 
occurs. I was not commenting on any
thing other than that. 

Mr. CONDON. The Administrator 
out there will not rent the houses that 
become vacant and let people live . there. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? · 

Mr. CONDON. · I yield to the gentle
man from Dlinois. 

Mr. YATES. The attention of the 
membership should be invited further to 
the reasons for those vacancies, which 
appear in the testimony immediately 
preceding that to which reference has 
been made. As the people get increased 
incomes, which disqualify them from liv
ing in the projects, they move out. The 
time consumed in putting the house in 
shape and preparing it for another fam
ily to move in is considered in the va
cancy factor. 

Mr. CONDON. Mr. Chairman, I want 
to make one other point, and then, if I 
have time, I shall yield further. · 

The other point is this: There has 
been talk during the course of the debate 
to the effect: Let us let the local people 
do it; we do not need Federal funds, be
cause it is a community problem, and let 
the community take on the burden. 

This ought to be of interest to the 
chairman of the committee, the gentle
man from California [Mr. PHILLIPS], be
cause he knows that we have in Califor
nia a Redevelopment Authority Act 
-which was passed by the State legisla
ture . . Here is a problem that has come 
to my attention within the last 3 weeks. 

In Richmond we are going to close 
down the temporary war housing. They 
are going to raze the buildings. There 
will then be many acres of vacant land, 
That land was originally condemned 
during the early days of the war, and 
even ·before, on a use and occupancy 

-basis. The Federal Government did not 
take over the title to that· land. When 
the Housing Authority pulls out, the title 
to the land will be scrambled. As to 
·mu·ch of the land, we do not know who 
owns it. As to some, of course, the own
ers are · known, and no cloud appears. 
The Richmond Redevelopment Agency 
would like -to get all of the land that is 
going to be vacated when this temporary 
housing is torn down, but in order to do 
that they require an amendment to the 
Federal law to get the Federal Govern
ment to condemn the fee of that land. 
In turn, they want the Government to 
sell it to the Richmond Redevelopment 
Agency. Because of a State law, the 
Richmond Redevelopment Agency can
not condemn and get immediate occu
pancy until after a lengthy litigation pe
riod. So the Richmond Redevelopment 
Agency, under California law, cannot go 
forward without Federal legislation. 

I might add that many of the old land- · 
owners are opposed to this approach by 
the Richmond Redevelopment Agency·. 
Having realized but little from their land 
all through_ these years, they want their 
own land back. They want to develop it 
themselves. 

I bring these facts to the attention of 
this body because I think they show that 
the Federal Government cannot walk. 
away and leave public housing on the 
theory that the local community, either 
financially or legally, ·can pick up the 
burden. 
. I am, therefore, in accordance with 
the views of the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. CANFIELD] and the gentle:
man from Illinois [Mr. YATES]. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from California has expired. 
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Mr. CRETELLA. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, the question of slum 
clearance and public housing is with
out a doubt one of our country's greatest 
internal problems. I should like to 
present my colleagues with a few simple 
figures and facts on such a problem 
as related to New Haven, Conn., as 
a typical thriving, industrial, and 
densely populated area. According to 
the 1950 census, 14 percent of the 
dwelling units now in use in New Haven 
are without private bath and in a dilapi
dated state of disrepair. This same 14 
percent of the total units in New Haven 
houses over 6,000 families. Furthermore, 
the 1950 census tells us half the wage 
earners in New Haven earn less than 
$2,700 per year. By comparison on the 
national level, 40 percent of all Ameri
can families earn less than $3,000 per 
year. Now the wage earners or the heads 
of households of the 6,000 families in 
question obviously are a part of the New 
Haven population earning less than 
$2,700 per year, and, in the great ma
jority of cases, I suspect they earn much 
less than $2,700. The end result there
fore is that a large number of families 
are unable to afford decent housing. 
FUrthermore, should the financial poten
tial be present for such families to move 
out of theEe blighted areas, there exists 
a shortage of rental housing in the area. 
Where would they move to? 

The New Haven problem magnified by 
the similar needs of other cities in the 
United States presents a crisis. Con
gress must be prepared to act not only in 
the fulfillment of its legal responsibilities 
of its contracts with municipalities, but 
is morally bound to go beyond that re
sponsibility and provide a housing pro
gram which is realistic and one which 
will answer back to facts and figures 
such as the ones pertaining to New 
Haven. _ 

The Committee on Appropriations has 
recommended a bill both misleading and 
totally ineffectual. In the face of the 
crying need to revitalize our cities with 
decent housing, the committee has pro
posed the building of 20,000 units in 1955 
and none thereafter. This action in 
effect would kill the entire effort, as these 
figures simply represent units which are 
already contracted for. 

In the light of the country's financial 
·burdens and condition at this time, with 
a debt of $275 billion, the President's 
recommendations for the building of 
35,000 units per year for 4 years, a total 
of 140,000 units, is a sound farsighted 
proposal. There is certainly no denial 
that at the end of the 4-year period pub
lic housing, slum clearance, and reloca
tion will not be a thing of the past. As 
has been brought out by my distin
guished colleague, the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. YATES], 10 million housing 
units out of 50 million are dilapidated 
and considered substandard. But the 
initiating of President Eisenhower's pro
gram is a step which tends to halt the 
spiral of municipal insolvency. This 
downward spiral is caused in part by 
the blighted housing areas. Federal aid 
to such cities in their housing dilemmas 
adds impetus to municipal potential so 

that the cities in question should be bet
ter able to bear the burden of their 
responsibilities. 

It is increasingly apparent that private 
industry c~nnot and will not meet the 
needs of a nationwide housing program. 
The profits which can be realized by such 
a venture on the part of private enter
prise, that of building for the low-income 
groups are non-existent. 

I ·suppose those New Haven groups 
such as the Human Relations Council, 
who are vigorously supporting the cur
rent program for rehabilitation of older 
housing. But such a program only goes 
part of the way in resolving the problem 
because there are still many families in 
dwellings not suitable for rehabilitation 
but only for clearance. 

I cannot look the issue squarely in the 
face and at the same time concur with 
the misgivings of the opponents of this 
issue. 

I wish to include at this point ex
cerpts from two of the many letters I 
have received in the past week on this 
bill: 

NEW HAVEN, CoNN., March 29, 1954. 
Hon. ALBERT W. CRETELLA, 

House Office Building, 
Washi ngton, D. C. 

DEAR SIR: I am very deeply concerned over 
the fate of the Federal public housing pro
gram, especially in the light of the most 
recent legislative developments on this ques
tion, which would kill all further housing 
beyond that already covered by previous con
tract commitments. 

Knowing that you have been one of those 
who have recognized the need of a public 
housing program in the past, I have felt that 
you would like to know the strong belief in 
the present need for such a program shared 
by many of us who are your constituents. 

I wish to inform you of my strong con
viction in favor of extending Federal housing 
legislation. In a Nation which has such a 

·high standard of living as ours, elementary 
·justice and good economic sense call for at 
least as much of a program in this area of 
public housing for the present as was pro

.vided for in the Housing Act of 1949, which 
was endorsed by the late Senator Taft among 
other Republicans in a real bipartisan effort 
·of national statesmanship. I understand 
that an amendment aimed at that goal will 
'likely be offered when the present bill 
reaches the :l:loor. I urge you, in the interest 
of those who desperately need housing help 
to begin pulling their own weight as good 
citizens, to do everything you can to support 
that goal. Having worked with children 
from the Elm Haven housing project in 
New Haven, I have seen for myself how much 
difference the existence of these projects 
has made in the lives of people who just need 
.a chance to get on their feet in a decent 
neighborhood away from the many pitfalls of 
slum living. I have seen families get their 
feet under them and begin to help others 
in the community to become responsible 
citizens and parents. I cannot understand 
how anyone with a drop of Christian respon
sibility for his neighbor can turn his back 
on these people and say it is none of his 
business what happens to them--or to the 
rest of us who have to live with the teen-aged 
gangs of juvenile delinquents that depressed 
housing produces when there is no place 
else to go. 
· I know that you understand this desperate 
need, and_ I hope that you will fight for ex
tended public housing aid, even if it has to 
be against fellow Republicans. 

Very truly yours, 
NORMAN L. GROVER. 

YALE DIVINITY SCHOOL, 
New Haven, Conn., March 29, 1954. 

The REPRESENTATIVE FROM CONNECTICUT, . 
The Third District, 

House of Representatives, , 
Washington, D. C. , 

DEAR MR. CRETELLA: I read that you Will 
soon (Tuesday) be voting on a bill to reduce 
the appropriations for the public-housing 
program to 20,000 units for the fiscal year 
1955 and 15,000 units for · 1956', after whicb. 
the public-housing program will die com
pletely. 

Economy in this area seeiUS to me to be 
incomprehensible when set over against the 
situation confronting us in our large cities. 
As a Christian minister, I am involved in 
various ways in the binding up of the wounds 
of all men. But in few areas is our society 
completely beyond the reach and resources 
of individuals acting in and for theiUSelves 
so much as it is in this area of public hous
ing. Acting in the family unit some people 
are able to own their own home. For others 
some help may come from such operations 
by corporations seeking inv~stment possi
bilities, as in the case of Metropolitan Life. 
But for Inany more-and in this case, those 
who are least able to do anything else about 
it, because of either skin color, religion, ol' 
economic circuiUStance-nothing will be 
done unless the country as a whole rises up 
in indignation an·d action against these in-
justices of man to man. · 

I am not naive enough to think that pub
lic housing is a cure-all; but I have seen 
that it is a crucial step ·in the right direction. 
I have worked in the East Harlem Protestant 
parish in New York City's upper East Side, 
I know the work of close friends working in 
a hold-the-fort effort in New Haven's own 
Oak Street area (in the Oak Street Christian 
parish), and I am following the emerging 
community council in the Dixwell-Elril. 
Haven area. In each of these cases there is 
much work still to be done, but, a part o-f 
the progress which has been accomplished 
already is due to relief of the housing con
gestion and the concurrent exploitation 
which goes with it . . It is well and good to 
talk of creeping socialism when campaign• 
ing as a nationwide party, and so, too, we alJ 
want efficiency in Government. But we also 
want, and will vote for and work against, a 
party which does not do the things that 
need to be done or see to it that, when such 
functions are stopped at the national level, 
some insurance is provided for their contin
uation by other agencies. 

Sincerely yours, 
DAVIDS. GRAY. 

Mr. DORN of New York. Mr. Chair
man, I move to strike out the last word 
and I ask unanimous consent to revise 
and extend my remarks and include ex
traneous matter. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. DORN of New York. Mr. Chair

man, it is important to support Presi
dent Eisenhower in all of his farseeing 
'program. One portion of this program 
is to provide Federal grants for housing 
and slum clearance. Our President has 
requested appropriations for 35,000 new 
housing units. You, who are from rural 
districts, cannot know the desperate 
housing difficulties confronting us in 
urban areas. We, in New York, need 
additional housing, not only to provide a decent pl~c~ for o"ur citizens in "which 
to _live, but for slum clearance. The 
$e_gment of housing needs for which .the 
Federal housing program is designed can 
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be met in no other way than by Federal 
assistance. 

I invite my colleagues who are against 
the President's housing program to come 
to New York and see how many of our 
people live. Just spend a few hours in 
our slum living- quarters. If you do, 
~ am sure you will revise your stand and 
join in the support of this program. 

You men in rural communities take 
care of your livestock and ask the Fed
eral Government for aid in caring for 
them. We in the city ask Federal aid 
in caring for human beings by giving 
them adequate housing. The President's 
housing program could very well be 
called a disaster-relief program, for 
tens of thousands of people in our city 
face a dire crisis. · Elderly people are 
living in attics with insufficient heat to 
maintain health; families of as many as 
5 are living in 1 room and sharing 
toilet facilities with several other families 
of equal or larger size. This is not an 
exaggeration. The facts are borne out 
by records in my office. It is because 
of my personal knowledge of these un
fortunate conditions actually existing in 
my district that I ask-no, I implore-
you to grant the aid needed so badly. 

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I think I can best 
express how I feel on the subject of 
low-rent public housing by citing the 
experience of Trenton, the largest city 
in the congressional district that I 
represent: In the sp"ring and summer of 
1953, the city government made an ex
tensive survey of housing in the section 
known as Coalport, which lies within the 
fifth ward of Trenton. The survey was 
undertaken in conjunction with a slum
clearance project being sponsored joint
ly by the city of Trenton and the Hous
ing and Home Finance Agency. 

The survey showed that 344 families 
were living in the 242 houses in the area, 
or about 1% families per house. Of the 
houses, 50, or 20· percent, had outside 
hopper closets, most of which were in a 
poor state of repair; 90, or 37 percent, 
had no bath or shower; and that 98, or 
40 percent, had no hot water. 

In the fifth ward, during 1952, there 
were 104 cases of juvenile delinquency, 
the highest rate per ward in the city. 
During the same year, the ward had 19 
new cases of tuberculosis and 5 deaths 
from the disease. 

This shameful picture of inadequate 
housing, of crowding, disease, and delin
quency becomes all the more tragic when 
it is realized that the Coalport area is 
just one section of one city in one State. 
Particularly in the older cities along the 
eastern seaboard, decaying, demoralized 
neighborhoods are all too prevalent. I 
am sure that every Member of Congress 
from this section has received calls for 
assistance with housing problems from 
families forced to live apart, or sharing 
a house, or even a room, with another 
family. 

It is against this neighborhood back
ground of substandard housing, repeated 
with such frequency across the country, 
that the modesty of the administration 
program of construction of 35,000 public 
housing units each year for the next 4 
years must be evaluated. By any meas-

ure of experience with urban housing, 
this program can only be termed mini
mum. I honestly question whether this 
program would meet the demands for 
iow-rent housing in the State of New 
Jersey. 

But even the President's program has 
been "scuttled," to use the term of the 
Washington Star in describing commit
tee action on the program. On this im
portant issue, the President has once 
again been deserted by members of his 
own party, and it is necessary for Demo
crats to come to his aid. This we do 
willingly, because we know the impor
tance and need for housing. 

In all fairness to the many families 
living in wretched surroundings, trying 
to raise families and to keep family mo
rale up, I want to urge that the House 
restore the terms of the President's hous
ing program. Surely, 35,000 units each 
year is not too many to compete with 
private builders, but the amount of mis
ery that will be alleviated by this housing 
is very great. Can we, in good con
science, deprive our fellow citizens of 
this small program of decent housing? 

Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

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

Mr. FRIEDEL. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the time for de
bate up to line 9, page 29, close following 
the remarks of the gentleman from 
Maryland. 

Mr. YATES. This is the first para
graph on public housing. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I am trying to limit 
it to where we have amendments to 
offer. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Chairman, for 

some time we have been hearing about 
the dynamic, progressive program that 
the Republicans are fostering. Judging 
from the results to date, as far as any 
particular issue is concerned, it looks to 
me like this dynamic, progressive for
ward-looking policy has turned out to be 
an excess of meaningless slogans, so 
much eye wash, as it were. 
· In his message to the Congress on Jan
uary 25 of this year, the President recom
mended that Congress authorize con
struction during the next 4 years, of 
140,000 units of new federally aided pub
lic housing. This was to be built at the 
rate of 35,000 units a year. 

This recommendation of 35,000 units 
of federally aided low-income housing a 
year is certainly a modest recommenda
tion. It is hardly dynamic nor is it pro
gressive, and in view of the tremendous 
needs of the low-income people in the 
country living in slums, it is not forward
looking either. We can readily see this 
when we examine the Housing Act of 
1949, under which Congress authorized 
this aid to low-income housing. In that 
act, Congress recommended aid to 
810,000 housing units over a period of 6 
years, through and including 1954. So a 
drop to 35,000 units a year as recom-

mended by the President is a modest pro
posal indeed. 

Actions of House Committee on Ap
propriations, notwithstanding this very 
modest recommendation of the President 
for 140,000 units of public housing dur
ing the next 4 years, in the House Ap
propriations bill, this small sum was cut 
down to a mere trickle of 20,000 units 
for this year and approximately 15,000 
next year. So that the total that the 
Appropriations Committee has recom
mended was 35,000 units during the next 
2 years and killing the program there
after. 

HOUSE RULES COMMITrEE WIELDS THE AX 

It was not bad enough that a modest 
140,000 4-year program of the President 
should be whittled down to 35,000 units. 
The action of the House Rules Commit
tee Monday made it a ·virtual certainty 
that the whole public housing program 
of a mere 35,000 units of public housing 
will be knocked out of the independent 
offices appropriation bill when it is con
sidered here on the House floor. It did 
so by the simple parliamentary device 
of deciding that language in an appro
priation bill about public housing was 
an attempt to legislate. Accordingly, if 
a single Member objects, this item can 
be stricken from the bill. 

In the same Housing Act of 1949, one 
title aids low income public housing, and 
another title of the act aids in the slum 
clearance. The latter title provides that 
before slums can be razed, adequate, de
cent housing at a price the people can 
afford to pay must be available before 
a city can expect Federal aid for such 
slum clearance. In other words, one 
part of the act says you cannot receive 
Federal aid in clearing your slums unless 
you provide decent, reasonably priced 
housing for the people that are displaced, 
and the other title of the same act pro
vides aid for such low income families 
who cannot afford to pay the high rents 
that now prevail for normal housing. 
Thus, by killing public housing, Congress 
is also killing slum clearance, so that 
both titles become a nullity as far as pro
viding low income housing and clearing 
slums. For the fact of the matter is 
that nearly 60 percent of the families 
who are slated to be removed when slums 
are cleared are eligible for low income 
public housing because of their low in
comes. In this connection, it must be 
remembered that the average income of 
families in public housing last year was 
between $1,500 and $2,000. 

The question is commonly raised, Why 
do not the localities take care of their 
local needs themselves? The answer is 
they are unable to do so. Our recent 
hearings are replete with testimony from 
responsible local officials that they have 
told the Congress again and again the 
following conclusive facts. First of all, 
the cities cannot go it alone because the 
Federal Government has pre-empted the 
major source of tax revenue. The next 
reason the cities cannot do it alone is 
that they are now up to their necks in 
debts. They are using every kind of tax 
now and real estate taxes are now so 
burdensome that they cannot be raised 
much higher. 
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Moreover, in .most cities the workers· 

work in one area and live in another ... 
so that the taxes they pay in go outside 
of the area where they work. Conse-· 
quently, if low income people are not to 
continue to live in the slums and be a 
blight upon their cities and our Nation, 
modest Federal aid for low-income hous
ing is needed imperatively. 

It is disheartening to glance at the 
record to see how little the Federal Gov
ernment has actually done in aiding lo-. 
calities in providing low income public 
housing. At a time when we are spend-. 
ing billions otherwise, the Federal Pov
ernment is literally granting crumbs of 
help to the localities. Just look at this 
record. For each fiscal year ending 
June 30, here are the actual number of 
public housing units for the entire United 
States that have been aided by the Hous
ing Act of 1949: 

Fiscal year-
1950_ ----------------------
195L --------------------_-
1952_ ----------------------
1953_----------------------

TotaL __________________ _ 

Placed 
under con- Completed 
struction 

83, ~~ ---------280. 
52, 391 28, 979 
35,472 61,666 

171,678 90,925 

In other words, out of a total of 262,-
603 units of low-income housing aided 
by the Federal Government, only 90,925 
are actually completed, and 171,678 units 
have been placed under construction. 
Assuredly this is a pitifully small form 
of Federal aid at a time when the basic 
law authorized 810,000 units over this 
period. The whole quarrel about public 
housing is really a tempest in a teapot. 

So much for generalities. Figures by 
themselves are mearungless. When they 
apply to the burning needs of your com
munity or to your ·people, they take on 
life. Therefore, let us take a look at 
the urgent low-income housing needs of 
Baltimore. 

In 1949, the council of the city of Bal
timore approved the application of the 
Baltimore Housing Authority for 10,000 
units of public housing. This was not 
the entire need of Baltimore but it rep
resented their immediate pressing needs 
as far as construction programs were 
concerned. Pursuant to this authority, 
in 1949 the Baltimore Housing Authority 
applied to the Federal Public Housing 
Administration for aid on 5,000 units of 
low-income public housing. In July 1952 
the Baltimore Housing Authority applied 
for the remainder of the 10,000 units, 
or an additional 5,000 units. In other 
words, their immediate needs were for 
10,000 units of public housing. 

In any discussion of public housing 
we must be realistic and recognize that 
it takes from 12 to 18 months for the 
local public-housing authority to plan 
the job. This requires a whole variety 
of actions-planning, layout, architec
tural aid, condemnations and costs, be~ 
fore the programs are complete. 

WHAT HAPPENED TO BALTIMORE'S REQUEST 

What happened to the request of the 
Housing Authority of Baltimore for its 
reservation of 10,000 units of public 

housing'! Five ·thoUsand of them· were · 
placed in the works as it were with the 
Public Housing Administration. The 
other 5,000 units were canceled because· 
the Congressional Act of 1953 reduced 
the number of units that could be started, 
in any 1 year: There was already on 
hand in the Public Housing Administra- · 
tion such a large backlog of requests that 
no additional .applications could be en
tertained. This is the general picture 
in Baltimore. Now let us turn to the 
painful details and see how our public 
housing program was decimated by Con
gress. 

At the present time, before the House 
Rules Committee and the House Bank-· 
ing and Currency Committee made their· 
latest moves, there were 1,305 units of 
Baltimore housing under contract with 
the Federal Public Housing Authority.· 
They would have been included in the 
funds that were to be made available by 
the House for public housing during the 
next 2 years. 

In addition, there were 1,463 units of 
public housing in Baltimore in the pre
liminary planning stage that are literally 
killed by the previous action of the House 
on public housing, unless restored. 

Now, if objection is raised to the pend
ing bill, under the recent House rule, 
both the 1,305 and the 1,463 units of 
Baltimore housing will be killed. This is 
a vivid illustration of what happens in 
a particular city by the arbitrary actions 
of the House thus far, and that we are 
considering today. 

I know from personal exp:;rience that 
there are various kinds of slum housing 
existing in various sections of Baltimore 
that should be razed under our so-called 
Baltimore plan. These unfortunate peo
ple will continue to live in slums because 
the recent actions·of the House are con
demning them to live in such squalor. 
indefinitely. This is a loss to the city 
and to the Nation that we cannot afford 
in these perilous times. 

I would just like to read a wire from 
our Republican governor, a communica
tion from the Citizens Planning and 
Housing Association of Baltimore, and a 
fine editorial from the Baltimore Evening 
Sun, March 29, 1954. 

Let us be realistic about this public 
housing problem. When compared to 
the subsidies that are given to industry 
in the form of higher tariffs, to the air~ 
Jines for mail, roads and highways, and 
the billions that are thrown into the farm 
program, some of which have merit, we 
should bow our heads in shame at the 
relatively small amount that is requested 
to aid communities in low-income hous~ 
ing for families who cannot afford pre
vailing rents and who will continue to 
live in slums in the absence of such aid. 

I express the hope that the President's 
modest request for 35,000 units of pub
lic housing during each of the next 4 
_rears will be restored to the pending bill. 

ANNAPOLIS, MD., March 29, 1954. 
Hon. SAMUEL N. FRIEDEL, 

House of Representatives: 
I understand independent office appropria

tion bill Will reach House floor today. Urge 
your support of the President's program of 
35,000 public housing starts for each of next 
4 years. President•s· program has been 
critically slashed by Appropriations Com-

mit tee report. Your support of amendment · 
to restore President's program will be ·ap
preciated. Maryland . communities have 
considerable at stake in this program. 

THEODORE R. McKELDIN, 
Governor of Maryland. 

CITIZENS PLANNING AND HOUSING 
ASSOCIATION OF BALTIMORE, 

Baltimore, Md., March 29, 1954. 
Hon. SAMUEL N. FRIEDEL, 

Elcu.se of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN FRIEDEL; We are writ
ing to urge you to continue your support 
of the public housing program, and to exert 
what influence you can to persuade your 
colleagues in the House of Representatives . 
to appropriate funds for ·35,000 public hous
ing units this year and authorize a program 
at this level for the next 4 years. 

You know, we are sure, of the significance 
of public housing to Baltimore. Without 
continued public housing starts, low income 
families would not be housed-nor could our' 
redevelopment and rehabilitation programs 
proceed without serious hardship to many 
families. The State office building project 
alone will require the relocation of roughly 
1,000 families. In addition, . tightened regu-, 
lations on overcrowding will displace many 
people now living on Linden Avenue and 
Eutaw Street in the current rehabilltation 
area. These people must have some place · 
to go. Public housing is the only alterna
tive to slum housing for those in the lowest 
income· bracltets. . 

We know that we can count on your con-
tinued support in this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANCES H. MORTON, 

Executive Secretary. 

(From the Baltimore Evening Sun of March 
29, 1954] 

HOUSING CUTS 
The housing program which President · 

Eisenhower submitted to Congress in Janu-· 
ary was a well-rounded and constructive
one. Worked out by an advisory committee 
of men with practical experience in this par-
ticular field, as is the case with most of the 
~Isenhower administration's major legisla-· 
tive proposals, the housing program was de
signed to stimulate home building, to make 
it easier for persons of low income to buy 
houses, to help present homeowners to 
modernize and keep their properties in good 
repair, to encourage slum prevention and to 
make possible through public and private 
means the redevelopment of neighborhoods 
which already have gone bad. 

President Eisenhower in his housing mes
sage to Congress had this to say of public 
housing in relation to the new measures he 
was proposing: 

"Until these new programs have been fully 
tested and by actual performance have 
shown their success, we should continue at 
a reasonable level the public housing pro
gram authorized by the Housing Act of 1949. 
~ recommend, therefore, that the Congress 
authorize construction, during the next 4 
years, of 140,000 units of new public hous
ing, to be built in annual increments of 
35,000 units. Special preference among el-· 
igible families should be given to those who 
must be relocated because of slum clearance, 
neighborhood rehabilitation or similar pub
lic actions. The continuance of this pro
gram will be reviewed before the end of the 
4-year period, when adequate evidence ex
ists to .determine the success of the other 
measures I have recommended." 

In contrast to this balanced housing policy 
of President Eisenhower and his advisers, we 
have the action taken by the House Appro
priations Committee, which on Friday voted 
to limit new public housing to 35,000 units 1n 
1955-56 and that this be the end of the pro-. 
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gram. The House committee not only did 
not wait, as President Eisenhower would 
have us wait, until the new housllig meas
ures had been given a chance to prove them
selves, before voting an end to public hous
ing; the committee did not even wait until 
the new measures had emerged from com
mittee and passed their full congressional 
tests. 

With 30 Republicans on the powerful 
House Appropriations Committee, as against 
20 Democrats, it looks once again as though 
the President's own party is failing to sup- -
port him in a moderate, middle-of-the-road 

-approach to_ a national problem-an ap-
proach which in 1952 swept Republlcans into 
power. • 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Annual contributions: For the payment 

of annual contributions to public housing 
agencies in accordance with section 10 of 
the United States Housing Act of 1937, as 
amended (42 U. S. C. 1410), $63,950,000: 
Provided, That except for payments required 
on contracts entered into prior to April 18, 
1940, no part of this appropriation shall 
be available for payment to any public hous
ing agency for expenditure in connection 
with any low-rent housing project, unless 
the publlc housing agency shall have adopted 
regulations prohibiting as a tenant or any 
such project by rental or occupany any 
person other than a citizen of the United 
States, but such prohibition shall not be 
applicable in the case of a family of any 
serviceman or the family of any veteran 
who has been discharged (other than dis
honorably) from, or the family of any serv
iceman who died in, the Armed Forces of 
the United States within 4 years 'prior to 
the date of applic.ation fo:r admission to such ' 
housing: Provided further, That all expendi
tures of this appropriation shall be subject 
to audit and final settlement by the Comp
troller General of the United States under 
the provisions of the Budget and Account
ing Act of 1921, as amended: Provided fur
ther, "That unless the governing body of the 
locality agrees to its completion, no hous
ing shall be authorized by the Public Hous
ing Administration, or, if under construc
tion continue to be constructed, in ·any com
munity where the people of that commu
nity, by their duly elected representatives, 
or by referendum, have indicat-ed they do 
not want it, and such community shall ne
gotiate with the Federal Government for 
the completion of such housing, or its aban
donment, in whole or in part, and shall agree 
to repay to the Government the moneys 
expended prior to the vote or other formal 
action whereby the comm:unity rejected such 
housing project for any such projects not to 
be completed plus such amount as may be 
required to pay all costs and liquidate an· 
obligations lawfully incurred by tbe local 

· housing authority prior to such rejection 
in connection with any project not to be 
completed: Provided further, That the rec-. 
ord of expenditure of the Public Housing 
Administration and of the local housing 
authority on any public housing project shall 
be open to examination by the responsible 
authorities of any community in which such 
project is located, or by the local public 
housing authority, or by any firm of public 
accountants retained by either of the fore
going: Provided further, That no housing 
unit constructed under the United States 
Housing Act of 1939, as amended, shall be 
occupied by a person who is a member of 
an organization designated as subversive by 
the Attorney General: Provided further, 
That the foregoing prohibition shall be en
~orced by the local housing authority, and 
that such prohibition shall not impair or 
atrect the powers or obligations of the Pub .. 
lic Housing A~istration with respect to 
the making of loans and annual contribu
tions under the United States Housing Act 

c--25~ 

of 1937, .as amended: Provided further Th~t · h t th • 
notwithstanding the provisions of the Vnited . w a ever e exact number IS-that were 
States-Housing Act of' 1937; as ·amended, the - c9ntracted ~or. prio~ to the adoption of 
Public Housing Administration shall not the appropriation bill of 2 years ago for 
with respect to projects initiated after March - tp~ fiscal year 1953. We concede the 
1.: 1949, authorize during the fiscal year 1955 point of order. · · 
the commencement of construction of in ex- Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, · a par-
cess of 20,000 dwelling units. liamentary inquiry. 

· Mr. MULTER (interrupting the read- The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
ing of the paragraph). Mr. Chairman, will state it. 
a parliamentary inquiry. · Mr. YATES. Is it proper for another 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will me~ber of t~e committee to defend 
state it. agamst the pomt of order if it is con-

Mr. MULTER. I tried to make a point ceded by the chairman? 
of order before, and I do want to make . The _cHAmMAN .. That is within the 
a point of order now, but my inquiry is discret10~ of the Chair. Does the gentle
whether or not I should make my point man desire to be heard? 
ot order against each of the provisos in Mr. YATES. I desire-to be heard. 
this section at this time or whether I . The CHAmMAN. The Chair will . 
shall make the point of order against hear the gentleman. . 
the paragraph as a whole? M:. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, a 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman parhamentary inquiry. . 
may make his point of order after the The CHAmMAN. The gentleman 
paragraph has been read. ~ill state it. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, a par- Mr. McC~RMACK. The mere fact 
liamentary inquiry. that the charrman of the subcommittee 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will has conceded the point of order does not 
state it. mean that the point of order must be 

. Mr. YATES. Is it proper to ask for s~stained. That is up to the Chair. 
recognition on an amendment incorpo- The CHAIR~. The Chair will pass 
rating the President's recommendation upon the questiOn. The Chair will now 
at this point or later? ~ear the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk has not . YATES]. 
finished reading this paragraph. ~r. YATES. I understand that the 

· (The Clerk concluded the reading of charr~an ?f our subcommittee was ad-
the paragraph.) dressmg hrmself to the point of order 
_Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair- _ made by the gentleman from Virginia 

man, I make the point of order against [Mr. SMITH], to the language appearing 
the language on page 31, beginning at on page 31 between lines 12 and 17. As 
line 12 and running through line 17. ~ ~derstand that language, it is a lim
That is the provision with respect to 20,- ItatiO~ up<?n th_e a~propriation that is· 
000 housing units. contamed m this blll as to the amount 

Mr. Chairman, I am prepared to dis- of money that may be used for the pur
cuss the point of order if it is going to be pose of constructing housing units, and 
contested. to that extent it is perfectly proper. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I have Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
a point of order to a paragraph prior to man, may I be heard on the point of 
that one. order? 

The CHAmMAN. The gentleman will The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
state it. hear the gentleman. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, a par- Mr. SM~H. of_ Virginia. Mr. Chair-
Uamentary inquiry. ~an, I think It lS necessary under the 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will C';I"cumstances to go back to the previous 
state it. · - bill, of last year, on this subject and the 

Mr. HALLECK. Should not the point· limitation contained therein. My point 
of order that has been made be ruled of order goes to the question that the 
upon before we take up any other points · provis~on_ in th_is _bill. is legislation more 
of order? than It IS a linntat10n. The point of 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will order is directed at the point that this is 
consider all points of order against the legislation on an. appropriation bill. 
paragraph now. They may be stated ~at happened about it is that the 
and we may consider them at this time. Housmg Act. was passed as an amend-
. Mr. MULTER. I make the point of me~t to the old Housing Act of 1949, 
order against the provisos beginning on Whi~ authorized the. construction of a 
page 29, line 12, and running to page 31, ~ertam number of uruts of public hous
line 11 on the ground that each of those mg per annum. That was a matter of 
provisos is legislation on an appropria- great controversy through the years. 
tion bill. Ult~ately the tbing came to a head in 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle-. the mdependent oftices _appropriation bill 
man -from California desire to be heard for the _fiscal year endmg June 30, 1954. 
on these points of order? ~that mdepe~dent o~ces a~~ropriation 
_ Mr. PIDLLIPS. · Mr. Chairman, may I bill_ w~ contamed this proviSion ?flaw, 
take them UJ? in the order in which they WhlC.h 18 t~e law upon the sub~~ct ?f 
were made. · public ho~~g today. That proviSion m 
· Th ff t . last year s mdependent oftices appro-

. e e ec of t~e pomt of order. made priation bill I would like to read for the 
~ga11_1st the prOVISO .on page 31, line 12 RECORD. It states: 
lS this, as the committee understands it. 
~tis to remove t]J.e limitation and leave 
the opinion of the -Comptroller General 
to ~ta~d th~t there could then be built 
no more than 33,000 or 34,000 house~ 

The Public Housing Administration shall 
not. after the date of approval of this act, 
enter into any new agreements, contracts, or 
other arrangements, preliminary or other
wise, which will U!ti.ID.ately bind the Public 
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Housing Administration during fiscal year 
1954 or for any future years with respect to 
loans or annual contributions for any addi
tional dwelling units or projects unless here
after authorized by the Congress to do so. 

That . is all of the quotation that is 
pertinent to the question which I raise. 

In other words, the law is that not 
a single unit of public housing can be 
contracted for until it is authorized by 
the Congress. An authorization does 
not mean authorization in an appropria
tion bill. So, this being an appropria
tion bill, and the provision to which I 
have raised the point of order being 
legislation which changes existing law 
under last year's act, it is subject to the 
point of order. · 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, if I may 
be heard in -reply to the gentleman in 
opposition to the point of order, the gen
tleman from Virginia is correct with 
respect to the provisions of the appro
pr-iation bill last year. However, I re
spectfully direct the attention of the 
Chair to that provision, and I reread 
it, which states, "after the date of ap
proval of this act, enter into any new 
agreements, contracts, or other arrange
ments, preliminary or otherwise." 

Mr. Chairman, the units that are pro
vided for in this act are not the subject 
of any new agreements that were entered 
into subsequent to this provision. They 
are units which were authorized under 
previous provisions of the law and are, 
therefore, a proper subject for this 
appropriation bill. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. You concede 
that this changes the law, do you not? 

Mr. YATES. I concede it changes the 
law from the date of enactment of the 
independent offices appropriation bill 
of 1954. 
. Mr. SMITH of Virginia. That is the 

law today so you are changing the law 
without legislative authorization. 

Mr. YATES. I conceded it was the 
law with respect to new contracts. I did 
not concede it was the law with respect 
to other contracts. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. But does it 
change the law? 

Mr. YATES. Not with respect to units 
not the subject of the appropriations 
bill. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Then why do 
you need it in the bill? 

Mr. YATES. Why do you need what 
in the bill? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. With this 
clause in there, you can go ahead and 
build all the housing you want to. If 

· this does not change the law, why do 
you put it in then? 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I must 
decline to yield further. I would like to 
be heard further on that point, if the 
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. SMITH] 
will permit me. If this point of order 
is sustained, I contend that its effect will 
be to permit the construction of all the 
units that are under contract to the 
Goverment of the United States and 
various housing authorities, namely, 
approximately 35,000 units. The effect 
of this provision in the appropriation 
bill is to limit the number of those units 
that can be constructed, namely, about 
20,000 of those units. Therefore, it· is a 

limitation· in the appropriation and it "is 
proper. 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. Chairman, may I be 
heard iQ opposition to the point of order? 

Mr. Chairman, I believe the point of 
order should be overruled because the 
language of this bill which is sought to 
be stricken bears no relation to the bill 
to which the gentleman from Virginia re
ferred whatever. It is entirely negative 
in its application and so says. It says 
"shall not." The operative words are in 
line 14. Therefore, it must be considered 
as it stands. Alone, it bears no relation 
to the law to which the gentleman from 
Virginia referred. Standing alone, it 
seems to be clearly a limitation upon this 
appropriation. · 

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. GRAHAM). The 
Chair is ready to rule. ' 

The Chair has in mind Public Law 176 
of the 83d Congress which has been re
ferred to: and the sections which have 
been quoted here. The Chair also has 
in mind the provisos and will pass upon 
the point of order raised by the gentle
man from Virginia [Mr. SMITH] and the 
points of order raised by the gentle
man from New York [Mr. MuLTER] be
ginning on page 29, line 12 an1 extend
ing to the end of the paragraph. In t~~ 
opinion of the Chair, the language is 
purely legislation on an appropriation 
bill and the Chair sustains the points of 
order. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I ask for 
recognition on my amendment, which 
was passed by unanimous consent. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. COOPER. Did the Chair sustain 
all points of order that had been made 
or just the point of order made by the 
gentleman from Virginia? 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair sus
tained the point of order made by the 
gentleman from Virginia and those made 
by the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
MULTER]. 

Mr. YATES. That was my under
standing and that is the reason I asked 
for recognition. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, in 
reference to the point of order raised by 
the gentleman from Virginia, is the rul
ing of the Chair predicated upon the fact 
that the Chair is of the opinion that 
there is no authorization in the law at 
the present time for the appropriation or 
for money for the construction of hous
ing units? 

The CHAffiMAN. No; the Chair did 
not so rule. The Chair held that the 
language of the bill itself is legislation. 

Mr. McCORMACK. In other words, 
Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts is seeking for the pur
poses of the record and also in view of 
other considerations, for example, the 
bill which is coming up tomorrow, to try 
to ascertain the basic thought in the 
mind of the Chairman. The gentleman 
from Virginia made a point of order 
based upon certain provisions in the ap-

propriation bill of last year, a rider so
called. The gentle:man from Massachu
setts in his parliamentary inquiry is 
seeking to find out from the Chairman 
if the reason for sustaining the point of 
order made by the gentleman from Vir
ginia [Mr. SMITH] is that the rider of last 
year repealed any authorization for ap
propriations for the construction of 
housing projects. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair has 
held that the proviso, the very language 
itself, which is as follows: 

That notwithstanding the provisions of the 
United States :dousing Act of 1937, as 
amended, the Public Housing Administra
tion shall not, with respect to projects initi
ated after March 1, 1949, (1) authorize dur
ing the fiscal year 1Q54 the commencement 
of construction Qf in excess of 20,000 dwelling 
units-

is on its face legislation. 
Mr. McCORMACK. · Does the Chair

man hold that that is a repeal of any 
previous authorization of law? 

The CHAffiMAN. No; the Chair is 
not ruling on that. The Chair is ruling 
that this language on its face is legisla
tion on an appropriation bill. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. HALLECK. The Chair has an
nounced his ruling and the reasons 
therefor. It seems to me that disposes 
of the matter. 

The CHAIRMA...~. It does. 
Mr. McCORMACK. The gentleman 

from Indiana [Mr. HALLECK] is not 
alarming the gentleman from Massachu
setts at all. The Chair was very indul
gent, which the Chair, in his discretion, 
has the right to be. Am I correct? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment which is at the Clerk's 
desk. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. YATES: On 

page 31, line 12, strike out lines 12 to 17--

The CHAffiMAN. That language has 
already been eliminated. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment was delivered to the Clerk's 
desk before the point of order was made. 
I ask unanimous consent that that por
tion of my amendment striking out those 
lines be deleted. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, 
it is so ordered, and the Clerk will report · 
the modified amendment. 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. YATES: Page 

29, after line 12, insert "Provided further, 
That notwithstanding the provisions of the 
United States Housing Act of 1937, as 
amended, the Public Housing Administra
tion shall not, with respect to projects ini
tiated after March 1, 1949, authorize during 
fiscal year 1955 the commencement of con
struction of in excess of 35,000 dwelling units 
and (2) after the date of approval of this 
act, enter into any agreement, contract, or 
other arrangement which will bind the Pub
lic Housing Administration with respect to 
loans, annual contributions, or authoriza
tions for commencement of construction for 
dwelling ·units aggregating in excess of 35,000 
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units each year during fiscal years 1956~ 1957, 
and 1958, unless a greater numb~r of .units · 
is hereafter authorized by the Congress." _ 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, I 
make the point of order that the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. YATES] is out of order. The 
Chair has already ruled that the first 
part of the amendment just read is leg
islation, and the balance of the amend
ment is obviously legislation, going be
yond the limits of the provision upon 
which the Chair has already ruled. It 
changes existing law. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair will 
hear the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. YATES. This amendment incor
porates the recommendation that was 
made to our Appropriations Committee 
by the Housing Administration and in
corporates the President's program. I 
believe it is a proper limitation under the 
authority that exists, and I, therefore, 
ask the Chair to overrule the point of 
order. 

The CHAmMAN <Mr. GRAHAM). · The 
Chair is prepared to rule. The Chair 
understands that part of the language 
is the same as that upon which the Chair 
has already ruled and has been stricken 
out, and the rest of the language on its 
face is legislation. The Chair sustains 
the point of order. 

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, some solicitude was 
expressed a while ago for the position 
of the Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole, our fine friend, the gentle
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. GRAHAM], 
as to his being in a difficult position in 
making the decision on the point of 
order. That solicitude was unnecessary, 
because it was quite obvious that the 
point of order would be sustained and 
that he could make no other ruling. So I 
am qui~ sure that no one here, and cer
tainly no one in the fine constituency 
that he represents, will find any fault 
with his ruling as the facts required the 
ruling to be made. 

There has been quite a bit of contro
versy about the language contained on 
page 31, the so-called limitation to 20,000 
units, which was the number that came 
out of the conference on the appropria
tion bill last year. I have been a little 
surprised at the attitude taken by some 
who are such ardent friends of public 
housing in seeking to oppose the point 
of order, because to me it is perfectly 
clear-and my opinion is borne out by 
the Housing Administrator and by the 
Comptroller General's Office--that now, 
with this language on page 31, from lines 
12 to 17, stricken out, the program will 
permit the construction in the coming 
fiscal year of upwards of 33,000 units, up 
to the limitation of 35,000 units con
tained in the language of the appropria
tion bill in the year before, which fixed 
the limit for any year at 35,000 units. 

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

Mr. HALLECK. Let me proceed, if I 
may. 

It is clear that the language of the 
appropriation bill last year referred to 
new contracts or arrangements. It did 
not refer to existing contractual obliga
tions. lt reads as follows: "after the 

date of approval of this act, enter into 
any new agreements, contracts, or -other 
arrangements, preliminary or otherwise, 
which will ultimately bind the Public 
Housing Administr-ation during fiscal 
year 1954 or for any future years with 
respect to loans or annual contributions 
for any additional dwelling units or 
projects." 

The language clearly indicates ref
erence to new authorizations or com
mitments. The Housing Administrator 
advises us as follows: 

Accordingly, if the last proviso under the 
same heading in H. R. 8583 is eliminated, the 
two above-quoted clauses from the provisos 
i_n the Independent Otnces Appropriation 
Acts for 1953 and 1954 are in effect. Since 
there are now under valid loan and annual 
contributions contracts approximately 36,000 
units on which construction will not have 
been authorized to commence before the end 
of this fiscal year 1954, there would be au
thority for the Public Housing Administra
tion to authorize the commencement of the 
construction during the fiscal year 1955 of 
up to 35,000 of these 36,000 units. 

That opinion is borne out likewise by 
the ruling of- the Comptroller General's 
office. So without regard to what may 
happen in the future in other legislation, 
this appropriation bill as it now stands 
will provide for the construction of 35,000 
units in the fiscal year. 

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

Mr. HALLECK. I yield to the gentle
man if I have time. 

Mr. YATES. What about the Presi
dent's program? The President rec
ommended the construction of 35,000 
units each year for the period of 4 years. 
The Public Housing Administrator ap
peared before our subcommittee and 
stated--

Mr. HALLECK. Now, I must inter
rupt the gentleman. The gentleman 
asked me a question. Let me answer it. 
The statement that I have made is for 
the coming fiscal year in line with the 
President's recommendation which was 
that 35,000 units be constructed. This 
appropriation bill as it presently stands 
with this proviso stricken out will permit 
the construction of 35,000 units-in this 
coming fiscal year. 

Mr. YATES. Oh, no. 
The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from Indiana has expired. 
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

in opposition to the pro forma amend
ment. 

Mr. Chairman, I am compelled to say 
that I disagree with our distinguished 
majority leader, the gentleman from 
Indiana. · 

Read the language in last year's bill. 
I think there is no doubt but what our 
able chairman, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania, made the right ruling on 
the basis of that language. It states: 
There shall be no more units contracted 
for directly or indirectly that will bind 
the United States during this fiscal 
year-the fiscal year of 1954--or any 
other year. Does the act say anything 
about excepting 33 or 35 thousand units? 
How in the world can we read that into 
this act? 

Now, let us not mistake one thing. If 
my friend from Indiana has in mind that 

the Federal Government has a valid con
tract to go ahead and build these units, 
that is something else. But you are say
ing in that act that they are not going 
to be· built. If you are saying that the 
United States is subject to damages that 
may be another question; however, that 
is a question for the courts to decide 
and not for this body because you have 
already acted. You said last year that 
there will not be any more units built. 
Let us not confuse a contractualliabili ty. 
In my humble judgment, there is not 
one iota of liability on the part of the 
Government for the construction of these 
units. A moral obligation, maybe, yes; 
but contracts that have been signed, 
sealed, and delivered, that is another 
question. 

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

Mr. THOMAS. I yield to the gentle
man from Indiana. 

Mr. HALLECK. Of course, the lan
guage of the statute last year specifically 
said: "after the date of the approval of 
this act enter into any new agreements,
contracts, or other- arrangements. •• 

These are not new arrangements. 
They were arrangements, agreements, 
contracts, entered into prior to the effec
tive date of this act, and that being true 
then the prohibition does not run 
against them. Since they number some
where in the neighborhood of 35,000 
units there is authority to go ahead and 
build them. 

Mr. THOMAS. You have had that 
same language in the bill prior to that, 
too-in 1953, for instance. 

Let us not confuse what is alleged to 
be a contractual liability with an actual 
prohibition of no units at all. As far as 
damages are concerned, who is going to 
sue the Federal Government and what 
will be the measure of damages? How 
is city X going to prove that it has been 
damaged? Certainly this is not a mat
ter in equity where you are going to have 
specific performance and the court di
rects the Public Housing Authority to go 
in and actually construct so many units. 
Of course not. 

I submit that as purely a legal matter; 
but surely after the action of our dis
tinguished chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole, I cannot see how we can 
say that any units can be built without 
specific authorization by the Congress 
itself. If the Congress works its will, 
which I maintain it can always do if it 
wants to, it will have to work its will in 
a specific, direct action, enumerating 
exactly the number of units it wants to · 
build. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment which I think will bring 
this matter to an issue. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. YATES: On page 

29, line 6, strike out the figure "$6,950,000" 
and insert "$7,500,000." 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I am glad 
to know that the majority leader agrees 
with me. I am glad to hear him make 
-the argument that I used in connection 
with the point of order offered by the 
gentleman from Virginia. I hate to dis
agree with my very dear friend from 
Texas [Mr. THOMAS], but the language 
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speaks for itself and it is_pretty clear. It 
says that ''after the date of the approval 
of this act"-and this is last year's law
''the PHA shall not enter into any new 
agreements, contracts, and other ar
rangements, preliminary or . otherwise, 
which will bind the Public Housing Ad
ministration during fiscal 1954 or any 
other future years." Note the words 
.. new agreements." There are about 
35,000 units that are the subject of firm 
contracts between the Government of 
the United States and the various mu
nicipalities. These have already been 
declared to be valid and binding con
tracts by the Comptroller General of the 
United States. What the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. THOMAS] wants to do 
is to have this House declare itself in 
favor . of an ex post facto law, because 
that will be the sum and substance of 
what will happen in the event those con
tracts are not carried out. 

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

Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentle
man from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I hope the argu
ment and the thoughts of the gentle
man from Indiana are correct, but it 
would seem to me that if he is correct 
that about 36,000 units could be con
structed, that the proviso on line 12, page 
31, would be a limitation. 

Mr. YATES. That is correct. That 
was the point of my argument to the 
Chair on the point of order. 

Mr. McCORMACK. It ought to be 
clarified here. 

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

Mr .. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to proceed for 5 ad
ditional minutes. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. YATES. I yield to the gentleman 

from Indiana. 
, Mr. HALLECK. The appropriation 
bill of the preceding year is the one that 
reduced the number from something over 
100,000 per year to 35,000 per year. Now, 
I think it is agreed that the limitation 
of 35,000 units per year is still in effect, 
so if the commitments or the contractual 
obligations that were made before the 
effective date of the last appropriation 
bill aggregate more than 35,000 units, 
yet only 35,000 units or up to 35,000 could 
be built in the coming fiscal year because 
of the limitation. 

Mr. YATES. I do not think the ma
jority leader is correct. If what he has 
stated is true, then the ruling of the 
Chair is erroneous because the language 
to which the majority leader referred 
also contained an authorization for the 
construction of 35,000 additional units. 
The Chair ruled that the language con
tained in the 1953 appropriation bill was 
superseded by the language contained in 
the appropriation bill for 1954. There
fore, the majority leader's ·contention 
must be unsound. 

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

Mr. YATES. If I may continue for a. 
moment and make my argument, then 

I will be glad to yield to the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is for 
the purpose of increasing the adminis
trative expenses of the Public Housing 
Administration to take .care of the in
crease in building 35,000 units rather 
than the 20,000 authorized before the 
point of order was made. That is the 
sum and substance of the situation now. 
The removal of the committee's limita
tion gives Public Housing Administration 
the right to construct all. The majority 
leader agrees with me; he said as much 
to the House a few moments ago. If 
that be true, if we are to build 15,000 
more units, as the Comptroller General 
says may be built, then certainly we 
should increase the appropriation. That 
is the purpose of my amendment. Each 
year as the Congress acts on this appro
priation bill the money for administra
tive expense is increased or decreased, 
depending on the number of units au
thorized for construction. The state of 
this bill now is that 35,000 units are au
thorized for construction. We have a 
most paradoxical situation. It seems 
that the opponents of public housing 
have confounded themselves; the Comp
troller General has ruled formally that 
all those units can be built. 
· I want to point out, too, and I am 
sure the minority whip will be interested 
in this: The 35,000 units in the backlog 
that are now going to be built were au
thorized during the Democratic admin
istration, not by the Republican ad
ministration. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Of course, we 
know that, anyway. 

Mr. YATES. Even the 20,000 author
ized for construction last year were part 
of the backlog created by a Democratic 
administration. But I predict that the 
Eisenhower administration will take 
credit for the 35,000 units that are going 
to be built out of the backlog. That was 
the purpose of the majority leader's ad
dress-to try to fog the situation. It 
should be made clear that the President 
has asked for a program of new units, 
not those in the backlog. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Of course, they 
are claiming credit now for the $3-billion 
reduction in taxes on individual incomes 
which took effect December 31, and that 
was done by Congress itself, and a Demo
cratic Congress, if the gentleman will 
remember. But, coming back to this 
subject: It is difficult for me to under
stand just what the situation is. The 
distinguished Chairman of the Commit
tee of the Whole has sustained a point 
of order, the point of order which was 
raised by the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. SMITH]. Now, with that point of 
order sustained, the gentlem!:J,n from In
diana [Mr. HALLECK] says that under 
the appropriations and the existing law 
they may now build 35,000 units during 
the next fiscal year. If that is so it 
seems to me that this constitutes a limi
tation upon the 35,000 units. .So it must 
be that the ruling made by the chairman 
was upon the theory that there was no 
authority in law for the construction of 
any units. 

Mr. YATES. Of any new units; that 
is correct. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Of any new 
units. It seems to me that that situation 
ought to be clarified in some way. 

Mr. YATES. Permit me to respond to 
the minority whip by saying that we 
now have a ruling by the Comptroller 
General of the United States that 35,000 
units are under firm contract for con
struction and that these may be built 
by the Public Housing Administration. 
The funds for the construction of these 
units will come by the issuance of bonds 
by the local municipal authori¢ies, not 
by appropriations in this bill. 

What we are appropriating for in this 
bill, however, is the subject of my amend
ment, namely: The admi:v.istrative ex
penses for the Public Housing Admin
istration. If 35,000 units can be built 
we should increase the amount for ad
ministrative expenses so that the agency 
may be able to take care of their job. 
That is why I offer the amendment. 

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

Mr. YATES. I yield. 
Mr. HARRIS. I should like to ask a 

question of the gentlema'r'l who is a mem
ber of the committee and ask the atten
tion of the chairman of the subcommit
tee, in an effort to clear up my own 
thinking. I think this matter should be 
cleared up in some way. I am referring 
to page 17 of the report. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. If the gentleman will 
permit, we are talking about 2 or 3 mat
ters; which one does the gentleman think 
we should clear up? 
. Mr. HARRIS. The question we are 
discussing here, whether or not under 
the best law there is authority for the 
construction of 35,000 new units for 1955. 
The report says: 

The bill contains language to permit .for 
construction in fiscal year 1955, 20,000 dwell
ing units. This number of starts is to be 
limited to those local housing authorities 
which have binding contracts for construc
tion of housing units. The number of such 
units is estimated at approximately 35,000. 

Mr. YATES. That is correct. 
Mr. HARRIS. I should like to ask, 

Were these units contracted for prior to 
the enactment of the appropriation act 
for the fiscal year 1954? 

Mr. YATES. They were. 
Mr. PHILLIPS. Prior to the enact

ment of the 1953 appropriation act. 
Mr. YATES. That is correct. It goes 

back even that far. 
Mr. HARRIS. In other words then, 

under the law, 35,000 new units are au
thorized, notwithstanding the language 
in the appropriation act of a year ago. 

Mr. YATES. That is true. That is 
the point I made to the Chair prior to 
his ruling on the point of order. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. HARRIS. I ask unanimous con
sent that the gentleman may have 3 
additional minutes. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
object. · 

The CHAffiMAN. Objection is heard. 
Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman; re

serving the right to object, and I hesitate 
to object, the hour is getting late. We 
had hoped we could conclude this bill 
this evening. It is evident that most of 



1954 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 4127 
the controversial features of the bill are 
going out on points of order or have gone 
out. In view of the fact that there is no 
rule ori the bill waiving points of order, 
and a great many speeches have been 
made on TV A, and on housing, and a lot 
of other subjects, and no one wants to 
shut anyone else off, I think speeches 
ought to be held to 5 minutes. 

Mr. HARRIS. I am merely trying to 
clear up one matter. This is the only 
time I have spoken on the bill, and if I 
can clear this one point in my own mind, 
it would be helpful. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the gentleman's time may be 
extended 3 minutes. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. I object, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr. RAYBURN. Mr. Chairman, if 
the gentleman will yield, if there is one 
thing I have seen in this House in this 
session, even, where there has been a 
great deal of confusion, I think it has 
been generated here this afternoon on 
this very point. I do certainly trust that 
somebody is going to be given time to 
clear this thing up, because I am in a 
fog about what is meant by what is in 
this bill, what is in the amendment, and 
some of the speeches that have been 
made. · 

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

Mr. HARRIS. I yield to the distin
guished majority leader. 

Mr. HALLECK. This much we know 
is certain, that these provisos went out 
on a point of order. I think the point 
of order was properly sustained. As to 
what is the immediate effect, we can all 
offer our opinions. That is all I have 
sought to do. Undoubtedly there will be 
differences of opinion, as has already 
been evidenced. Certainly it should be 
cleared up. That is the sort of thing 
that should be cleared up. But as far 
as the fundamental situation is con
cerned, it is simply that the bill how does 

. not have those provisos in it. 
Mr. HARRIS. That is true, and I am 

inclined to agree with the ruling of the 
Chair a moment ago. I think his ruling 
is in accordance with the provisions of 
law. As has been confirmed here by the 
chairman of the subcommittee, prior to 
the effective date of the fiscal 1954 ap
propriation bill covering this appropria
tion, there were in effect contracts for 
some 35,000 units. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. The amount pres
ently left over. If you go back, you 
have to take in the number of units 
which were constructed under the last 
bill. 

Mr. HARRIS. That is true, but prior 
to the effective date of this last appro
priation bill. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. If the gentleman ·will 
turn to page 2266 of the hearings he 
will find it is stated that the head of 
the Public Housing Administration feels 
that that number will be cut tO about 
33,000. That is where the 33,000 comes 
from. 

Mr. HARRIS. Whether it is 33,000 or 
35,000, if there were outstanding con
tracts prior to the effective date of the 

appropriation act for this fiscal year, 
then that number of units is under the 
law authorized for construction and new 
starts. That being true, this proviso 
which the Appropriations Committee 
placed in the bill on page 31, beginning 
on line 12, would limit the construction 
of new starts to 20,000 units, when under 
the law as just explained these contracts 
of 33,000 or 35,000 units are authorized. 
Consequently the ruling of the Chair to 
the effect that it was legislation on an 
appropriation bill was, it seems to me, 
correct, because these 33,000 or 35,000 
units may be started. Therefore, the 
gentleman from Indiana was correct, if 
that is true, that during the next fiscal 
year 33,000 or 35,000 units, whatever 
the number under contract prior to the 
effective date of that act was, can be 
started. My mind is pretty clear that 
under present law, if the explanation is 
correct as has been stated, notwithstand
ing the statement of my good friend 
from Texas [Mr. THoMAS], they can be 
started. 

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

Mr. HARRIS. I yield to the distin
guished gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. With all due re
spect for my friend from Arkansas, with 
whom I have never disagreed, and with 
whom I do not now disagree, but merely 
attempt to differentiate, if we assume 
the law now is that 35,000 or 36,000 units 
could be built in the future, and there 
was an appropriation-bill proviso that 
no more than 20,000 could be built in 
the next fiscal year-we are assuming 
now the authority exists, as the gentle
man from Indiana says, the authority to 
build them is there, but then there is a 
proviso that no more than 20,000 could 
be built during the next fiscal year-my 
understanding, unless my study of par
liamentary law has been erroneous, is 
that that would be a limitation. When 
35,000 or 36,000 units are authorized and 
then there is a limitation that no more 
than a certain number could be built in 
a fiscal year, I always thought that that 
was a limitation. 

Mr. HARRIS. I would agree with my 
distinguished friend, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts, if it were an appropria
tion to start the new units. But this is 
an authorization to start the new units. 
New units may be contracted for or 
started by contracting with t.he cities 
without any further appropriation. 

Mr. McCORMACK. But then you 
come back to the organic law where there 
is authority to issue bonds. You under
stand that. So the appropriation is an
other proposition. Where there are 
36,000 units that can be built in the 
future and now during the coming fiscal 
year there is a proviso to build less than 
that without injecting new law, and so 
forth, which this does not do, I have 
always felt that that would be a limita
tion. So, as I say, I cannot escape the 
impression that the ruling of our distin
guished Chairman of the Committee of 
the Whole is based upon his thought that 
there is no authority in law to build even 
one unit. 

Mr. HARRIS. · I distinguish between 
an appropriation for this purpose and 

an authorization under the law for this 
purpose. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Illinois which is 
an amendment to a figure on page 29, 
line 6. Mr. Chairman, the only thing 
that is perfectly clear this afternoon is 
that there is not only a difference of 
opinion, but various differences of opin
ion, none of which can be settled in the 
Committee of the Whole under action 
taken on an amendment which refers 
only to money. I address myself to the 
amendment referring to money. The 
amendment which was stricken out, or 
the provision which was stricken out, on 
a point of order, appearing on page 31, 
line 12, was not in the budget bill when 
it came down. Therefore, the item on 
page 29, line 6, has only an indirect con
nection with the opinion of the Chair 
on the point of order made by the gen.
tleman from Virginia. It is a fact that 
the subcommittee, in considering the 
item which resulted in $6,950,000, did 
exactly as it has done in all previous 
years. There is slight relation between 
the money appropriated for administra
tive expenses and the number of houses 
built in that particular year. The ad
ministrative function of the Govern
ment is to supervise these. The build
ings are planned and constructed by the 
local housing authorities, and the money 
is secured through bonds issued by the 
local housing authorities and sold to the 
Federal Government or to private in
vestors and the contributions from the 
Federal Government retire those bonds. 
Therefore, Mr. Chairman, there is no 
definite reason why an amendment 
should be offered to raise this amount 
as if it were connected with the number 
of houses. We are now asked to con
sider a figure taken out of the thin air, 
as I suspect this is, a sort of compromise 
between the original amount and the 
amount recommended, without any dis
cussion or any analysis of what the 
exact amount might be. It might be less 
than the amount in the bill or it might 
be more than the amount in the bill. 
So, Mr. Chairman, I am suggesting that 
since there is no direct connection here, 
the proper thing is not to attempt to 
legislate this figure or to decide on this 
figure on the floor. The gentleman from 
Texas says no new houses can be built. 
The gentleman from Indiana says a cer
tain number of houses may be built. 

Certainly this is a figure which should 
not be changed in the bill at the present 
time, but should be left to the other body 
when, in the hearings, definite figures 
will be presented and the other body may 
reduce this amount as they have in past 
years or they may increase the amount 
as they have in past years. 

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

Mr. PHILLIPS. In 1 second I will. 
Now, it is almost 5 o'clock. It is the 

desire on this side of the House, and I 
think on the other side, to conclude this 
bill today. We discussed at length the 
Tennessee Valley Authority yesterday, 
and to a lesser extent the Housing Au
thority. I am constrained to ask for a. 
limitation of time. I hope my friends on 
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both sides· will be tolerant and ·will help 
in a very real desire to close in 35 or 40 
minutes, because controversial points 
are going out by points of order, not to 
make it necessary to begin to move for 
limitation of time. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, I agree 
with the gentleman unanimously, and I 
ask unanimous consent to withdraw my 
amendment. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. COTTON. Mr. Chairman, a par

liamentary inquiry. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 

state it. 
Mr. COTTON. I want to make sure, 

after all of this discussion, of the ruling 
of the Chair on the question raised by 
the gentleman from Virginia. Was the 
ruling of the Chair to take out all those 
provisions starting on page 29, running 
clear through and including the first 
provision on the top of page 31? 

The CHAIRMAN. All of those have 
been stricken out. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. I think the 
attention {)f the House should be called 
to one fact. There has been a great deal 
of criticism about. the Appropriations 
Committee legislating on appropriation 
bills. Undoubtedly some of it is justi
fied, and perhaps it is well we have been 
denied a rule. But I think everyone in 
this House should understand that be-

. cause of the lack of a rule this bill has 
been stripped in the last few minutes 
of provisions that have been in this law 
for a long time; provisions restricting 
public housing to American citizens; pro
visions subjecting expenditures to the 
scrutiny of the Office of the Comptroller 

. General; provisions to keep their books 
open to the authorities in the various 
communities, and provisions that no 

· housing units constructed shall be occu
pied by Communists. I am rather 
amazed that this action should have been 
advocated by any Member of this House. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, a 
point of order. We are now at line 17 
on page 31. 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk to the last 
section. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Clerk will re
port the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. MULTER: On 

page 29, at line 12, insert a new section: 
"That part of Public Law 176 of the 83d 

Congress, reading: 'Provided further, Th?ot 
notwithstanding the provisions of the United 
States Housing Act of 1937, as amended, the 
Public. Housing Administration shall not, 
with respect . to projects initiated aft_er 
March 1, 1949, (1) authorize during the fiscal 
year 1954 the commencement of construc
tion of in excess _of 20,000 dwelling units or 
(2) after the date of approval of this act, 
enter into any new agreements, contra~ts, 
or other arrangements, preliminary or other
wise, which will ultimately bind the Public 
Housing Administration during fiscal year 
1954 or for any future years with respect to 
loans or annual contributions for any addi
tional dwelling units or projects unless here-

after· authorized by the Congress to do · so, 
and during the fiscal year 1954 the Housing 
and Home Finance Administrator shall make 
a complete analysis and study of the low
rent public housing program and, on or be
fore February 1, 1954, shall transmit to the 
Appropriations Committees of the House and 
Senate his recommendations with respect to 
such low-rent public program,' ls hereby 
repealed." 

. Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, a 
point of order. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, I 
make a point of order against the 
amendment, that the Chair has already 
ruled against similar amendments twice 
on the ground that it is legislation on 
an appropriation bill. I make the same 
point now. It changes existing law, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The CHAffiMAN. The Chair will 
hear the gentleman from New York 
briefly on the :Point of order. 

Mr. MULTER. I am quite familiar 
with the rules of procedure and submit 
the matter to the ruling of the Chair. 

But I ask the Chair's indulgence to 
speak out of order for half a minute in 
view of the remarks of the gentleman 
from New Hampshire [Mr. COTTON], 
about the \>oint of order I raised strik
ing out various pieces of legislation from 
this bill which refer among other things 
to citizens and Communists. I did that 
in order to protect the jurisdiction of 
the Committee on Banking and Cur
rency . 

I am sure any Member who wants 
those provisions put in the law-! be
lieve they are already there, they do not 
belong in this appropriation bill-may 
offer them when we consider the housing 
bill tomorrow, and I am sure the House 
will reenact such provisions . 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is pre
pared to rule. The language of the 
amendment is obnoxious to the rule pro
hibiting legislation on an appropriation 
bill. It seeks to repeal existing legis
lation, and therefore the amendment is 

· itself legislation. 
The Chair sustains the point of order. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. Chairman, I move 

to strike out the last word. 
Mr. Chairman, it is essential to inform 

the committee that what we have done 
today does not settle the public housing 
program. It settles what shall be done 
about units under contract before 1953, 
a total of 33,000; it does not settle what 
shall be done about new units. It does 
not settle anything about President 
Eisenhower's proposal for 35,000 new 
units a year for 4 years a total of 140,000 
new public housing units. 

Had the point of order been overruled 
to the provision in this bill on public 
housing units the subject might have 
been acted on today. As it is, the sub
ject has not been finished; it is closed 
today on the subject of commitments 
already made but it will be open tomor
row on new public housing-and that is 
the President's program, .what we are 
affecting today is the pre-Eisenhower 
program. Everything that has been 
discussed here about public housing I 

would like the Members to know is en
tirely valid and will be germane to what 
we act on tomorrow. 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Land acquisition, National Capital park, 

parkway, and playground system: As a fimd 
appropriatipn under authority of the act of 
May 29, 1930 (46 Stat. 482), as amended, 
for necessary expenses for the National 
Capital Planning Commission for complet

-ing acquisition of land for the park, park-
way, and playground system of the National 
Capital, to remain available until expended, 

·$545,000, of which (a) $135,000 shall be 
available for the purposes of section 1 (a) 
of said act of May 29, 1930, (b) $126,000 shall 
be available for the purposes of section 1 
(b) thereof, and (c) $284,000 shall be avail
able for the purposes of section 4 thereof: 
Provided, That not exceeding $26,450 of the 
funds available for land acquisition pur
poses shall be used dur-ing the current fiscal 
year for necessary expenses of the Com
mission (other than payments for land) in 
connection with land acquisition. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair
man, a point of order. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair
man, I desire to interpose a point of 
order to the language contained in line 
17 on page 35: "as a final appropria
tion"; and on line 20 against the word 
"completing." 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will 
·hear the gentleman on the point of 
order. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Chair
man, this has to do with what is known 
as the Capper-Cramton Act, an act of 
Congress by which certain annual ap
propriations are authorized to be made 
by the Congress for the purpose of the 
acquisition of park lands, and so forth, 
in the District and its environs. It is a 
continuing act. 

This appropriation bill undertakes by 
the language which I have cited toter~ 
minate or repeal the authorization for 
those appropriations because it says in 
line 17 that this shall be as a final appro
priation when the law says it shall be a 
continuing authority; and on line 20 the 
word "completing" further ties down the 
repeal of the existing law. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentle
man from California desire to be heard 
on the point of order? 

Mr. PHILLIPS. The point of order, 
· as I understand, is to strike out on line 
17, the four words "as a final appropria
tion" and on line 20 the word "complet
ing." Is that right? 

The CHAIRMAN. Yes. 
Mr. PHILLIPS. I will concede the 

point of order. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair sustains 

the point of order. 
The Clerk read as follows: 

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINisTRATION 

Salaries and expenses: For necessary ex
penses, not otherwise provided for, of the 
Small Business Administration, including 
newspapers and periodicals (not exceeding 
$500), expenses of attendance at meetings 
concerned with . the purposes of this ap
.Prop-riation and hire of passenger motor ve-
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hicles , $2,025,000, together with not to ex
ceed $100,000 of the unobligated balance of 
funds appropriated for this purpose in the 
Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1954; and 
in addition, not to exceed $1 ,650,000 may be 
transferred to this appropriation from the 
revolving fund, Small Business Administra
tion, for administrative expenses in connec
tion with activities financed under said fund. 

SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, the 
Small Business Administration that was 
enacted into law in July 1953, to take 
the place of RFC and the Small Defense 
Plants Administration has been a great 
disappointment to date. Only about 17 
loans have been disbursed in 8 or 9 
months. 

I am inserting herewith a table show
ing the distribution of approved loans 
by States, information about business
loan applications by regions and infor
mation about the regions prepared by 
the Small Business Administration. 
They are as follows: 

Distribution of approved SBA loans by States 
as of Mar. 18, 1954 

State 
Number 

of ap
proved 
loans 

Value 
Numher 
of loans 

dis
bursed 

-----·--·----------
Alabama .. ------------
Arizona .. _-------------Arkansas ______ .: _______ _ 
California .. -----------
Colorado._--- ----------Connecticut_ ____ ___ ___ _ 
Delaware ___ ___________ _ 
Florida. ____ .-------- __ _ 
Georgia _________ --------
Idaho __ _______ ____ _ ----_ 
Tilinois .. -------------- -
Indiana. _____ ----------
Iowa .. _-- --------------
Kansas. ___ ----------- __ 

~~~!~~~:~~============ 
Maine . .. ---- -----------
Maryland. ___ ----------Massachusetts ______ ___ _ 
Michigan ____ __ __ ______ _ 
Minnesota. __ ----------

~~~~~~!============= Montana ____ __________ _ 
Nebraska ____________ __ _ 
New Hampshire ____ ___ _ 

2 $130,000 
3 137,500 
2 250,000 

12 849,000 
2 215,000 
0 0 
0 0 
1 4,000 

10 439,500 
4 247,500 
3 85,000 
3 154,000 
0 0 
3 287,000 
3 210,000 
3 96,500 
1 35,000 
2 160,000 
2 80,000 
4 218,000 

• 3 145,000 
4 405,000 
2 25,000 
0 0 
1 66,000 
0 0 

1 
0 
0 
3 
0 

. 0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
1 
1 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Distribution of approved SBA loans by States 
as of Mar. 18, 1954-Continued 

State 
Number 

of ap
proved 
loans 

Value 
Number 
of loans 

dis
burSE-d 

------------------
New Jersey ___ _________ _ 
New Mexico __________ _ 
New York _______ ______ _ 
North Carolina ____ ____ _ 
North Dakota _________ _ 
Ohio .... ---------------Oklahnma _____________ _ 
Oregon __ .------------- -Pennsylvania __________ _ 
Rhode Tsland ______ ____ _ 
Pouth Carolina ________ _ 
South Dakota. ________ _ 
Teunes!lee. -------------
Texas_._--------------
Utah_ .. ---- --·---------
Washington------------
West Virginia. ________ _ 
Wisconsin ______ _______ _ 

Wyoming __ -----------
Territories: 

Puerto Rico. ______ _ 
Hawaii ___ .---------
Al3ska_. _ ----------
Virgin Islands ___ __ _ 

4 $345,000 
0 0 
3 210,000 
2 105,000 
0 0 
3 125,000 
2 277,000 
5 350,000 
4 '203,000 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
2 82,000 
8 673,900 
1 8, 000 

12 645,000 
2 100,000 
2 85.000 
1 20,000 

0 0 
0 0 
1 20,000 
0 0 

1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
2 
2 
2 
0 
1 
0 

0 
0 
0 

. 0 

Small Business Administration-Number and amount of business loan applications, by regions, cumulative through Mar. 18, 1954 
[Dollar figures are in thousands) 

Received Withdrawn Dec linen Loans approved 

Amount Washington 
office 

Pending end of period 

Regional 
offire Total R egion I 

N~~- Amount N~ Amount ~~- Amount Nb~~-~----.----·l---...,.----1---,,.....----- ----.,.-----

Gross SBA 
share N~~- Amount N~~~- Amount N~~- Amount 

------------1------------------------------------------
I-Boston. _._----_------------- 14 $917 -----4: -----$3ii5- 4 $425 3 $115 $115 2 $57 5 $315 7 $372 
II- ew York __________________ 97 7, 605 10 715 6 535 497 7 755 70 5,245 77 6,000 III-Philadelphia ________________ 59 4,161 2 128 17 1,381 4 168 141 7 530 29 1, 954 36 2,484 
IV-Richmond._---------------- 35 2,604 ----- -- ---------- 11 883 6 365 328 8 li09 10 768 18 1,277 
V-Atlanta_------------------- - 150 7, 563 5 122 24 1,122 19 1,055 778 21 753 81 4,468 102 5,221 VI-Cleveland ___________________ 58 4,007 13 551 11 891 11 614 548 7 583 16 1, 268 23 1, 851 

V II-Cbicago ___ ------------------ 73 4, 600 5 359 18 1, 180 8 324 275 16 979 26 1, 758 42 2, 737 
VIII-Minneapolis ___ ------------- 52 2,019 2 18 8 400 3 145 109 7 196 32 1, 260 29 1, 456 

IX-Kansas City---------------- 111 5,938 1 30 21 968 6 378 346 14 667 69 3,857 83 4,524 
X-Dallas _____ ___ -------------- - 130 7,333 4 161 38 1, 579 15 1,197 1,035 23 1,477 50 2, 810 73 4, 287 

XI-Denver ______ ---------------- 15 903 1 80 7 289 4 243 177 1 20 2 271 3 291 XU-San Francisco __ ____________ _ 38 3,350 3 230 7 649 1 150 150 3 385 24 1,936 27 2,321 
XIII -Seattle. ____ ----------------- 106 6,365 2 82 19 1,192 22 1, 263 1,079 21 1, 278 42 2,463 63 3, 741 XIV -Los Angeles ________________ _ 104 7,123 11 806 17 951 14 837 813 10 946 52 3,471 62 4, 417 --------------- --------------------

TotaL __ ------------------ 1,042 64,488 53 2,872 2 212 12,625 122 • '7,389 6, 391 147 9,135 508 31,844 655 40,979 

1 Region I (Boston): Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, Rhode Island, Massa-
chusetts, and Connecticut (~xcept Fairfield County). . 

Region XIII (Seattle): Washington, Idaho, Oregon, and Alaska. 
Region XIV (Los Angeles): Southern California, Clark County, Nev., and Arizona. 

Region II (New York C1ty): New York, northern New Jersey, and Fairfield 
County, Conn. 

Region ill (Philadelphia): Pennsylvania, Delaware, and southern New Jersey. 
Region IV (Richmond): Virginia, District of Columbia, Maryland, West Virginia, 

and North Carolina. 

• Direct. 16(1; participation, 52. 
• See the following: 

Region V (Atlanta): Georgia, Alabama, Florida, Mississippi, South Carolina, 
T ennessee, Puerto Rico, and Virgin Islands. 

Num
ber Gross SBA share 

Direct. ___ ----·--------__ ------_----- ___ • ___ _ 
Region VI (Cleveland): Ohio, Kentucky, and Michigan. 
Region VII (Chicago): Illinois, Indiana, and Wisconsin. 
Region VIII (Minneapolis): Minnesota, Montana, North Dakota, and South Deferred.--------------. __________ ---- _____ ._ 

Immediate ___ -------------------_------_----

48 $2, 718, 500 
57 3, 671, 000 
17 999,400 

$2,718, roo 
2, 860,120 

812,675 Dakota. 
Region IX (Kansas City, Mo.): Missouri, Iowa, Kansas, and Nebraska. 
R egion X (Dallas): Texas, Arkansas, Loui~iana and Oklahoma .. 
Region XI (Denver): Colorado, New Mex1co, Utah, and Wyommg. • Total gross amount approved reflects a reduction of $622,682 from the amount 

requested. 
Region XII (San Francisco): Northern California, Nevada (except Clark County), 

and Hawaii. Source: Office of Comptroller, Mar. 25, 1954. 

In the Dallas region, which includes 
the States of Texas, Arkansas, Louisi
ana, and Oklahoma, only two loans have 
been actually completed-that is dis
bursed. One of these was for $100,000 
and the other was for $25,000. In the 
Dallas region 130 applications have been 
made. Evidently the applicants have 
spent a lot of money processing their 
applications, including traveling ex
penses, lawyer fees, and other necessary 
expenses. 

Taking a quick look at the table of 
loans it appears that California and 
Washington applicants have been the 
most success{ul. An analysis of the 

California situation discloses that al- assets. Right now they are being of
though 12 applications were approved fered participation certificates in RFC 
only 3 were completed-that is disbursed. securities and Commodity Credit Corpo
The approvals amounted to $849,000 but ration securities; they are riskless. 
all three of the ones disbursed aggregated Bankers are like other people, they do 
only $249,000. what is best for the bankers and their 

In Washington the 12 loans approved banks. If they have plenty of riskless 
amounted to $645,000 but the 2 actually · assets to give them a satisfactory return 
disbursed amounted to $10,000 on a di- they are not too interested in taking up 
rect loan and $15,000 on a participation their valuable time discussing a small 
loan or $25,000 in all. loan application. 

It is my opinion that the administra- As a boy when I joined my friends in 
tor is relying too much on bank coop- the neighborhood on a hunt with dogs 
eration. The banks are loaded down for coons, possums, or rabbits, we never 
with Government bonds, Government fed our dogs before starting out on the 
guaranteed securities ·and other riskless hunt. 
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Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I am very much inter
ested in the Small Business Administra
tion, particularly in the administration 
of the law. I would like to inquire of any 
one on the subcommittee if they can ad
vise the Members what has been done 
by this Administration to date in making 
loans or in acting upon applications? 

Mr. ANDREWS. I think the record 
shows that at the time the agency began 
making loans in October of last year un
til the 31st of December 1953, they made 
38 loans. 

Mr. YATES. I have a later figure I 
got from the Small Business Adminis
tration as late as March 18 of this year 
because I made particular inquiry at that 
time. As of that date only 18 loans of 
the 122 that had been approved had been 
disbursed-18 out of 122. That means 
for the whole year, however, they made 
122 loans in the whole country. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Involving how 
much? 

Mr. YATES. Involving $6,391,000, as I 
interpret the figures I got from the Com
mittee on Small Business. 

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

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

Mr. PHILLIPS. The total amount ap
propriated for loans was $55 million. 
Up to the date of the hearing the amount 
lent had been $12 million. The date that 
the gentleman has is probably an earlier 
date. 

Mr. YATES. This is March 18, 1954. 
This is much after the hearings. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. We are using the 
budget figures. 

Mr. YATES. I am using figures given 
to me by the Committee on Small Busi
ness of the House. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Maybe the gentle
man is including money used for ad
ministrative expenses in connection with 
the lending of the money, but I did not 
think it was that much. I think more 
than $6 million has been lent. The 
point the gentleman from Massachu-

. setts is making is that in spite of the 
argument right here at the moment, not 
enough money has been loaned of the 
money we appropriated for that pur
pose to the Small Business Adminis
tration. 

Mr. McCORMACK. That was my 
purpose. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. We agree completely 
and say so in the report. We want 
the money spent in that Administration 
for the purpose for which the agency 
was created and not to send 97 people 
around the country telling businessmen 
how to conduct their business, but to 
give them the help that was intended 
by the act that should be given through 
the agency. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I am glad to hear 
the gentleman from California make the 
statement he has, because certainly all 
of us want to have this Administration 
serve in the manner we intended when 
we created it. 

YATES. I would like to point out 
to the gentleman that the table I have 
from the House Committee on Small 
Business shows that since the Small 

Business Administration has been in ex
istence, which is more than a year now, 
there have been 3 loans approved in 
the whole Boston area-just 3 loans. I 
think there are more business enter
prises in the city of Boston that need 
the help of the Small Business Admin
istration. 

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

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

Mr. HILL. I think we should keep 
in mind that the Small Business Com
mittee of the House, of which I happen 
to be chairman, learned that they did 
not start their lending program until 
October. They had not even the force 
to go out in the field and service the 
loans that were applied for. So we have 
had quite a little difficulty in getting the 
loan organization started. They are 
coming along better now and have some 
one hundred or more loans in the course 
of being processed. 

Mr. McCORMACK. As chairman of 
the Small Business Committee, is the 
gentleman satisfied with the way in 
which this particular Administration has 
proceeded? 

Mr. HILL. Well, I think we should say 
this in defense of the Administrator. 
We are not satisfied because we changed 
Administrators, and for a long time we 
limped along with an Acting Adminis
trator. It is a big task to set up these 
loan organizations-in 48 States. Where 
we happen to have administrators who 
developed an organization, we have been 
able to function, but in some States no 
loans have been approved at all, most 
of the reasons being because they have 
not processed the loans. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I assume the gen
tleman's committee is watching the situ
ation very closely and that you expect 
improvement. Is that correct? 

Mr. HILL. That is correct. On your 
side, too, I will say the gentleman from 
Dlinois [Mr. YATES], is a valuable mem
ber of that committee. There are no 
more valuable members than you have 
on your side. They are all good men, and 
we are trying our best and we hope to 
make something out of this Small Busi
ness Administration before very long. 

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

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

Mr. RAINS. The gentleman from 
Massachusetts will remember that at the 
time this bill was passed only a puny 
amount of $55 million was put in, and 
an effort was made to increase that 
amount to $200 million, and our friends 
defeated us. I should like to say this: 
When you say only three loans were 
made in the Boston area, only about that 
number have been made in the entire 
State of Alabama, yet during the month 
of December I had more than 10 times as 
many requests for small-business loans 
as I ever had under RFC. 

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

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

Mr. YATES. Up to last October-and 
I think this should be stated in justifica
tion for the chairman of the Small Busi-

ness Committee, the gentleman from 
Colorado [Mr. HILL], who is doing a very 
fine job, that under· the policy established 
by the Secretary of the Treasury 
Humphrey, by Secretary of Commerce 
Weeks, and by the Administrator, there 
was a real deterrent, in fact, a prohibi
tion, against making any loans by the 
Small Business Administration to any 
business that was not engaged in a de
fense activity. As a result, there were no 
loans approved up to that time. Now it 
is starting to loosen up a little. 

Mr. McCORMACK. My understand
-ing is that the administrative expenses 
have been greater than the loans already 
made. 

Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Chairman, will the 
·gentleman yield? 

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield to the 
gentleman from West Virginia. 

Mr. BAILEY. I would like to advise 
the committee that in my district loans 
have been pending in excess of 4 months, 
and they are apparently no nearer 
getting loans than they were when they 
first applied 4 months ago. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I hope out of this 
colloquy that those in charge of the 
Small Business Administration will 
benefit; I am sure they will, and that 
there will be a speed-up in passing upon 
applications that are made in the future. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION 

Salaries and expenses, Smithsonian Insti
tution: For all necessary expenses for the 
preservation, exhibition, and increase of col
lections from the surveying and exploring 
expeditions of the Government and from 
other sources; for the system of interna
tional exchanges between the United States 
and foreign countries; for anthropological 
researches among the American Indians and 
the natives of lands under the jurisdiction 
or protection of the United States, independ
ently or in cooperation with State, educa
tional, and scientific organizations in the 
United States, and the excavation and pre
servation of archeological remains; for main
tenance of the Astrophysical Observatory and 
making necessary observations in high alti
tudes; for the administration of the National 
Collection of Fine Arts; for the administra
tion, construction, and maintenance of labo
ratory and other facilities on Barra Colorado 
Island, canal Zone, under the provisions of 
the act of July 2, 1940, as amended by the 
provisions of Reorganization Plan No. 3 of 
1946; for the maintenance and administra
tion of a national air museum as authorized 
by the act of August 12, 1946 (20 U. S. c. 
77); including not to exceed $35,000 for serv
ices as authorized by section 15 of the act 
of August 2, 1946 (5 U. S. C. 55a); not to 
exceed $15,225 for expenses of travel; pur
chase, repair, and cleaning of unifonns for 
guards and elevator conductors; repairs and 
alterations of buildings and approaches; and 
preparation of manuscripts, drawings, and 
illustrations for publications; $3,000,000. 

Mr. SCHENCK. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike out the the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I do this for the pur
pose of inquiring of the chairman of the 
subcommittee about the Smithsonian 
Institution and other governmental in
stitutions. I notice, beginning on page 
174 of the hearings, there was consider
able testimony regarding the possibility 
of charging admission to· such places as 
the Smithsonian Institution. I wonder 
if any serious consideration was given 
to that. 
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Mr. PHILLIPs: Mr. Chairman, if the 

gentleman will yield; yes, serious con
sideration was given, and only because 
of the conditions surrounding it. No 
mandatory recommendations were made. 
The matter was referred to the Smith
sonian Institution for investigation and 
for this reason: that the Smithsonian 
Institution has one of the finest collec
tions in the United States, and among 
them, for example, are the original air
planes which many of the pioneers de
veloped and built. Now, those are pres
ently in a museum or hangar loaned to 
the Smithsonian by the Air Force in 
Chicago. The Air Force has been en
deavoring to get the Smithsonian out of 
this warehouse, or this place where the 
collection is housed. In fact, they 
served notice upon them. The Army 
and the Navy are always very glad to 
give space to the historic possessions of 
these two services. We suggested an ad
mission charge of perhaps a dime, some
thing like that, with free admission to 
school children, thinking that that 
would produce a very large amount of 
money and might be sufficient to finance 
the construction of a building if the 
Air Force is going to move us out of the 
building where the collection is now 
housed. 

Mr. SCHENCK. Mr. Chairman, I 
should like to say that the airplane of 
the Wright brothers was first built in 
Dayton, Ohio, which is part of my con
gressional district. I should most seri
ously object to making a side show of 
our governmental buildings. I think it 
would be a bad situation if high-school 
children or adults had to pay to go into 
their governmental buildings. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. If the gentleman will 
yield briefly, the question is whether we 
want these valuable exhibits, such as the 
airplane to which the gentleman re
ferred, housed properly, or whether we 
want them exhibited in some open space. 
Secondly, I should not think the gentle
man would object to a very nominal fee 
such as the Park Service charges, which 
enables that agency to give additional 
service to the people who use the parks. 

Mr. SCHENCK. May I say to the 
gentleman from California [Mr. PHIL
LIPS], Mr. Chairman, that I think this 
Government of ours is big enough and 
these airplanes and other exhibits are 
important enough that we should be able 
to find a place where they might be kept 
and where they might be viewed. Cer
tainly I object to our making a side 
show of these buildings and I object to 
such fees even being contemplated. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will 
read. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY 

For the purpose of carrying out the pro
visions of the Tennessee Valley Authority 
Act of 1933, as amended (16 U.S. C., ch. 12A), 
including purchase (not to exceed 1) and 
hire, maintenance, and operation of aircraft, 
and purchase (not to exceed 100 for replace
ment only) and hire of passenger motor 
vehicles, $103,582,000, to remain available 
until expended, and to be available for the 
payment of obligations chargeable against 
prior appropriations: Provided, That no 
funds appropriated for the Tennessee Valley 
Authority by this paragraph shall be used 
for the maintenance or operation of any 

aircraft for passenger service that is not 
specifically confined to the active operation 
of the official business of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority by officers or employees of 
such Authority, and not to exceed $673,000 
(exclusive of travel for work in connection 
with the construction of transmission lines, 
dams, and steam plants) of funds available 
to the Tennessee Valley Authority shall be 
used for expenses of travel: Provided further, 
That no part of funds available for expendi
ture by this agency shall be used, directly or 
indirectly, to acquire a building for use as 
an administrative office of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority unless and until the Di
rector of the Bureau of the Budget, follow
ing a st udy .of the advisability of the pro
posed acquisition, shall advise the com
mittees on appropriations of the Senate and 
the House of Representatives and the Ten
nessee Valley Authority that the acquisition 
has his approval: Provided further, That 
there shall be available for resource develop
ment activities pursuant to the Tennessee 
Valley Authority Act of 1933, as amended, 
not to exceed $600,000 to be derived from 
proceeds of operations of the Tennessee Val
ley Authority: Provided further, That here
after the board of directors of the Tennessee 
Valley Authority shall pay each year to mis
cellaneous receipts of the Treasury from 
power revenues interest on the amounts in
vested by the Authority in power-facility 
properties, including construction in prog
ress, from appropriations heretofore and 
hereafter made to the Authority and on 
amounts equal to the book value at the 
time of the transfer of power-facility prop
erties obtained from other Federal agencies 
without reimbursement by the Authority, 
less amounts of capital returned to the 
Treasury from such revenues. The rate of 
interest shall be equal to the average rate of 
interest paid by the Treasury of the United 
States, during the prior fiscal year, on the 
public debt: Provided further, That no limi
tation shall be placed by the Tennessee Val
ley Authority on resale rates of power fixed 
by local distributors. 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, I 
make the point of order against the 
language appearing on page 43, line 25, 
after the colon, and all the language in 
the paragraph on page 44 on the ground 
that it proposes legislation in a general 
appropriation bill. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, we 
concede the point of order. 

Mr. SUTTON. Mr. Chairman, · a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. SUTTON. Does that include the 
first proviso also on line 21, as well as 
the proviso at the bottom of page 43, line 
25? 

Mr. PHUJ..IPS. Mr. Chairman, that 
does not. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair sus
tains the point of order. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
will state it. 

Mr. PIDLLIPS. The language on that 
page in lines 21 to 24 was not included, 
is that correct? 

The CHAIRMAN. That was not in
cluded according to the understanding 
of the Chair. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, the 
language to which the point of order 
was made begins after the colon in line 
25 on page 43 and covers the rest of the 
paragraph relating to the Tennessee 
Valley Authority. 

The CHAIRMAN. That is a correct 
statement. The point of order was con
ceded. 

Mr. COOPER. And the Chair has 
sustained the point of order made by the 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
ANDREWS]. 

The CHAIRMAN. That is correct. 
Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, .! 

offer an amendment. 
The Clerk read the . amendment as 

follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. ANDREws: On 

page 42, line 25, after the word "vehicles .. 
strike out "$103,582,000" and insert "$188,-
358,000." 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, this 
· amendment would increase the appro
priation for the Tennessee Valley Au· 
thority $85 million. That is the amount 
of money the TV A omcials requested of 
the Budget Bureau for the construction 
of 8 new steam units during fiscal 1955. 
The reason for the need for those steam 
units is the fact that in 1957 the supply 
of power by TVA will be equal to if not 
less than the demand for power. 

We have had. a lot of argument here 
yesterday and today about TV A. In my 
opinion, that argument is about 20 or 
23 years too late. The truth of the mat
ter is that we have with us today a great 
utility owned by the Government of the 
United States known as the Tennessee 
Valley Authority. That utility is 
charged with the duty of supplying to 
the people in the area served by that 
utility all the power they need. 

What are the facts about the needs 
for public power in the TV A area in 
1957? Mr. Clapp, the Administrator, 
told our committee, as appears on page 
2456 of the hearings, that in 1957 the 
system will be capable of supplying 
9,483,000 kilowatts, and that the demand 
in 1957, the normal demand to be ex
pected in any section of America, will 
be 9,500,000 kilowatts. The deficit will 
be 17,000 kilowatts. 

As a matter of fact, according to all 
the rules of good business that apply 
in the field of_power utilities, they should 
have a surplus of a minimum of 10 per
cent. If that be true, then TV A should 
have 900,000 more kilowatts in 1957 than 
the record shows they will have. TVA 
is a utility, just as much so as the Ala
bama Power Co. or the American Gas 
& Electric Service. As was brought out 
yesterday, it is the only power-produc
ing utility serving that great area of our 
country. 

What do other utilities say about an
ticipating the demand that will be made 
on their systems? We had before our 
committee Mr. Graham Claytor, presi
dent of the American Gas & Electric 
Service Co. As appears on page 2885, he 
made the statement that their present 
capacity is 3.6 million and their present 
demand is 2.9 Inillion, giving them a 
margin over and above their demand of 
700,000 kilowatts. I asked Mr. Claytor 
this question, ''When do you anticipate 
that your normal demand without any 
demand from TV A will catch up with or 
be equal to your present capacity?" 

This is what Mr. Claytor said: "We 
think if we are smart we will never reach 
that point." 
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My question then was, ":You want to 
keep a margin?" . · 

He said, "Always." . 
My next question was, ''What margin 

do you think is reasonably safe?" 
He said, "With a system as large as 

ours we want not less than 10 percent. 
We would like to have 15 percent." 
· That is smart business, and it is a 
business policy that is practiced by pri
vate utilities . . If we deny TVA the right 
to anticipate and prepare for their needs 
in the future, TV A will not be able to 
follow that good business practice. 

(On request of Mr. MuRRAY, and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. ANDREWS was al
lowed to proceed for 5 additional min
utes.) 

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman, we 
had another witness who is a good, 
smart businessman, who is president of 
another private utility company, Mr. 
Wilson, of the Mississippi Light & Power 
Co. :Here is what he said. He said, 
''Of course, we continually make studies 
of demands and requirements so as to 
keep well ahead of the demands." My 
question to him was, "Do you try to keep 
10 percent ahead?" His answer, ''At 
least-and more." 

That is the situation that confronts 
TV A, and as of today there is no crying 
need for additional power, but every 
witness who appeared before the com
mittee stated that in the year 1957 there 
will be a tremendous lack of power in 
that section. If TV A follows good, 
sound business practices that private 
utilities follow, they will need more than 
they ask of the pudget and more than 
my amendment asks for. 

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

Mr. ANDREWS. I yield. 
Mr. PRIEST. · At the time the state

ments were made to the subcommittee, 
the Atomic Energy Commission had not 
requested the 200,000 additional kilo
watt-hours of electricity; is that not 
true? 

Mr. ANDREWS. That is right. 
Mr. PRIEST. But they did make that 

request subsequently? 
Mr. ANDREWS. My information is 

that they made that request. It was 
brought out yesterday and it is in the 
RECORD. As of today, the Government 
agencies take from TV A production 35 
percent of the total, and by the fall of 
this year the take by Government agen
cies from TV A will be 50 percent of their 
total output. · I was amazed when told 
that the amount of power that the TV A 
furnishes to the Atomic Energy Com
mission at Oak Ridge alone today is 
more than all the power used in the 
great State of Texas in 1952. 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield?_ 

Mr. ANDREWS. I yield. . 
Mr. JONES of Alabama. What has 

been the accuracy of the TV A as to an
ticipating their electricity needs year by 
year? 

Mr. ANDREWS. It has been most ac
curate. As a matter of fact, there has 
been a demand for their power almost 
equal to the supply since . the time that 
they first began to. generate power. As 
I said a few moments ago, we have the 
~A and it is a utility just as much. so 

in any sense in any way that you take 
it, as any privately owned utility in 
America. We had some expert witnesses 
on the question of power before our com
mittee. I think one of the most interest
ing and dynamic witnesses that I have 
ever seen in my life was Mr. Hamilton 
Moses who appeared before our commit
tee. He is the president of the Arkansas 
Light & Power Co. Let me tell you what 
he told our committee about the TV A. 
This is our utility. It is the utility of the 
Federal Government and we, as Mem
bers of Congress, figuratively speaking, 
are the board of directors of that utility. 
Here is what Mr. Moses said about TV A: 

First, I want to say that we are not here 
fighting TVA or opposing it as a system. It 
is in operation. It is already there. It is of 
age. We have all got to live with it. It has 
good management. Our connections and our, 
contacts with them have been satisfactory. 

Then the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
THOMAs] asked Mr. Moses this question: 
"What about the construction of plants? 
Did I hear you say the TV A can build 
them as cheaply as you can?" 

And Mr. Moses said, "Yes, sir; they 
can." What do we have here today? We 
have a utility created by this Congress 
and charged with the duty of furnishing 
power to one whole State and many 
counties of two other States. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike out the last word. 

Mr Chairman, I had an amendment 
prepared to accomplish the same pur
pose as the amendment otiered by the 
gentleman from Alabama [Mr AN
DREWS]. He being a member of the Ap
propriations Committee and a member 
of this subcommitee in charge of the bill, 
was naturally entitled to priority of rec
ognition, and I am delighted to rise in 
support of the amendment otiered by 
him. 

The amendment now pending will pro
vide $85 million for 8 new units, as 
requested by the Tennessee Valley Au
thority. Two of those units will be at 
Fulton, Tenn.; 1 at Gallatin, Tenn.; 4 at 
New Johnsonville, Tenn.; and 1 at John 
Sevier, Tenn.; the last one being in the 
district of my colleague the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. REECE]. 

The record clearly shows that this ad
ditional capacity is needed in the TVA 
area. I would like to invite attention to 
the fact that 20 years ago last year the 
Congress created the TVA, and the pro
duction of power for the use of the people 
was one of the major tasks assigned to 
this great agency of regional resource 
development. 

TVA has been of untold benefit to the 
region and to the Nation. Today, by act 
of Congress, the law of the land, it has 

. become the sole supplier of electricity in 
an area of 80,000 square miles. Five mil
lion people depend upon it for all the en
ergy they use in their homes, on their 

·farms, and in their business enterprises. 
. This year TV A requested of the Bureau 
of the Budget this amount of $85 million 
to provide for these 8 new units. 

Two of the new units recommended 
are scbeduled to be located at a new 
plant to be built at what is known as the 
Fulton site 30 miles north of Memphis, 

, Tenn., in Lauderdale County, a part of 
the eighth district which I have the 

honor to -represent: It takes 3 years to 
build a modern steam plant of the kind 
TV A plans to construct at the Fulton 
site. If the appropriation of $30 million 
for the Fulton plant is granted now, the 
first unit of 225,000 kilowatts will be 
placed in service in the fall of 1957. 

As we all know, the TV A power system 
is operated as a whole. No plant is a 
captive of any individual community, 
but this plant is proposed for location 
near Memphis and in west Tennessee 
because the increasing requirements of 
that area can be most economically 
served if additional capacity is provided 
here. At peak loads west Tennessee now 
uses about 450,000 kilowa-tts of capacity. 
By the winter of 1956-57 it is estimated 
that west Tennessee loads will have 
grown to ·7oo,ooo kilowatts and to almost 
900,000 by the winter of 1958-59. In 
Memphis ~one electricity consumption is 
expected to rise to 2.5 billion kilowatt
hours by 1956. To get an idea of what 
this quantity means, let me point out 
that this :figure for Memphis is 80 per
cent of the total amount of electricity 
produced during 1952 by all the util
ities-both privately and publicly owned 
in our neighboring State of Arkansas. 
just across the river from Memphis. 

Today the major load centers in the 
west Tennessee area are being served 
from generating plants located from a 
hundred to two hundred miles away. 
Power comes into our area over trans
mission lines from the various TV A 
hydroplants along the Tennessee River 
and from .the steamplant at Johnson
ville. The existing lines are inadequate 
to take care of the larger loads that are 
certain to develop in the next few years. 
TV A had two alternatives for meeting 
west Tennessee's future power require
ments. One, to add to generating oa
pacity of steamplants already under 
construction, then to build additional 
transmission lines from those distant 
plants to the Memphis area; or to start 
a new steamplant in the west Tennessee 
area, thereby reducing tranmission costs 
and transmission power losses. This is 
the method selected by TV A engineers 
after a thorough study of all factors. 
This is the prudent, efficient way for 
TV A to add to the total generating ca
pacity available on its system. 

Let no one be fooled by the suggestion 
I have heard that TVA estimates of load 
growth in west Tennessee are overopti
mistic and that experts from outside the 

. region believe the Fulton plant is not re
quired. In west Tennessee the number 
of electrified farms has increased more 
than 4 times in the past 7 years, from 
15,000 farms in 1945 to more than 63,000 
farms today. About 90 percent of our 
farms are equipped to take electric serv
ice now; their loa_ds are growing. Those 

_ of us who live in the region know the 
facts. We know that on this question 
the management of TV A is expert. Let 
me remind you that in 20 years of expe-

. rience TV A has not so far built one kilo
watt of excess capacity, in spite of the 
fact that every year. the private utility 
experts thought dit!erently. We had ex
perience in Tennessee with the experts 
of the private_ power companies. We 
want no more of their forecasts. · They 
thought 800,000 kilowatts in capacity was 
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enough for the whole area now served by 
TVA. They thought only 3 percent of 
the farms deserved electric service. 
They thought we would never see the in
dustrial growth which TV A has made 
possible. · · · 

The economic growth of this region is 
dependent upon an increase in the power 
capacity available from TVA. The.Ful
ton plant is needed to guarantee efficient 
and economic management of the TV A 
power system. We have had efficient 
and economic management so fai,\ Let 
it not be said that with 1954 good power 
system management is to be abandoned. 

So I urge the adoption of the pending 
amendment. 

Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. EVINS. Mr. Chairman, all 

friends of the TV A and friends of public 
power should support the amendment 
of the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
ANDREWS]. 

The amendment under consideration 
proposes to restore to the TV A budget 
$85 million for beginning construction 
of eight additional steam-generating 
units-badly needed by the facility to 
supply future power needs of the area
for normal growth and demands and for 
national defense. 

I for one cannot see why anyone would 
want tO vote to cripple and impede the 
normal growth of a great section of our 
country and take a chance on impairing 
the national defense and security of our 
country. 

And yet there are those who will do 
just this when they fail to support the 
pending Andrews amendment. 

This additional power is needed. It is 
greatly needed. A case has been fully 
made out-both before the Budget Bu
reau and the Committee on Appropria
tions that considered the TV A request. 

The estimates of the best experts and 
authorities are all that during the next 
3 years some additional 600,000 kilo
watts of power will be needed and re
quired by the Atomic Energy Commission 
at Paducah, Ky., and 200,000 additional 
kilowatts at the Oak Ridge plant has 
been recently requested. 

All agree that these additional power 
requirements will be called for by the 
national defense. 

Yet by some devious device the enemies 
of TVA and the private power lobby have 
attempted to hatch up a scheme totem
porarily, at least, deny to the TVA the 
funds vitally necessary to build the 
steam generating units which the area 
requires and which the national defense 
requires. 

This effort at crippling TV A is not a 
new one. It is a recurring fight. 

Mr. Chairman, it has not been the 
expectation of any of us, following the 
President's own display of casualness 
toward TV A, that the great Appropria
tions Committee would deal generously 
and adequately with this agency in fiscal 
matters. 
· We Members of · Congress who are 
certainly accustomed to an annual :fight 

to get a fair hearing for the TV A had 
not been under any delusion in the 
matter.: 

We expected the fight to be more de
manding this year than in any year since 
the TVA was created. And the reason 
is simple. 
· For the first time since TVA was built 

into one of the greatest economic boons 
this country has ever known, the private 
power lobby is riding the crest of the 
wave and, in a congenial atmosphere, is 
dispensing its propaganda under the 
most favorable conditions possible. 

So what have we been given to con
sider this year? We have been handed 
a bill which reduces the appropriation 
for the TV A to its lowest level. 

The bill, in effect, directs that we, the 
Congress of the United States, increase 
the power bill of the people of the TV A 
region of the country by a minimum of 
approximately $30 million a year. This 
is what the enemies of TV A are propos
ing in recommending an interest rate 
charge on TV A power funds. 

We are being asked also to surrender 
all thoughts of future economic expan
sion and progress-to stop all proposed 
expansion dead in its tracks. 

The committee is directing that we 
give TV A a tin cup with which it may 
seek the generosity of the Congress in 
the future. We are being asked to sanc
tion a virtual dimout of the great TVA 
region within 3 years. 

But more important, Mr. Chairman, 
we are experiencing something new and 
something far more critical than a higher 
electric bill or a dimout of private power 
requirements. · 

The present cut in appropriations for 
TVA suggests that we fiddle around and 
equivocate with our atomic energy pro
gram and our national security. 

Mr. Chairman, this attitude of hos
tility to the TV A as an agency of our 
Government is evidenced in many 
directions. 

Not only has the administration and 
the Appropriations Committee drasti
cally cut the operating budget of the 
TVA, but the recommendation is made 
that the corporate funds be reduced and 
TV A operations financed from any 
source other than appropriations. 

The committee has recommended a 
cut of $12 million for transmission 
facilities. 

Essential improvements and future 
projects have been reduced $277,000. 

Funjs have been denied for necessary 
·equipment, transportation facilities, and 
other general operations. 

All of these represent reductions from 
appropriation-financed to corporate
financed budget. 

The committee, also, has demonstrated 
its hostility to TV A by failing to pro

. vide the needed and recommended $600,-
000 for resources development program. 

The committee has further recom
mended a decrease of $25 million in the 
reserve fund of the TV A. In other 
words-deny one need, transfer another 
function, reduce the corporate and re
serve funds-the net effect of which is 
to cripple and weak'en the great strength 
and structure of the TV A by the general 
process of sniping at ita various functions 

and financial structure-killing by 
strangulation. 

Aside from the greatly reduced appro
priations, the committee has recom
mended two legislative provisions which 
are clearly irregular and out of order 
under the rules of the House as legisla
tion in an appropriations bill. 

I refer, of course, to the provision re
quiring the payment of interest on ap
propriated funds for power purposes of 
the TV A-and the provision relating to 
the limitation on resale rates of TVA 
power sold by local distributors. 

Fortunate1y, both of these proposals 
have been ruled as out of order by a fair 
Speaker, Speaker MARTIN. 

Nevertheless, the effort demonstrates 
the extent to which the enemies of TV A 
and the private power interests will go 
in their desire and unrelenting efforts to 
kill TV A, a truly great and successful 
agency of our Government-operating 
in the public interest and providing the 
national defense needs of our country. 

Let us beat back these reactionary ef
forts. 

The Andrews amendment under con
sideration would restore to the TVA 
budget the $85 million requested to begin 
the construction of essential generating 
units that have been requested and here 
enumerated. 

If there are those who are prejudiced 
against TV A, I appeal to you not to per
mit your prejudice to extend to the na
tional defense and security of our 
country. 

All the evidence clearly demonstrates 
that approximately 50 percent of the 
power production of TV A is needed for 
national defense purposes. 

In no other region of the country is as 
great a proportion of the total power 
supply being devoted to the national de
fense. 

In the 5-year period beginning with 
1951 and ending with 1956, the defense 
requirements of Federal agencies s·up .. 
plied by the TV A will increase from 
about 400,000 kilowatts to 3,400,000 kilo· 
watts. 

The use of electricity by these agencies 
which increased from 2,800,000,000 kilo· 
watt-hours in 1951 to 7 billion in 1953, 
will reach 28% billion kilowatt-hours in 
1956. 

By that time about one-third of the 
total system demand and nearly one .. 
half of all the energy generated by the 
system will be delivered to Federal 
agencies, primarily for atomic energy 
plants. 

The great bulk of this additional pow .. 
er need is for national defense purposes. 

The pending amendment would insure 
that the national defense requirements 
of TV A for power will be met. 

The request for funds for beginning 
construction of these essential steam
generating units has repeatedly been 
made and, as indicated, a case in justi· 
fication has been fully made out. 

I sincerely and strongly urge that the 
$85 million requested in the pending 
Andrews amendment be given your 
support. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, at one of his press conferences last 
month the President was asked to com
ment on reports that the 'rV A power 
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system would-be.crippled and the region's 
progress threatened because of the ad
ministration's failure to· request .funds 
in the fiscal 1955 budget to begin the 
construction of new power facilities. The 
President was.reported to have responded 
b-y remarking that he knew no reason 
why the city of Memphis, if it wanted to, 
could not do something about this matter 
itself. The President has been quoted 
as asking similar questions on other oc
casions. As the Representative in Con
gress of Memphis and Shelby County, I 
feel that. it is my duty to answer this 
question, which appears to be so much 
on the President's mind, and to answer 
it on the floor of the House where sooner 
or later every problem involving grave 
issues of national policy must be resolved. 

Although the President's question as 
quoted was directed at a single munici
pality, the issue is larger than that. The 
issue involves directly the very existence 
of TVA and indirectly the whole question 
of the freedom of the people of this coun
try to secure the benefit of their own 
resources and to have a voice as to the 
way in which those resources are to be 
used and developed. 

The insistent repetition of the ques
tion indicates a disturbing change in the 
attitude of the President. In October of 
1952, Candidate Eisenhower, in the heat 
of the election campaign, honored Mem
phis with a brief visit. Of all the issues 
on which he might have spoken while in 
Memphis, the people were most inter
ested in his views on TVA, which is one 
of the principal foundations of the pros
perity of our area. Candidate Eisen
hower favored us with a most reassuring 
statement. Here is what he said in part: 

In this region, I know you are deeply in
terested in the Tennessee Valley Authority, 
and in the part it has played in the improve
ment of the agriculture nd commerce of this 
area. TV A has served rural areas well and 
has created many new industries in this sec
tion. It has helped conserve natural re
sources, control floods, and promote national 
defense. Certainly there would be no dis
position on my part to impair the effective 
working out of TV A. It is a great experiment 
in resource development and flood control 
for this area. 

The statement was. a little vague, and 
his supporters in Tennessee therefore 
urged him to be more explicit, and, ac
cordingly, on October 23, 1952, the Presi
dent sent a telegram to John Jennings, 
Jr. In that telegram to Mr. Jennings, 
the President said: 

In my talks last week in those cities-

Memphis and Knoxville--
! made very clear my regard for the TV A 
and my wish for its effective working out. 
If stories are being circulated to the contrary, 
they are pure political propaganda without 
basis of fact. The use of TV A power by farm
ers, dairymen, housewives, small-business 
men, schools, churches, and industry, large 
and small, in the reg-ion is p:J,"oof of its strong 
support by the people. It is our conviction 
that river-basin developments should be 
worked out in the way the people of the 
region want it done. 

In other parts of the country the citizens 
may ·think some program of river-basin de
'Velopment differing in pattern from ·the TVA 
is more suited to their needs and wishes. In 
those cases these views should have earnest 
eonsideration. The Government should never 
dictate to the people, _ but should offer_ as a 

partner to work out regional problems in the 
way tlie people of the region want it done. 

. . 

These words seemed to say that if the 
people of the Tennessee Valley wanted to 
continue their partnership with TVA on 
the same basis as in the.past, Mr. Eisen
hower heartily approved. But the ques
tion was so important to the people of 
our area that there were skeptics, and it 
was apparent to the supporters of Mr. 
Eisenhower that he could not carry the 
State if he failed to remove all doubt that 
he was fully and definitely committed to 
the continued role of TV A in supplying 
the valley's power needs. The editors of 
two of the Scripps-Howard papers in 
Tennessee, militant supporters of Eisen
hower, thereupon urgently pleaded with 
him, if he wished to carry the State, to 
make his position on TV A so clear that it 
could not be misunderstood. On Novem
ber 2, 1952, almost the eve of the elec
tion, Mr. Eisenhower responded with a 
telegram to the editors of these two pa
pers, in which he was more explicit than 
ever before. Here is what he said: 
· If I am elected President, TV A will be oper
ated and maintained at maximum etll.ciency. 
I have a keen appreciation of what it has 
done and what it will be able to continue to 
do in the future. Under the new administra
tion TVA will continue to serve and promote 
the prosperity of this great section of the 
United States. 

That did the trick. I do not know 
whether that telegram helped Mr. Eisen
hower carry any other States, but cer
tainly it was responsible for his victory 
in Tennessee 2 days later by a margin of 
2,600 votes out of a total of approxi
mately 900,000 votes cast. 

That telegram 2 days before the elec
tion was the last kind word the President 
has had to say about TVA. Now his 
budget requests for the second consecu
tive year of his administration have de
nied TV A the funds it needs for the added 
capacity required to permit it to operate 
at maximum efficiency. Now he says, 
'.'Why cannot .Memphis build its own 
plant?" 

Now I want at this time to answer his 
qu~stion. I should like to answer it in a 
way which will be persuasive to you, and 
I hope it might be convincing to the 
President if by any chance my words 
should come to his attention. 
. As it happens this is a matter of which 
I have some personal knowledge. I was 
a member of the city commission of 
Memphis and vice mayor from 1928 
through 1940, and participated in the in
vestigations, discussions, · and decisions 
which led Memphis to the determination 
to acquire and operate its own electric 
system and to join the partnership be
tween TV A and the various communities 
of the Tennessee Valley region for the 
improvement of the communities in our 
area through a low-cost public-power 
program and thus to become one of the 
146 distributors of TVA power. I can 
well remember when in 1934 the city 
commission decided to put the question 
of acquiring its own local electrical sys
tem for the distribution of TV A power to 
the citizens of Memphis, and the over
whelming vote of appJ;"oval given by the 
citizens of our city. That was almost 20 
years ago, on November 6, 1934, when 
32,735 voters cast theil"_ ballots. in favor 

of the proposal, and less than 1 ,900 voted 
against it. · Even ·then we recognized 
how important this decision was to the 
future of our city. One of our downtown 
streets was named November 6 Street in 
honor of the occasion, and that name 
has been preserved to this day. 

I also took part in the negotiations 
which led to the purchase of the electric
distribution properties of the Memphis 
Power & Light Co. by the city, and I 
have seen that system as it has grown 
and prospered since that time. I shall 
not take the time to give you the details 
of the growth of the Memphis electric 
system or of the way it has contributed 
to the progress and welfare of the city. 
The general story is already familiar to 
many of you, if not in connection with 
Memphis then · perhaps in connection 
with one of the other 146 municipalities 
and cooperatives which serve the 1,350,-
000 people of the Tennessee Valley area. 
In Memphis the power system's assets 
have quadrupled while its debt has been 
cut in half. The power demand has 
grown manyfold in the 16-year life of 
the Memphis municipal system. Elec
tricity is used with a generosity we never 
before believed possible. Industry has 
flourished. Savings to consumers in 
their power bills have kept millions of 
dollars a year of purchasing power in 
Memphis that in earlier years was 
siphoned off by the power company. 

That is what we mean by operating at 
maximum efficiency. The city has done 
a better job of distributing power within 
the city as well as the outlying rural 
areas than the private power companies 
ever did in serving Memphis. TVA has 
done a better job in generating and 
transmitting power. It does a better job 
than Memphis can do. Its costs are 
lower. Under modern conditions, power 
generation can no longer be conducted 
on the basis of small and isolated plants. 
That is not maximum efficiency. That 
is wasteful and costly. Distribution sys
tems can achieve maximum efficiency 
when they are locally owned and man
aged, but for any local system to survive 
it must have available a wholesale source 
of supply at reasonable cost. This di
vision of function is the basis of our 
partnership with TV A, a partnership in 
which the distributors of TV A power 
have now invested over $400 million. It 
is this partnership which makes maxi
mum efficiency possible. 

TVA is the Nation's most efficient 
power producer. There is no doubt 
about it. TV A power is not the cheapest 
power in the country by any means. 
Power on the Columbia is· cheaper, and 
perhaps on the Niagara, because of the 
advantages bestowed by nature. Any
one should be able to produce power 
cheaply under such conditions. But 
TVA stands for making the most of our 
energy resources. There are reasonably 
favorable natural conditions in the Ten
nessee Valley. TV A operates in an area 
where there are good power sites, both 
hydro and steam, with plenty of water 
for condensing purposes for steam plants 
and where cheap barge transportation 
for coal is available. , In or near parts of 
its area there is an abundant supply of 
relatively low-cost coal, and the com
bined hydro and steam system provides 
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a most efficient basis for power supply. 
Is Memphis to be denied the advantage 
of that combination? The TVA system 
is a large system with all the economies 
which size provides. Is Memphis to be 
cut off from the benefits of those econ
omies? The ~enerating units which 
TV A installs are the largest and most 
efficient which modern technology makes 
available. Must Memphis go to smaller 
and inefficient units with capital in
vested in standby enough to give securi
ty? The . TVA serves a region large 
enough to take advantage of diversity in 
peak loads, to locate its steam plants 
where fuel is cheap, to keep costs down 
at every point. A network of transmis
sion lines shifts loads from one generat
ing plant to another to take advantage of 
the lowest cost generation at any time. 
That is what is meant by maximum 
efficiency. 

Because TVA's rates are relatively low, 
the utilities cry, ''subsidy, subsidy," but 
there is no subsidy, and the private 
utilities know it. TVA has earned 4 
percent on its total power investment as 
an average through all the years of its 
existence including the lean early years 
when it was hamstrung in the courts. 
This return of 4 percent is net after 
straight-line depreciation allowances 
which will return the full investment in 
depreciable facilities during the period 
they are used. Now the Government's 
cost of borrowed money on its market
able securities-! do not include the 
bonds held by the Civil Service Retire
ment System and similar bonds which 
have arbitrary rates of interest-has 
averaged less than 2 percent in this 
period, and even during the year 1953, 
when interest rates were at a long-time 
peak, the cost of money to the Govern
ment averaged only 2.17 percent. Where 
is the subsidy? There is none. 

TVA's rates are low because its costs 
are low. Its rates support no high
priced executives, no radio programs to 
divert and bamboozle the public mind, 
no double-page spreads in the national 
magazines to try to substitute slogans 
and scarewords like socialism for sober 
thinking. None of the money paid to 
TVA goes for political lawyers or so
called public opinion surveys which are 
intended more to influence opinion than 
to test it. TV A power is cheap because 
TV A makes the most effective use of the 
region's abundant water and energy re-

. sources. That is what maximum ef
ficiency means. 

Perhaps Memphis should be honored 
that the President has singled it out for 
special attention, but here, too, it is ap
parent that he has been placed in serious 
misapprehension as to the facts. Evi
dently he has been led to think that the 
steam plant which TV A proposed to 
build on the Fulton site on the Missis
sippi River is intended solely for .the pur
pose of serving Memphis. This is not 
the case. The Fulton site is 40 miles 
from Memphis and its purpose is to serve 

. the expanding loads in the whole west
ern part of the TV A area where 30 to 40 
distributors of TVA power are operated. 
The site was chosen, as are all TV A sites, 
having in mind the most economical in-

. tegration with the entire TV A system. 

The Fulton plant would no more be a 
Memphis steam plant than a Jackson, 
Tenn., steam plant or a Tupelo, Miss., 
steam plant. It would be a TV A steam 
plant. 

I think I know why Memphis has been 
selected for comr.1ent. The Secretary of 
the Inl.erior let the cat out of the bag in 
the interview published in the U. S. 
News & World Report for October 
9, 1953. He said in that interview that 
the way to call a halt to TV A expansion 
was for the private utilities to move in 
on the fringe area. He said that private 
enterprise will not go into the middle of 
Tennessee. It could not compete. It 
could move in on the fringe area. Now 
Memphis is on ·the western end of the 
TV A service area. It is a fringe area. 

What do you suppose would happen if 
Memphis did build its own steam plant 
and it were forced to rely upon a costly 
independent single plant. I can tell you 
what would happen. Next would come 
Mayfield and Murray, in Kentucky, 
Union City and Jackson in Tennessee, 
Holly Springs, Corinth, Tupelo and New 
Albany in Mississippi, Bristol, Elizabeth
ton, Johnson City and Erwin, Tenn., 
Cullman and Albertville, Ala. The pri
vate utilities have no concern about the 
Government's investment. There can be 
no end to this process but the complete 
destruction of the finest institution 
which Congress has created. Memphis 
will not lend itself to this campaign. 

We know what maximum efficiency in 
power system management is. We will 
fight not only for ourselves, but for the 
villages, the small towns, and the rural 
cooperatives which would be disastrous
ly affected. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

Before speaking upon the amendment, 
I desire to submit a unanimous-consent 
request that all debate upon the Tennes
see Valley Administration be limited to 
20 minutes, 5 to be given to the gentle
man from Tennessee [Mr. BAKER] be
cause he has an amendment; 5 minutes 
to the gentleman from North Carolina 
[Mr. JoNAS], to reply; 5 minutes to reply 
now to the gentleman from Alabama. 

Mr. Chairman, I have always thought 
that the man who first conceived the 
procedure of extending remarks was one 
of the greatest benefactors of mankind. 
Observing my many friends who spoke 
yesterday on this same subject, who are 
again standing, I wonder if we could not 
do honor to that benefactor tonight? 

Mr. SUTTON. Mr. Chairman, I ob
ject. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Chairman, reserv
ing the right to object, I have an amend
ment I want to offer. I worked prac
tically all day yesterday as a conferee 
on the excise-tax bill. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. I was not a wa.re of 
that. I modify my request to include 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Tennes
see [Mr. COOPER]. 

Mr. COOPER. And the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. REECE] has an 
amendment. 

Mr. REECE of Tennessee. I have an 
amendment I wish to offer. 

Mr. PHILLIPS. 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. GRAHAM, Chairman of the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union, reported that that Commit
tee, having had under consideration the 
bill <H. R. 8583) making appropriations 
for the Executive Office and sundry in
dependent executive bureaus, boards, 
commissions, corporations, agencies, and 
offices, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1955, and for other purposes, had come 
to no resolution thereon. 

Mr. CHATHAM. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks following those of the gentleman 
from Wisconsin [Mr. JOHNSON] on the 
matter of the parity-price formula for 
dairy products. 

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

There was no objection. 

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

Carrell, one of its clerks, announced that 
the Senate agrees to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree
ing votes of the ... wo Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 8224) entitled "An act to reduce 
excise taxes, and for other purposes." 

INTERNATIONAL CONTROL OF HY
DROGEN AND ATOMIC WEAPONS 
Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, on Sat

urday, March 27, I was privileged and 
honored to participate in the series of 
weekly broadcasts sponsored as a public 
service ty radio station WEE! at Boston, 
the WEE! Report From Washington. 

This weekly program is conducted for 
WEE! by the able and well known CBS 
radio reporter in Washington, Ron Coch
ran, who took over this assignment for 
WEE! in April of last :::ear when this 
special series of broadcasts from Wash
ington was inaugurated by WEEI.' Re
port From Washington feature exclusive 
informal interviews with members of the 
Massachusetts delegation in Congress . 
WEE! developed these programs so that 
Members of Congress from the common
wealth could keep their constituents back 
home informed of their views and activi
ties on the Washington scene. 

Mr. Cochran tells me that the coopera
tion of the Massachusetts delegation has 
been excellent. In addition, a recent 
letter I have from Mr. Harvey Struthers, 
general manager of WEEI, indicates that 
the series has received very favorable 
listener response. · 

This series of Washington reports 
amply illustrates the splendid public 
service tradition which has marked and 
has been a keynote of WEE! operations 
in Boston for many years. 

In Saturday's discussion with· Mr. 
· Cochran, I talked about the recent ex
. plosion of the hydrogen bomb in the 
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Marshall Islands and expressed the view 
that the hydrogen bomb, which is so 
terrible, so devastating, so awful in its 
effect, will probably never be used in 
warfare. 

Since we now have a temporary bar
gaining advantage at the council tables 
because of our leadership in the develop
ment of the hydrogen bomb, I hope that 
we will follow it up with renewed discus
sions on international control of these 
great destructive weapons. Let us not 
wait until the Russians catch up to us 
in the implementation of this terrible 
weapon, just as we did in the case of the 
A-bomb. The negotiations bogged 
down that time because the Russians 
would not permit inspection inside of 
Russia and Soviet-controlled territory. 
The Russians still remain unpredictable, 
but one good reason why I believe the 
Soviet will be disposed to take a receptive 
attitude is that we have such a com
manding lead, not only in the creation, 
but in the adaptation for use in warfare 
of these horrible substances and weap
ons. They know we have the airpower 
to deliver the H-bomb. That is not only 
a great deterrent to war, but also a spur 
to agreement on this question which 
affects the future of aU mankind. 

There has been a great deal of false 
propaganda, loose thinking and miscon
ception about atomic and hydrogen 
bombs. We should definitely step up 
our civilian defense program. particu
larly in educating our people about these 
weapons. There have been many in
flammatory statements made, I regret to 
say, which have spread fear and terror 
among some of our people. Such utter
ances, whether so intended or not, tend 
in the direction of appeasement and 
confusion. These are the last things we 
want in the Nation during this time of 
crisis. 

We have to live with the realities of 
this situation and our political leadership 
has the very greatest responsibility 
toward the American people. We have 
been so conditioned to secrecy in con
nection with the atom bomb that there is 
inclined to be a great deal of misunder
standing ·and error. The American 
people, unknowingly, was committed to 
one atomic policy when the bomb was 
dropped on Hiroshima. There was and 
will continue to be among many of us the 
gravest doubt about the military and 
moral basis of this decision. Now we 
are told that the United States will retal
iate with great force if new aggression 
breaks out in the world by means and at 
places of our choosing. I will discuss 
this policy at a later date. 

I think that we should intensify our 
efforts to reach peaceful agreements for 
the international control of the atomic 
and hydrogen bombs. American states
manship should, first, set up appropriate 
defenses and countermeasures against 
these terrible weapons, secondly, do and 
say nothing that would arouse irrational 
fear and apprehension among our peo
ple, and thirdly, draw the shades of 
secrecy from the basic facts of the atom 
and its derivatives without disclosing 
strictly security information. 

Let us use the miracles of the atom to 
build, rather than to destroy, and pro
mote peace and security for the Ameri-

can people and the world. Let us move 
with a real sense of urgency, lest therm,o
nuclear disaster overwhelms modern 
civilization. 

Under leave to extend my remarks in 
the RECORD, I include the transcription 
of my broadcast on the WEE! Report 
from Washington. The material fol
lows: 

WEEI REPORT FROM WASHINGTON 
Mr. COCHRAN. Congressman PHILBIN, you 

are on the House Armed Services Committee, 
and I presume you have some information 
concerning the recent explosion of the hy
drogen bomb in the southwest Pacific. Are 
you in a position to give us your views about 
this matter? · 

Mr. PHILBIN. The explosion was indeed 
historic and very significant. As you know, 
it has been shrouded in security secrecy to 
a very great extent, but the terrible power 
and effects of the explosion are pretty gener
ally known. It affected places and persons in 
some cases hundreds of miles away from 
the center of the blast. It is said to have 
caved a huge hole in the floor of the ocean. 

·I think no one can doubt the awful force 
of this new elemental material. 

Mr. CocHRAN. What would you say as to 
its use in warfare and the effects it would 
have if one of these H-bombs were dropped 
on an American city? 

Mr. PHILBIN. Let me take your first ques
tion first. We know how devastating the or
dinary atomic bomb is. For example, the one 
dropped on Hiroshima was said to be the 
equivalent of 600 tons of TNT. The latest 
H-bomb is believed to be the equivalent of 
6 million tons of TNT, and, according to 
some of the experts, the end is not in sight, 
because they believe that a much greater 
explosive force can be developed. Of course, 
if such a bomb were dropped on one of our 
cities, the results would be a real catastro
phe, almost too horrible to contemplate. 

Now, let me come to your second point, 
that is, to its possible use in warfare. Per
sonally, I think the bomb is so terrible, so 
devastating, so awful in its effect, that it 
probably never will be used. Certainly our 
own great Nation should join-and right 
now-with all other nations, including Rus
sia, to outlaw this devilish weapon. 

Mr. COCHRAN. That is unquestionably in 
the minds of many people, but what do you 
think the prospects are for reaching an 
agreement with the Soviet on this question 
of outlawing the H-bomb? 

Mr. PHILBIN. I must admit that that is a 
very difficult question to answer. We can 
only speculate on what the Russian attitude 
will be, although, since the recent explosion, 
the Soviet press has exhibited a more than 
usual interest in outlawing the bomb. 

You will recall that we had the same prob
lem regarding the atomic bomb. In the first 
place, the secrets, the formulas, and much 
of the know-how of making the A-bomb were 
stolen from our own secret archives by spies 
and traitors. That is certainly one of the 
blackest pages in American history. 

You will recall, Ron, that at that time 
there were some of us in the Congress, as well 
as in the executive department, who were 
urging an agreement to control not only the 
A-bomb but all atomic nuclear energy on an 
international basis. The trouble was that, 
while the Soviet, running true to form in 
propaganda methods, loudly proclaimed its 
eagerness to outlaw the bomb and control 
atomic energy, it was not willing to go along 
with the idea of inspection, and, of course, 
without proper inspection by· some duly 
qualified and impartial international body 

. representing all the nations, any attempt to 
apply effective controls to atomic power and 
energy would be doomed to failure before
hand. For that reason we were not able to 
make much progress, even though we were 
prepared to adopt necessary legislation to 

carry out the general aims of international 
atomic control. 

The negotiations bogged down at that time 
because the Russians, as I said, would not 
permit inspection inside of Russia and Rus
sian-controlled territory to make sure that 
fissionable materials were being used only 
for peacetime purposes as t~ey should be. 
We were perfectly willing to accept the in
spection provisions, and I think practically 
all the other nations were willing, but, of 
course, without Russian agreement there 
·could be no adequate or satisfactory plan 
adopted. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Do you think that the sit
uation has changed any since that time; that 
is, do you believe that the Russians would 
now be willing to talk control of these most 
destructive substances? 

Mr. PHILBIN. That is very difficult to say. 
As usual, the Russians are unpredictable, 
and I would not want to venture a guess as 
to what their final attitude might be in the 
matter. I do think~ ~owever, · that all the 
facts in this · situation certainly lead in the 
direction of international control. · They also 
tend toward the reasonable supposition that 
the Soviet will before long, very soon we 
hope, be willing to join with us in outlawing 
the use in warfare of all these truly terrible 
substances. One very good reason why I be
lieve the Soviet will be disposed to take a re
ceptive attitude is that we have such a com
manding lead not only in the creation but 
in the adaptation for use in warfare of these 
substances and weapons. The new H-bomb, 
which we have developed, would be just as 
deadly dropped over Russia as it would be 
anywhere else in the world, and they know 
it. They also know we have the airpower to 
deliver it, and that is not only a great deter
rent to war but also a spur to agreement on 
this question. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Do you think, Congressman 
PHILBIN, that the Russians have the new 
H-bomb? 

Mr. PHILBIN. No; I do not think, person
ally, that they have as yet exploded an 
H-bomb of any significant size, and I do 
not think that they have one that could 
be presently used in warfare. 

However, as you know, because of the 
dastardly work of spies and traitors, they 
unquestionably possess the basic secrets and 
by following normal paths of scientific dis
covery available to them, they will, undoubt
edly, in time be able to develop H-bombs 
just as they have developed the A-bomb. 

At present, therefore, we may well have a 
temporary bargaining advantage at the coun
cil tables, and I hope we will follow it up, 
and not let it lapse until they catch up to 
us in the implementation of this t~rrible 
weapon just as we did in the case of the 
A-bomb. Now is the time, I think, to press 
for strict international control and the out
lawing of all these horrible substances and · 
weapons and I do not think we can move 
too fast toward that goal. 

Mr. COCHRAN. In the meantime, would you 
care to state what policy or viewpoint the 
American people should adopt regarding the 
H-bomb? 

Mr. PHILBIN. Well, if you are speaking in 
terxns of what policy we should adopt along 
security lines, I believe we should definitely 
step up our civilian defense, particularly the 
educational part of that program. So far as 
the viewpoint of the people is concerned, I 
think the important thing is that they should 
not be upset or unduly disturbed because 
there has been a great deal of false propa
ganda, loose thi~king and misconception 
concerning the atomic and hydrogen bombs. 
There have been many inflammatory state
ments made, I regret o say, which have spread 
fear and terror among some of our people. 
Such utterances, in my opinion, whether so 
intended or not, tend in the direction of 
appeasement and confusion and these are 
the last things we want in the Nation during 
this crisis. The problems facing us are ad-
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mittedly very difficult but ·with the right 
kind of statesmanship they are not insol
uble. 

I would be the last to minimize the 
frightful power and potentialities of these 
weapons. Undoubtedly, they have revolu
tionized warfare but the Nation and the peo
ple must remain calm and not be over
whelmed by hysteria. We have to live with 
the realities of this situation and our po
litical leadership has the very greatest re
sponsibility toward the American people, 
first, to set up appropriate defenses and 
countermeasures, secondly, to do and say 
nothing that would arouse irrational fear 
and apprehension among the people, and 
thirdly, to draw the shades of secrecy from 
the basic facts of the atom and its deriva
tives without disclosing strictly security in
formation. 

Mr. COCHRAN. You'd think then, Congress
man PHILBIN, that the people and the Na
tion should face up to these new develop
ments with · their usual courage and with
out getting hysterical about the matter? 

Mr. PHILBIN. Yes; I think that is the only 
thing that we can do in the circumstances. 
The cold war may continue indefinitely but 
the prospects for peace are improving every 
day. we must work hard to come to some 
final peaceful agreements. And, of course, 
we must also continue to build our strength, 
spiritually, militar11y, and economically. 
These weapons could well destroy civiliza
tion. It is up to us, as rational beings, to 
act before it is too late, so that the miracles 
of the atom will be used to build, rather 
than to destroy, and so that we can pro
mote peace and security for the American 
people and !or the world. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 5 minutes today, following 
the legislative program and any special 
orders· heretofore entered. 

Mr. BUSBEY <at the request of Mr. 
HALLECK) was given permission to ad
dress the House for 30 minutes on 
Wednesday next, following the legisla
tive program and any special orders 
heretofore entered. 

ADDITIONAL COMPENSATION TO 
HUGHLON GREENE AND WALTER 
B. LITTLE 
Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 

I send a resolution <H. Res. 486) to the 
desk and ask for its immediate consid
eration. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Resolved, That effective Apr11 1, 1954, there 

shall be paid out of the contingent fund 
of the House of Representatives, until other
wise provided by law, additional compensa
tion to Messenger Hughlon Greene and Mes
senger Walter B. Little, Committee on Ways 
and Means, at the basic rate of $160 per 
annum, respectively, this being in addition 
to the additional compensation provided for 
under House Resolution 118. 

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

FARMERS ARE ALSO CONSUMERS 
Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex
tend my remarks at this point. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Mr. 

Speaker, last Thursday, March 25, one 

of my distinguished · Republican coi
leagues from the State of New York 
made reference to the fact that there 
was a "rash of speeches asking the Sec
retary of Agriculture to recede from his 
position on reducing supports for milk 
products." 

It is unfortunate that the gentleman 
from New York found the rash of 
speeches on the dairy farmers' prob
lems such a source of irritation. The 
gentleman from New York, and others 
from the Nation's industrialized urban 
centers, may find the economic rash 
resulting from declining dairy farmers' 
income an even greater source of irri
tation when it leads to more unemploy
ment in the industrial centers of the 
Nation. 

The gentleman from New York then 
went on to say that the Secretary of 
Agriculture ''is to be congratulated upon 
what he has done. I think he is try
ing to see to it, in the interest of the 
consumer, to give him a break, and I 
urge the great Committee on Agricul
ture to think of the consumer, too." 

I am sure that the gentleman from 
New York is aware of the fact that 
farmers are also consumers. Yes, they 
are consumers of many very costly items 
that are not bought by the constituents 
of my colleagues who represent the 
major industrial centers of the United 
States. 

Farmers, after all, do not grow or 
manufacture their tractors, trucks, 
plows, disks, cornpickers, combines, 
wagons, manure spreaders, and all of the 
other machinery required on the farm. 
They must buy these items-items that 
are manufactured in the Nation's indus
trialized urban centers. 

The production of these and many 
other items used by all farmers-not 
merely dairy farmers-furnishes employ
ment to a considerable number of 
workers. Obviously, I want to see these 
workers employed. I want to see them 
employed because they are the farmers' 
customers. Every thinking farmer real
izes that the great majority of food 
raised-whether it be milk, dairy prod
ucts, citrus fruit, vegetables, grain, and 
so forth-is consumed by people living in 
villages and cities. 

Farmers are also consumers-and they 
are conscious of the problems facing 
city consumers. As proof of the fact 
that farmers are consumer conscious in 
their own right, I submit the evidence 
that most of the producer and consumer 
cooperatives in the United States are 
organized in rural communities. 

When the gentleman from New York 
congratulated the Secretary of Agricul
ture last week for expressing an interest 
in consumers, I did not hear the gentle
man express any concern over farmers 
as consumers. I did not hear him sug
gest that the manufacturers of far~ 
machinery, the steel companies, the rub
ber companies, the manufacturers of 
farm trucks should receive 75 percent of 
parity. 

Of course, that is a "horse of a differ
ent color," and neither the gentleman 
from New York or the Secretary of 
Agriculture should express concern over 

· farmers as consumers. Since the Secre
tary of Agriculture has taken on the 
mantle of Secretary of City Consumers, 

I wonder if the Secretary of Commerce 
will remonstrate with manufacturers 
when production slows up as a result of 
falling farm income. 

Surely, if the Secretary of Agriculture 
can go to bat for city consumers-and let 
me say . again, I sympathize deeply with 
them-there is precedent for the Secre
tary of Commerce to plead the farmers• 
case. Of course, I know that the Secre
tary of Commerce-under this or any 
other Administration-would not dare 
suggest such things to the Nation's in
dustrialists. Business and industry 
would have his scalp after the first 
speech. 

However, the present Secretary of 
Agriculture can do it-and he apparent
ly has the blessings of the administra
tion, including the President of tne 
United States, in forgetting farmers. As 
far as dairy farmers are concerned, the 
Republican platform pledge that "we 
favor a farm program aimed at full pari
ty prices for all farm products in the 
market place" has turned out to be a 
ghastly joke. 

In pleading for Congress to act on my 
bill, H. R. 8388-or a similar bill, if there 
is one-to extend dairy support prices 
at 90 percent for 120 days after April 1, 
I should like to remind my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle what candi
date Dwight Eisenhower said at Brook
ings, S. Oak., on October 4, 1952. Here 
is what he said in part: 

The Republican Party is pledged to the 
sustaining of the 90 percent parity price sup
port and it is pledged even more than that 
to helping the farmer obtain his full parity, 
100 percent parity, with the guaranty in the 
price supports of 90. 

Surely, in the light of these pledges
or are there flexible promises as well as 
flexible price supports-my Republican 
colleagues should be supporting me in 
urging the Agriculture Committee tore
port my bill out to the House before April 
1. Once again, I repeat that 75 percent is 
not 90 percent of parity. 

The dairy industry, as I have said over 
and over for the past week, is in a critical 
condition. Dairy farmers are also hard 
pressed, and some evidence of this is 
borne out by the $400 million drop in in
come that this group had in 1953 over 
1952. If dairy farmers experience an
other $600 million drop in 1954, they may 
as well put sails on their farm machinery 
and run the machinery from the politi
cal oratory of the last campaign. 

Seriously, my friends, this is a critical 
problem; and that is why I am asking for 
positive and immediate action. 

PRICE SUPPORTS FOR DAIRY 
PRODUCTS 

Mr. MTI..LER of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. MILLER of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, 

it seems to me that the Member from 
Wisconsin is correct. Congress needs to 
make a thorough study of the dairy situ
ation. No other segments of society are 
being asked to mark down the value o:f 
their services. It is not contended that 
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the price of dairy products is too -high, . I discovered that we are both life mem· was on this item. ·-But now the Repub
only that we have not found an outlet. - bers of the American Guernsey Cattle lican. members of the Appropriations 
Why all this sudden clamor to reduce the Club and that he has been interested in Committee refuse to go along even with 
price and thereby do an irreparable in· _farming all his life. That he worked that inadequate program. 
jury to more than 3 millions of people on a farm as a lad, helped start and Is it not significant, Mr. Speaker, that 
engaged in the dairy .industry? If we managed his father's registered Guern· we on the Democratic side are continu
do this injustice to the dairy farmer, sey cattle for 18 years, and then in 1946, ally being urged to bow to the President's 
how soon will it be until it is extended he purchased a 324-acre dairy farm in requests on anything he happens to ask 
to the wheat farmer, the tobacco farmer, Jackson County, his new home county, -- from the Congress, and we are attacked 
the cotton farmer, and the corn farmer? where he had a herd of registered Guern· as playing politics if we propose any vari· 
.The principle is exactly the same. sey cattle until 1951 when he sold the ation whatsoever on his program for 

Besides, Mr. Speaker, there is another farm to his renter. taxes, labor legislation, social security, 
viewpoint from which to look at this I tell you this to show you that he is or anything else? Yet, at the same time, 
problem. It not only concerns the indi- not one who has just recently developed his own leaders in a Republican Congress 
vidual dairy farmer, it concerns the an interest in the dairy farmers' prob· go about sticking knives in his program 
economy of the United States Govern· lems since he came to Congress, but that with complete impunity and immunity 
ment. . The dairymen now receiving 90 his interest in the dairy farmers' prob- from criticism. 
percent of parity are paying millions of lems is t~e ~esult of actual experience I gather that in the view of some peo· 
dollars into the Federal Treasury in in· and assoCiatiOn. . ple the President knows best only inso· 
come taxes. By reducing the support I feel that, for the best mterest of the far as his views conflict with those of 
price to 75 percent, many of them will 3. million dairy farmers of America, ?is Democrats, but is just a naive fellow who 
sustain a loss. What will that mean to bill, H. R. 8388, sho~ .. 1ld have a ~earmg does not know too much about govern
the Treasury of the United States? It by the House Committee on Agnculture ment whenever the disagreements come 
will mean a reduction in tax receipts that an_d should ~e reported to the Congress · from members of his own party. 
might equal or exceed any possible loss pnor t~ Apnl ~ so that we can vote on I am getting kind of fed up with that 
that may be sustaine~ because of the It. It ~s my belief that when the gener~l double standard. 
present support price. What happened farm bi~ comes before C~mg~ess later I? I shall support the President on this 
when the price of beef cattle fell from ~he sesswz;t ~hat .the dairy md~stry, if item because, as between his position and 
40 to 50 percent a year ago? I will tell It wants ngid pnce support~, Will have that of the Republicans on the Appro· 
you what J:appened. Cattlemen ~ho to be pl~ced ~n a quota _b~sis the same priations Committee, I think he is more 
formerly paid thousands of dollars mto as the ~Ix basic c?m~odities. But I _do nearly right. Actually we need a whole 
the Treasury in income tax did not _pay nft befi:~e, dat_ th~s ~Im:, we ~~ou.~d ~~· lot more than 35,000 public-housing units 
a dollar last year, and ma_ny received g .e oub "ef airtyhmf us ry as e Iwh IP· a year. But I think we should provide 
rebates of taxes formerly paid pmg oy or e arm group. ope at 1 t h t h k d f d h th t 

It is poor economy to d~liberately the committee will report the bill out so by enaesxtw a he as .e ~tobr attn ope _a 
th c t ·t · t A ·1 year e rmgu e er recogmze 

bring about an adverse condition to mil· 
1 

e T~~gr.ess c~n ~c on I pn~r .0
1 

£-n the value of this program he has given 
lions of honest, hard-working people. · d Isbis otndy empthorartyl egids ab 10tn such lukewarm support. 
We will admit that the present situation an can e ac e on WI ou ong e a e~ 
ne€ds correction, but we believe that the _., 
drastic measures proposed by the Secre· PUBLIC-HOUSING PROGRAM INVESTIGATION OF THE AUTOMO· 
tary ?f A?-riculture will o~ly aggravate - Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. BILE INDUSTRY 
the situatiOn. H. R. 8388, mtro~uced ?Y · Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex· 
Congressman JoHNSON of Wisconsm, tend my remarks at this point. The SPEAKER. Under previous or
providing for a temporary_ continuat~on - The SPEAKER. Is there objection to der of the House, the gentleman from 
of 90 percent support pnce for dauy the request of the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. CRUMPACKER] is recog-
products until Congress has_ had time to Pennsylvania? nized for 30 minutes. 
for~ulate an overall effective J?rogram. There was no objection. Mr.- CRUMPACKER. Mr. Speaker, I 
should be reported out of committee and Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. have today. introduced a House joint 
pass the House. Speaker, I want to add my voice to those resolution calling for an investigation by 

Mr. CHATHAM. Mr. Speaker, as a many voices on the Democratic side of the Federal Trade Commission into cur· 
Member of Congress and as a breeder . this House in opposing the shortsighted, rent competitive practices in the auto· 
of purebred Guernsey cattle, I am very inhumane recommendation of the House mobile industry. I have done so pri· 
much in~erested in the fight being made . Appropriations Committee to kill the marily in the hope that such an investi· 
by my fne~d, Co~gressman LESTER JoHN- public-housing program. In the years gation will shed a little light on the 
soN,_ of Wisconsm, t~ block Secretary_ of since the original Housing Act was passed factors leading to widespread unemploy. 
Ag_ncult';lre Benson s order reducmg in the midthirties, we have seen some ment in certain segments of the industry 
dairy pnce supports from 90 perc.ent to of the worst neighborhoods in America and bring about the elimination of some 
75 percent of parity effective Aprill. transformed into ideal communities of these factors so that automotive em-

I am probably better acquainted with where families of very modest means-- ploy~ent ma:y.return to nor~l. 
the great State of Wisconsin than most formerly poorly housed-have been able Wide publi~Ity has_ been given to un· 
Congr~ssmen from other S~ates a_s it was to find and afford livable, pleasant, mod- . employment m the mdustry and I do 
the!e m the early twenties, with the ern, fireproof, attractive dwellings. not nee~ to dwel~ on that. However, I 
as~Istanc~ of Charles Hill, Rosendale, I cannot go along with the Appropria- would like to p~nnt ou~ that, . contrary 
Wis., native of Fon du Lac County, and tions Committee recommendations be· to the general ImpressiOn, this unem
that great _Guernsey breeder and pioneer · cause I believe we must continue to im- ployment has not spread to the industry 
of that breed in these United States, . prove living standards in this country, as a whole but_only to certain companies. 
that I purchased the first Guernsey cat. not push them back to slum standards. ~ also would like to stress the fact that 
tie for the North Caro~ina Calf Club, and A vote to kill public housing is a vote It has been brou?ht _about not ~o much 
many of. the cattle m North Carolina to keep people in slums where crime by a general declme m sales as It has by 
trace their a~cest~y bac~ to the original . breeds, where disease spreads, where fires an all-out battle between the General 
stock bought m Wisconsm some 30 years mean tragic massacre of children, where Motors Corp. an~ the Ford Motor Co. 
ago. sanitation is often crude or nonexistent, for sales leaders~up.. . 

As I hel?ed purchase these first cattle and where it is not fit for people to live For th_e fir~t time m t?e history of the 
there, ~o did cattle b~ee~ers fr~m all over and still call it an American community. automotive mdustry, 1t appears that 
the Umted States for Wisconsm has been The Eisenhower administration came General Motors and Ford have set out 
a J?ioneer in the dairy industry and has to office on a lot of promises including to monopolize the field. They have the 
shipped such stock ~11 over the Nation one dealing with better housi~g. It has economic power to do this just as big 
and to shores of foreign countries. backed away from many of its campaign business has that kind of economic 
~met ~Y colleague the gentleman from promises, but at least it did recommend power in many industries. However, up 

W1sconsm [Mr. JOHNSON] the first day some public-housing construction, inade- to this time, they have shown a healthy 
he was sworn in and in our conversation quate as the President's recommendation respect for the antitrust laws and for 
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public opinion, which has shown a strong In terms of cars produced, the shift 
distaste for monopolies in this country. is even more impressive. OM's share of 

In urging that this investigation be total production has increased from 45.9 
made, I am seeking to bring home to the percent last year to 49.1 percent during 
public a fuller realization of what is the corresponding period this year-and 
happening-before it is too late to save in recent weeks it has been running more 
some of the smaller competitors in the than half the total. Ford production 
field who are being forced to the wall has jumped from 21.1 percent to 33.5 
by the sheer economic power of Ford percent. In the week ending March 13 
and General Motors. Ford and GM represented 86.7 percent of 

To permit the current race to continue the total for the entire industry. 
to its seemingly inevitable conclusion It is interesting to note that during the 
would be to doom the men already laid period from the end of World War II to 
off at automobile factories to more or _the beginning of the Korean war, General 
less permanent unemployment, and also Motors was allocated 41.2 percent of total 
to jeopardize the jobs of those still work- production and Ford 21.1 percent. The 
ing at these plants and for the thou- allocation given Chrysler then-21.2 per
sands of dealers who sell their products. cent was slightly more than that given 

As I have stated, the current depressed Ford. The share assigned to the inde
condition of the automotive industry is pendents was 16.5 percent. 
not industrywide. While sales so far This year Chrysler sales are down to 
this year have declined 9% percent from 17.4 percent of the market as compared 
the corresponding period in 1953, this with 22.9 percent last year, while their 
is not particularly significant inasmuch production has fallen to 12.5 percent of 
as the sales last year were at very near the total-10 percent in recent weeks--as 
peak levels and new-car production for compared with 22.5 percent last year. 
1954 so far has declined only 6.4 per- The position of the independents has 
cent. If this decline had been spread really taken a nosedive. Their sales 
evenly throughout the industry, it would have fallen to 6.6 percent of the total as 
have caused no major job dislocations. compared with 11.3 percent last year and 
few, if any, jobs would have been elimi- the pre-Korean average of 16.5 percent. 
nated and it probably could have been Their production is down to 4.9 percent 
absorbed merely by the reduction of of the total as against 11.2 percent last 
overtime work. year. In recent weeks it has been as low 

However, instead of being spread as 2.9 percent. 
evenly throughout the industry this 9%- Production means jobs and the lack of 
percent decline in sales and 6.4-percent any substantial production by Chrysler 
decline in production has taken place and the independents this year has pro
entirely in that segment represented by duced the widely advertised unemploy
the Chrysler Corp. and the so-called ment-which as stated previously has 
independents which include Studebaker, been confined to these companies and is 
Nash, Packard, Hudson, Kaiser, and not evident to any great extent in the 
Willys. General Motors and Ford divisions. The 

Ford, Lincoln, Mercury, Buick, Chev- reason for the greater decline in produc
rolet, and Oldsmobile have all produced tion than in sales for this segment of the 
more cars this year than last. Only industry is the very large carryover of 
Cadillac, out of the eight different brands new car stocks at the first of the year 
of cars produced by the General Motors which has been much more pronounced 
Corp. and the Ford Motor Co., is running in these makes. 
behind last year's figures in the number As an example of what this decline in 
of cars produced, and Cadillac is now production has meant in terms of jobs 
working 6 days a week trying to catch in one particular company, I would like 
up on the lost production. None of the to ?ite .the case of the Studebaker Corp., 
Chrysler and independent makes of cars Which IS the largest of the independents 
have been in anything like full produc- and with which I am personally familiar 
tion so far this year. because it happens to be the largest in-

General Motors sales this year are dustry in the congressional district which 
down only thr_ee-tenths of 1 percent from I represent. 
last year, while Ford sales have increased Last August, when production was at 
13% percent. From the standpoint of its peak, Studebaker employed 24 000 
cars produced, the figure is even more production workers. Today they 'are 
impressive as General Motors production down to 12,000 and there are rumors of a 
has increased 1.4 percent while Ford pro- possible layoff of another 3,500. Even 
duction is up 47.7 percent. those who still have a job at the plant 

The picture in the rest of the industry are only working 4 days out of every 14. 
is gloomy indeed. Unit sales by the Thus, while the total employment at 
Ch 1 c h' h Studebaker has dropped in half, the to-

rys er orp.-w IC includes Chrysler, tal payroll on a monthly basis is less than 
DeSoto, Dodge, and Plymouth-are down 
31.2 percent while production has fallen one-fourth what it was last August. 
almost in half-a total of 48.2 percent. This is not an extreme or unusual 
Sales of the so-called independents are example, but is more or less typical of 
down 47.4 percent while their production . wha.t ha:s htahppe.nedd to a number of com-
is down 59.7 percent. pames m e m ustry. 

The . net result of this shift in sales . So m~ch for the hard, cold figures. I 
has been to increase General Motors' would Ilk~ to turn now to the factors an.d 
share of entire sales from 39 8 t the practic~s t?at .have brought all thiS 

. · percen about. While It will no doubt be argued 
last yea: to 43.~ perc.ent durmg the cor- by some that all this is due merely to 
respondmg.penod this year, while Ford's . Ford and General Motors products being 
share has JUmped from 25.3 percent to superior in quality and lower in price 
31.7 percent. than competitive makes, I think it must 

c-..260 

be 'Obvious that this is a minor factor, if 
it is a factor at alL 

Price differences between competitive 
models of different makes are small in 
most instances. A little shopping around 
amongst automobile showrooms will 
demonstrate the truth of this statement. 
As to quality and customer appeal, there 
is little reason to believe that public taste 
in thees matters could have changed so 
sharply and so abruptly in such a short 
space of time. 

It is well known, both within and out
side the industry, that styling is prob
ably the most important factor in selling 
automobiles. While the General Motors 
line has been restyled in the 1954 models, 
the Ford line of cars, which have shown 
the most spectacular gain in sales, are 
hardly distinguishable in appearance 
from their 1953 and 1952 models. You 
just have to look elsewhere for an ex
planation for the sudden change in the 
sales pattern. 

It is becoming increasingly apparent 
that the real explanation lies in the com
petitive practices that have become in· 
creasingly evident since the big race be
tween Ford and General Motors got 
underway. One of the first and most im
portant of these practices is the forcing 
of cars on dealers through overproduc· 
tion. 

Dealers are being forced to handle an 
ever-increasing volume of cars irrespec· 
tive of whether they can do so profitably 
or not. They are being placed in a posi· 
tion where they must almost literally 
sink or swim. If they do not keep abreast 
of the steady flow of new cars descending 
pn them from the production lines, they 
will find themselves overwhelmed with 
bankruptcy. A few voluntarily give up 
their franchises, but most have so much 
investment tied up in their agencies, 
which they could not carry without their 
dealership franchises, that they are 
forced to battle to survive. 

To move the new cars they must sell 
them at a discount. The discounts are 
generally given in higher trade-in allow
ances on used cars taken in trade. 
These higher trade-in allowances, of 
course, attract new car customers away 
from their competitors. Then, in order 
to keep from being swamped with used 
cars, they must in turn sell the used 
cars at less than the prevailing market 
price. This in turn demoralizes the used 
car market and attracts used-car pur· 
chasers away from their competitors as 
well. 

The combined discounts--the one 
given in the form of a higher trade-in 
allowance and the second given by sell
ing the used cars at a loss-reduce the 
dealers' overall margin to a very low 
point, in many instances to the vanish· 
ing point. Many new car dealers who 
have held Ford or General Motors fran
chises for years have been operating in 
the red for the past several months for 
the first time in their experience. 

The pressure produced by such com
petitive practices is just as strong, if not 
stronger, on the dealers of competitive 
makes. To continue selling cars they 
must engage in the same or similar prac
tices. If they do not sell cars, the over· 
head «:)xpenses of their establishments 

· gradually eat them up. 
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It is at this point that the second of 

the competitive practices comes into 
play. About the time that a dealer froll:l 
one of the small independent manufac:
turers finds himself faced with prospec
tive bankruptcy because of the fierce 
competition, one of the "Big Two'' 
comes around and offers him a franchise 
for one of their makes, along with glow
ing promises as to the pot of gold which 
it will produce for him. Dealerships are 
to an automobile company what 
branches are to a tree-cut them of! one 
at a time and you gradually kill the 
trunk. The injury to the parent com
pany of such amputations is permanent 
and in most instances irreparable. In 
recent weeks the number of dealers who 
have switched from the independents to 
the "Big Two" has increased at an 
alarming rate. 

The resolution which I have offered 
calls upon the Federal Trade Commis
sion to make an investigation into the 
competitive practices I have referred to. 
It is my hope that the Commission, upon 
completing this investigation, will rec
ommend some course of action. The na
ture of this recommendation, of course, 
must depend upon the nature of the evi
dence produced. 

The first objective must be to deter
mine whether the competitive practices 
now being indulged in by the Big Two 
constitute a violation of our existing 
antitrust laws. If it should be found 
that they definitely are, the FTC would 
be obliged, of course, either to take ap
propriate actfon itself or to recommend 
immediate action to the Antitrust Divi
sion of the Department of Justice. 

If the FTC finds that the practices are 
not in violation of existing laws, they 
may wish to recommend to Congress 
amendments to the laws which would 
deal with such practices. 

In conclusion, I would like to empha
size the urgency of the situation. Thou
sands have already been thrown out of 
their jobs and are walking the streets 
today hunting for work. Thousands 
more are working only part of the time, 
and in many instances are not drawing 
enough pay to adequately feed their fam
ilies, let alone maintain a proper stand
ard of living. These men and their fam
ilies cannot wait for any lengthy delib
erations in this matter. While the battle 
for leadership rages between Ford and 
General Motors, people are going hungry 
and automobile dealers from coast to 
coast are either going bankrupt or sur
rendering to the opposition in ever-in
creasing numbers. If this is allowed to 
go on for any extended period of time, 
even the small manufacturers themselves 
may go under, throwing their people out 
of work. 

It is my hope that these two giants of 
industry, who every year spen~ millions 
of dollars on public relations and who 
in the past have shown a great con
cern for public opinion and their rela
tions with it, will see the handwriting on 
the wall and call off their battle with 
each other before their lust for leader
ship has so aroused public opinion that 
they - themselves might eventually be 
destroyed. 

I certainly myself am a strong believer 
1n our free-enterprise system and believe 

that free and untrammeled competition 
is an integral and necessary part of that 
system, but by the same token I believe 
that monopolies in any field are just as 
inimical to both free Enterprise and free 
competition as is Government interfer
ence and regulation. 

I would think that the leaders of these 
two great enterprises would display 
enough industrial statesmanship to stop 
this thing before it reaches the point 
where Government intervention will be 
forced by public opinion. 

It is my understanding that the Fed
eral Trade Commission has already re
ceived a number of complaints from au
tomobile dealers and has been conduct
ing a limited investigation into the prac
tices referred to, in connection with its 
continuing check into possible violations 
of its cease-and-desist orders issued 
against the Big Three of the automobile 
industry in 1941. It is my desire that 
this be expanded into a full-scale in
vestigation of competitive practices 
within the industry. It is my hope that 
this matter can be resolved without the 
necessity of the Government bringing a 
dissolution suit under the anti-trust laws 
against either Ford or General Motors, 
but it seems to me that these two com
panies, by their present conduct, are in
viting such action. 

As evidence that this trend is continu
ing, just today I picked of! from the tape 
out here this item in the news. Ward's 
report says that new-car sales rose to a 
5-month high during the week ending 
March 20, permitting a planned 5-per
cent-production increase in April. 

Then, after discussing the spurt that 
has taken place in new-car sales, they go 
on to say: 

The planned increases involve the restora
tion of second quarter production cutbacks 
contemplated by General Motors divisions 
and continuance of overtime work at Ford 
Motor Co. 

It does not say anything at all about 
any planned increases by the Chrysler . 
Corp. or by the so-called independents, 
and the very fact that General Motors 
had previously planned cutbacks in April, 
which they plan not to continue in effect, 
would indicate that they possibly might 
have been overstocking their dealers up 
to this point to some extent. 

Mr. OAKMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I yield. 
Mr. OAKMAN. If this keen, fierce 

competition, as you say, exists between 
the Big Two, how can they be charged 
with monopolistic practices? Where you 
have monopolistic practices, you do not 
have, as I understand the term, that 
fierce, keen, cutthroat competition. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. You may have 
violations of the antitrust laws in many 
instances without having a complete 
monopoly in a field in one company. 
Any tinie any company within an indus
try uses its size and its wealth to try to 
force through unfair methods other com
petitors out of the field completely, you 
may have a violation of the antitrust 
laws. A recent example is the action 
brought against the A. & P. Co., which 
by no means has a monopoly of the dis
tribution and retail sale of food and food 
products. But they were using their size 

and economic power to force competition 
out of the field. In many instances, 
things like that have occurred. 

Mr. OAKMAN. Did not that investi
gation blow up, however? 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. No, as I recall, 
there was a consent decree entered and 
that company is operating at the pres
ent time under a consent decree. Some 
of the ancillary proceedings I believe 
were dismissed by the Government, but 
the underlying proceeding was not. 

Mr. OAKMAN. If I understand the 
gentleman, he complains that the Big 
Two are making too many cars. Would 
the gentleman correct that by Govern
ment regulation or by Government con
trol? 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I would not 
favor placing quotas on the number of 
cars to be manufactured, but I would 
think it would be appropriate to give 
some kind of protection so that the 
forcing of cars on the market in many 
instances at a loss purely for the sake of 
a sales race would be brought to a halt. 
What is being done is that these cars are 
being pushed on to the dealers, many of 
whom bootleg them to used car dealers 
who sell them at a very minor markup. 
If there is any markup at all, and they 
are handling them at a margin that 
could not be done as a normal thing in 
the industry for any extended period of 
time. It is practices of this sort which 
are forcing dealers for competitive makes 
to the wall-practices of that sort which 
again and again have been recognized as 
contrary to the public interest in the long 
run. 

Mr. OAKMAN. Have we not all read 
during the last few weeks that the Big 
Three have taken steps to clean up that 
situation themselves in their own in
dustry? 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. They have 
talked a great deal about it, but the only 
way they can really clean it up is to 
stop the practices which they them
selves are engaged in. They have forced 
the practices upon the dealers. No 
dealer wants to peddle a ear to a used 
car dealer to be sold in competition with 
himself, but when new cars are forced on 
dealers in such ever increasing quan
tities, away beyond their capacity to sell 
them, they have no other alternative. It 
is all very well for the manufacturers to 
speak piously about trying to clean up 
this practice, but they can bring it to 
an end if they will stop forcing cars on 
the dealers. 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRUMP ACKER. I yield to the 
gentleman from Dlinois. 

Mr. PRICE. I think the gentleman is 
performing a very worthwhile service in 
bringing this matter to the attention of 
the country. I have certainly heard 
much discussion among automobile deal
ers throughout the country on the very 
matters the gentleman is discussing this 
afternoon. I think the gentleman is to 
be-congratulated for bringing this to the 
national attention. 

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

Mr. CRUMPACKER. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 
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Mr. HOLIFIELD. I would like to add 

my own word of commendation, because 
I have had complaints from automobile 
dealers in my district, some of whom 
have had to go into bankruptcy because 
of this policy of pushing cars on them 
that they cannot sell. 

. Mr. CRUMPACKER. Many of the 
complaints received have been from 
dealers of those makes of these two big 
.companies, particularly General Motors 
dealers, who have been complaining 
about this practice. 

Mr. WITHROW. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRUMP ACKER. I yield to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. WITHROW. I want to commend 
the gentleman for the very fine state
ment he has made. I would like to refer 
him to an investigation that was made 
by the Federal Trade Commission in 1935 
and 1936. They found that the real dif
ficulty was in the franchise of the dealer. 
It was nothing more than a permit to do 
business, and-the result was that under 
an inferred threat of taking up the 
franchise of the dealer they were forcing 
new cars upon the dealer; and he, in 
turn, had used cars piled up on him. 
At that time there was a very fine finding 
of the Federal Trade Commission, and I 
believe for a period of time that condition 
was remedied by the manufacturers; but 
now that condition exists again in full 
force. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. That is very 
true. I checked into that prior inves
tigation. It is a similar investigation 
which I seek at this time. 

Mr. OAKMAN. If the gentleman will 
yield further. 
· Mr. CRUMPACKER. I yield to the 
·gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. OAKMAN. I am not for a moment 
critical of the philosophy and the 
thought which the gentleman has ex
.pressed to ·the House, but we who have 
followed the automotive industry closely 
since the cessation of World War II 
note that what are called today the 
Big Two have invested and plowed back 
into their respective businesses hun
dreds and hundreds of millions, yes, bil
lions of dollars, and that itself may be 
the reason why they are making such a 
high percentage of cars today. I do 
not think any of us for a moment wants 
to retard the expansion and efficiency in 
American industry. 

The other point is that if the dealers 
·of the Big Two are being forced to take 
these cars from the manufacturer to the 
-brink of bankruptcy, then how are they 
able to attract dealers of other competi
tive cars? The gentleman stated that 
they are now raiding the distributors of 
other cars. If the dealers are going 
broke by forcing cars upon them, then 
why should they be attracted to another 
manufacturer who is not forcing cars 

. upon them? 
Mr. CRUMPACKER. The main race, 

as you know, is between Ford and 
Chevrolet. -

It is in those two makes that the great
est amount of bootlegging-in fact, prac
tically all of i~is taking place. 

This sale of franchises has taken 
place in many parts of the country in 

.that particular price class. It has been 
primarily the Lincoln-Mercury division 
of the Ford Motor Co. and the Pontiac
Buick-Oldsmobile · division of General 
Motors where franchises have been of
fered and dangled as bait before these 
dealers in . competitive makes. 

There may be several explanations of 
why this practice is so. Franchises have 
in the past been noted as being highly 
profitable propositions. For many years 
in the industry the Chevrolet franchise 
·has been known as the equivalent of a 
gold mine. Because of the reputation 
and because of the promises held out, or 
possibly financial assistance to dealers 
who were in financial stress, these have 
appeared attractive. 

I do not know all of the answers, but 
that is one of the things I would like 
to have gone into, that is one of the 
reasons why I am seeking this investi
gation of some of these things and to 
explore more thoroughly others. 

The result is very plain to see; the 
exact cause and all of the . things that 
may have been going on behind the 
scenes are a little more difficult to see 
and that is why I would like to have this 
investigation. But just on the face of 
what has taken place so far, on the basis 
of sales and production statistics for 
this year, it is quite apparent that the 
automobile industry is rapidly becoming 
a two-company industry; and I think we 
ought not in an industry as large and 
important as the automotive industry 
have such a situation develop, because 
it is the largest single industry in the 
country. It should not be dominated by 
two companies. I think that would be 
a very unhealthy condition and it is 
something that I think should not be 
permitted. I think it is imperative that 
we examine into the ramifications of the 
situation and the possible causes of the 
result which is rapidly coming to pass. 

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. Mr . 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRUMP ACKER. I yield. 
Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. I think 

the condition to which the gentleman 
alludes is general throughout the United 
States and I think it is a most unwhole
some one, because they are selling and 
.reselling cars throughout the country in 
many instances below the actual cost of 
delivering the car to the customer. Of 
course, the customer is getting the ad
vantage of it, but in the long run the 
country is going to ·pay the penalty of 
busted dealers and bankruptcies and bad 
business conditions. 

I just came from my home last night 
and I found that condition very prev
alent there. The little dealer is in 
trouble throughout the whole length and 
breadth of the country. 

Mr. CRUMPACKER. There is coming 
to pass now what happened in the case 
of the railroads that brought about the 
passage of the Antitrust Act in 1890. In 
those days it was -the railroad moguls 
who were cutting prices, cutting pas
senger fares and freight rates to ruin 
their competitors; it was almost the 
same identical proposition. Today the 
automobile manufacturers are using the 
same tactics the railroad moguls of the 
last centur-y used. 

SURVIVAL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from California [Mr. HoLIFIELD] 
is recognized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Mr. Speaker, 2,000 
years ago it was said, "Ye shall know 
the truth and the -truth shall make you 
free." 

The time has come when the people 
of all nations should know, without exag
geration, without confused scientific 
jargon, and without diminution, the . 
truth about the power and effect of 
atomic-hydrogen weapons,. 

The press, television, and radio are full 
of rumors, distortions, part truths, and 
confusing generalities. At the best, the 
people are confused. At the worst the 
people are tragically misinformed. 

The result of this confusion and mis
information is apathy, indifference, and, 
in many cases, a growing alarm. 

The fundamental strength of a con
stitutional government is intelligent par
ticipation by an informed electorate. 
Those who believe most earnestly in the 
democratic process base their belief on 
the premise that if the facts are made 
known to the people beforehand, the ma
jority will formulate the right answer 
to a given problem at a given time. 

There has always existed a group of 
leaders in our history, who doubted that 
the people could exercise wisely the dem
ocratic process of majority consideration 
and determination. These doubters have 
excused their lack of faith in the people 
by assuming either a paternalistic
papa knows best-or an arrogant-the 
public be damned-attitude. Neither at
titude has been justified in · the past, 
much less can it be justified in the 
atomic-hydrogen age. 

The motorist has a right to know that 
the bridge has fallen into the canyon 

. just a mile farther down the highway 
upon which he is traveling. 

The citizen of any nation has the right 
to know, at least a few days in advance, 
that he and millions of his brothers are 
rushing at supersonic speed toward the 
abyss of atomic-hydrogen destruction. 

The danger of destroying civilization 
has become real. It is not imaginary. It 
is not confined to the people of one na
tion. Mass extermination of millions 
in any or all nations can occur during 
a weekend. 

Complete military defense against 
supersonic planes or missiles carrying 
atomic-hydrogen warheads is impossible 
and nonexistent. Partial military de
fense is inadequate to guard us against 
chaos and disaster. 

Civil defense against atomic-hydrogen 
weapon attack is a delusion. The people 
know instinctively that no practical plan 
has been proposed nor do they believe 
that an effective plan will be proposed 
in the future. The Congress has refused 
to appropriate more than token funds 
to the Civil Defense Agency because they 
know the futility of plans proposed to 
date. 

The advocacy of mass evacuation of 
millions of our people from our cities in 
a few hours presents problems of care 
and effective dispersal which, in my 
opinion, cannot and will not be SQlved. 
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The advocacy of this procedure by the 
Civil Defense Agency is a confession of 
failure and desperation. The American 
people will not disperse to the point of 
effective defense against atomic-hydro
gen attack and American industry will 
not go underground. Neither course is 
physically practical nor financially 
feasible. 

Are the people of the world helpless 
and hopeless in the face of this unprece
dented threat to their survival? Can 
they collectively move wisely and quickly 
enough to prevent mass destruction? 
Certainly we need not be hopeless and we 
are not helpless. The instinct of self
survival is supposed to be the strongest 
primary urge of the human species. 
Superhuman efforts are possible when a 
danger is known and properly evaluated. 
These superhuman efforts are not con
fined to single individuals, but can be 
exerted by millions in unison if properly 
impelled. I have reluctantly arrived at 
the conclusion that as of now, no man
proposed solution has been accepted or 
has been offered which has captured the 
attention of the numbers of people nec
essary to compel universal action. 

The only hope I have is based on 
arousing the instinct of self-survival 
which is possessed by all men. 

How can this will to survive be acti
vated and collective action be inspired? 

First, people must be convinced that the 
danger of death to uncounted millions 
through use of unprecedented mass
destruction atomic-hydrogen weapons is 
now a reality. 

Second, that these weapons are in 
existence and operable by the United 
States, the Soviet Union and possibly the 
United Kingdom. 

Third, that if a third world war oc
curs, there is no guaranty that these 
terrible weapons will not be used. 

How are these facts to be impressed 
upon the people of all the nations? 

Every possible means of spreading 
these facts to all peoples must be used: 

(a) The highest national leaders must 
make clear and factual statements dis
closing the power of atomic-hydrogen 
weapons and the explosion effects in 
equivalent TNT tonnage with the esti
mated square miles of total and partial 
destruction. 

<b> These statements should be made 
by the President of the United States, 
the Premier of the Soviet Republics, the 
Queen of the United Kingdom and other 
responsible national leaders. Distin
guished physicists and scientists should 
support such statements with scientific 
facts. Religious leaders of the great re
ligions should add their appeal to their 
followers. Every news medium should 
be used to bring the facts to the people. 
Moving pictures of previous atomic-hy
drogen explosions and their effects 
should be shown again and again, un
til every human being has had a chance 
to see their phenomena. 

Actual demonstrations should be ar
ranged for unrestricted public observa
tion. 

Above all, there should be a revival of 
faith in God's ultimate purpose for the 
spiritual development of human beings. 

Man, left to his own devices and rely
ing on materialistic principles, has 

brought about the horrible capacity for 
scientific mass destruction in human
kind. 

The arm of flesh has failed us and 
unless we turn to the spiritual truths 
which our forefathers revered, we seem 
doomed to self -destruction. 

We must have this revival of faith in 
God's purposes but we know that faith 
without works is dead. We must press 
forward with the truth, the whole truth 
and nothing but the truth, so that all 
peoples will know that they are in mor
tal danger of destruction. 

This truth if widely known and accept
ed in the free world, will penetrate the 
Iron Curtain to reach the enslaved peo
ple. 

If the free people and the slave peo
ple can be brought to the point of real
izing their personal danger I believe the 
inherent instinct to survive will cause 
them to create such a surging demand 
for universal peace that their leaders 
will be forced to comply with their de
mands that atomic-hydrogen war shall 
not occur. 

We still have time to tell the people 
of the world the truth about the horri
ble fate in store for them if atomic-hy
drogen weapons are unleashed. 

We still have time to give the demo
cratic process a chance to work in the 
free world. 

We still have time to start the instinct 
of self-survival working throughout the 
world. · 

We still have time to turn from our 
reliance on human wisdom to faith in 
the wisdom and teachings of God. 

With earnest effort on our part and 
with faith in God's purpose for man:
kind, I am confident the way can be 
found to achieve universal peace. 

INTEREST RATES ON VETERANS' 
LOANS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. PAT
TERSON) . Under previous order of the 
House, the gentlewoman from Massa
chusetts [Mrs. RoGERS] is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent tore
vise and extend my remarks and include 
a letter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Speaker, on March 24 the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs unanimously directed 
me to advise the chairman of the Bank
ing and Currency Committee with regard 
to the pending housing bill, H. R. 7839, 
on two specific points. First, that the 
committee believes that the interest rate 
on Veterans' Administration guaranteed 
loans for veterans should be set by the 
Congress and should not be left to the 
discretion of some administrative com
mittee and subject to a sliding interest 
scale; second, that any legislation on this 
subject amending the Servicemen's Re
adjustment Act of 1944 should be left to 
the consideration of the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs which under the Re
organization Act clearly · has. the juris_
diction. 

In a letter dated March 26 I advised 
the chairman of the Banking and Cur
rency Committee of the conviction of the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs. I re
gret very much that the Banking and 
Currency Committee has reported a bill 
which completely ignores the position 
and belief of the Committee on Veterans' . 
Affairs and attempts to invade the juris
diction of this committee. 

Aside from the jurisdictional question, 
which is of lesser importance than the 
main one, it seems to me very poor policy 
bordering on folly to leave to an admin
istrative committee the decision on what 
the interest rate should be on veterans' 
loans. One of the crying needs of ·veter
ans' legislation is uniformity, and over 
the years I have done what I could to 
make rates of compensation and pension 
the same for all veterans of all wars. 
But here we have a proposal that one 
veteran will get a loan in March at 4% 
percent, for example, and another vet
eran of the same war will come along 6 
months later and get a loan at perhaps 
5 percent, or perhaps even higher. It 
requires no great imagination and no 
prophetic powers to see the chaos which 
such a system can produce insofar as 
veterans are concerned. The proposal 
in the bill, as reported by the Banking 
and Currency Committee, as -I under
stand it, provides discretionary power for 
an administrative committee to set the 
interest rate on GI loans not to exceed 
2% percent above the average yield of 
long-term Government bonds. Now it 
is stressed, Mr. Speaker, that this is dis
cretionary authority and is unlikely to be 
used at this time, but I believe that 
Members of this House wHl agree with 
me that the whole history of discretion
ary authority is that it is soon used, and 
if it is not going to be used there is very 
little reason for granting the authority 
in the first place. 

The Subcommittee on Housing of .the 
Veterans' Affairs Committee recently 
conducted hearings· in Los Angeles on 
the question of discount practices in that 
area. The loan guaranty officers in San 
Diego, Los Angeles, and San Francisco 
were in attendance at that hearing. 
Each and every one of these officers who 
deal most directly with the veterans and 
know a gTeat deal about the trends in 
interest rates were unanimous that if 
this authority is granted there will be an 
interest rate increase in that area-.:.
probably 5 percent. If it should go to 
its highest level at the present time the 
interest rate on Government GI housing 
for ~eterans would rise to 5.3 percent. 
This would be an increase of eight
tenths of 1 percent over the rate now 
paid by the veteran. On the average it 
would mean the veteran would pay -$900 
more over the life of the mortgage. We 
have had one increase a little over a year 
ago, from 4 to 4% percent, and I see no 
reason why there should be another in~ 
crease or even discretionary power to 
permit such an increase at this time. 

Think, too, of the effect this constantly 
changing interest rate will have on 
builders and lenders. Rumors will start 
that an iricrease is coming or that de
cline will shortly· be announced. -Lenders 
will be reluctant to lend until an an
nouncement -iS made; builders· will delay 
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construction of homes. No matter how 
much. protection . is given, this situation 
will prevail. · · 

I believe that the Congress fully real
ized when it enacted title m, Public 
Law 348, 79th Congress, that it was set
ting up a separate and distinct housing 
act for the benefit of veterans. If this 
bill is enacted, it will mean that the vet
erans' housing program as such will vir
tually cease to exist since the interest 
rates on housing loans administered un
der FHA, and those administered by the 
Veterans' Administration, will very likely 
be the same identical interest rates. I 
believe that there should be a special 
program for housing for veterans, and I 
believe that the Veterans' Administra
tion housing setup should remain intact. 
For that reason, and with that point in 
view, I will offer a series of amendments, 
at the appropriate time, Mr. Speaker, 
which will remove the authority con
tained in H. R. 7839 insofar as it relates 
to the setting of interest rates on GI 
guaranteed loans. These amendments 
bear the full endorsement of the Ameri
can Legion, the Veterans of Foreign 
Wars, the Disabled American Veterans 
and Amvets, and I hope that the amend
ments may be adopted, and that we may 
have the control on this subject restored 
to the jurisdiction of the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs, and that the interest 
rate will not be further increased on 
these loans. 
COPY OF LETTER TO COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' 

AFFAIRS 
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAmS, 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
March 30, 1954. 

Subject: A housing bill, H. R. 7839. 
The Committee on Banking and Currency 

has reported H. R. 7839, and I invite the at
t .ention of the members to section 201 which 
begins on page 146. The effect of this sec
tion is to give to an administrative commit
tee appointed by the President the authority 
to: set the· interest rate on FHA and Veterans' 
Administration guaranteed loans not to ex
ceed 2¥2 percent above the average yield of 
long-term Government bonds. 

On March 26, following the instruction of 
the committee in executive session of March 
24, I directed a letter to the chairman of the 
Banking and Currency Committee advising 
him of the opposition of this committee to 
the proposed sliding interest rate, and also 
calling his attention to the matter of juris
diction of this committee. The bill was re
ported without reference to the points raised 
in my letter and on yesterday, prior to the 
meeting of the Rules Committee, I addressed 
a letter to each member of that committee 
on the same subject. In this latter letter I 
called their attention to the increase and 
indicated that if the loan were granted at a 
5.3 percent increase (which would be the 
rate to ·which the interest could climb under 
present circumstances) . the veteran would 
pay $900 more over the life of his loan-as
suming a 20-year mortgage and an. average . 
loan. The Committee on Rules approved an 
open rule which permits the offering of 
amendments to this individual section; also 
a motion to recommit with instructions. 

At an appropriate time during the debate 
on this · measure I plan to advocate amend
ments to correct this situation. 

I am primarily opposed to this section in 
H. R. 7839 for the reason: First, that it would 
substantially increase the cost of housing to 
the veteran; second, it would result in chaos 
and discrimination by providing one group o! 
veterans with interest rates much lower than 

other loans which might be negotiated at a 
l~ter date; ·third, the uncertainty as to when 
the rate might change would result in delay 
in construction and a reluctance on the part 
of lenders to loan money; fourth, the pro
posal clearly invades the jurisdiction of the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs. For these 
reasons I shall take the action indicated 
above. 

I thought all members of the committee 
would be interested in knowing of this situ
a.tion. 

EDITH NOURSE ROGERS, 
Chairman. 

THE IMPORTANCE OF OVERSEAS 
BASES TO UNITED STATES STRA
TEGIC AIRPOWER 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

pi·evious order of the House, the gentle
. man from Louisiana [Mr. BROOKS] is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
I may be allowed an additional 10 min
utes. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BROOKS of Louisiana. Mr. 

Speaker, I am more than a little inter
ested in the recently completed ftight of 
the 301st Medium Bomber Wing from 
Barksdale Air Force Base, Louisiana, to 
Sidi Slimane Air Force Base, French 
Morocco. I know the men of that wing, 
and I know the high state of efficiency 
and readiness the wing mallitains. I 
know, too, what this ftight means to the 
wing as a training exercise, and what it 
means to the Russians as revelation of 
American air strength. It seems to me 

. that our best hope of averting war with 
Russia, and atomic destruction, ·is to 
convince Russia that our airpower is 
ready- to blast Russian targets-if she 
commits aggression. Personally, I hope 
more of our bomber wings will make 
ftights to the Russian perimeter-but we 
must have sufficient bomber wings to 
make the ftights, and to add conviction 
to the thought we are seeking to im
plant in the Russian consciousness. 

A number of able newspaper reporters 
and military writers accompanied the 
301st on its recent ftight. One of them 
was Col. Kent Hunter, United States 
Army, retired, of the Washington bureau 
of the New York Journal-American. 
Colonel Hunter's account of the ftight 
of the 45 B-47 medium jet bombers from 
Barksdale to North Africa in 12 hours 
flying time makes exciting reading. 
Midair refueling made the record-break
ing ftight possible, but only long training 
and a completely realized state of readi
ness made it possible for this wing, after 
only a brief overnight rest, to take off 
·again on 4,000-mile simulated atomic 
bombing missions against targets deep 
'in Russia. 

Russia's own air capability is con
siderable. Colonel Hunter states that 
in addition to long-range bombers, with 
·characteristics substantially better than 
those of our ~36's, the Russians have 
guided missiles admittedly as effective as 
the German V-2 bombs that wreaked 
such destruction on London during the 
war. Hitler's V-2 warheads did not have 

atomic warheads. The new. Russian 
guided missiles are believed to have 
them. In an act of aggression such 
missiles would be directed against our 
overseas .bases, but .our own bombers, 
given time to reach the widely dispersed 
Soviet bases and aircraft-production 
centers, could win the war logistically
if we continue to maintain these over~ 
seas bases. 

In one of his articles Colonel Hunter 
reports that these American bases are 
already a prime target of Soviet political 
and propaganda attack. Every con
ceivable distortion of a fact to create 
dissension between our forces on perim
eter base duty .and the. natives of the 
countries in which the bases are located 
is being used. Colonel Hunter is con~ 
vinced that these perimeter bases worry 
the Kremlin more than any other single 
anti-Communist move, including the 
NATO program for European defense. 

Mr. Speaker, the stakes are high, but 
the game must be played. The bases 
we have in North Africa not only pro
tect our NATO allies, defend our own 
Nation, but guard the sources of our 
air power. A few days ago my distin
guished colleague, the gentleman from 
the Fourth Congressional District, Mis~ 
sissippi, inserted in the REcORD an ar~ 
ticle by Maj. Alexander de Seversky that 
pointed out our dependence on overseas 
sources of raw materials. Our principal 
sources of uranium, cobalt, columbium, 
and necessary alloys are in Africa. Rus
sia's 350 snorkel-type submarines can 
interdict trans-Atlantic shipping of 
these critical war materials, unless we 
have the bombers to locate and destroy 
the Soviet submarine launching bases. 

Mr. Speaker, we can expect continu~ 
ing efforts of the Russian propaganda 
machine to be directed at our overseas 
bases. False economy that results in 
any curtailment of America's air power 
will serve the Russian propaganda ma
chine as well as its own nefarious plan
ning. We must maintain airpower ade
quate to do the job-and that job is to 
maintain peace, defend the United 
States, and save our civilization. 

In the hydrogen bomb now being 
tested, with a force 500 times greater 
than that of the atomic bomb dropped 
on Hiroshima, we have a weapon that 
can destroy any target. Let us make 
sure that we maintain the aircraft and 
the Air Force that can guarantee deliv
ery of that bomb to a target of our own 
choosing. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con
sent to include in my remarks articles 
by Kent Hunter, colonel, United States 
Army, retired, from the New York Jour
nal-American of March 3, 4, and 6. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
man from Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 
The articles referred to follow: 
WAsHINGTON, March 3.-American strategic 

airpower can plaster any vital target in Rus
sia, west of the Urals. This potential atomic 
retaliation could operate from the White 
Sea on the north to the Caspian Sea on the 
south, with 10-ton bomb loads dropped from 
10 miles up, by medium jet bombers travel
ing at the speed of sound. Ten-ton bombs 
are big enough tO be atomic. 
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Moreover, these bombers can be accom

panied on missions_ west of Moscow by ~uper
s.onic fighter and interceptor planes, as guar
anteed protection against enemy counter
attack while on their missions. 

Maintenance of this capability, in time· of 
actual war, depends largely on the ability 
of combined arms of the United States and 
her allies-on sea, on the ground, and by 
tactical air defense-to protect overseas 
bases. 

REFUELING IS KEY 

I was one of a small group of American 
correspondents privileged to fly across the 
Atlantic with the mass flight of B-47's to 
watch the tests. 

I saw elements of Gen. Curtis E. Lemay's 
Strategic Air Command demonstrate exactly 
how the job can be done in wartime, if 
enemy aggression pulls the trigger setting 
off retaliation by the winged might of the 
United States. 

Midair refueling of SAC's all-jet B-47 
bombers is the key to the attack capability. 
That refueling technique is now a routine 
procedure for SAC planes and can be ac
complished anywhere over friendly territory. 

The B-47, refueled, has a range of 4,000 
miles, or a penetration of 2,000 miles into 
enemy territory and return, from the point 
of refueling. 

A curved line drawn on the map from 
the northern tip of Norway through Den
mark, West Germany, and the Allied Zone 
of Austria to Trieste, over Yugoslavia to 
Greece and then to Turkey's eastern border 
gives the forward refueling line for the 
B-47's and their :fighter escorts, from Euro
pean and African bases. 

Any point in the Soviet satellite states or 
Russia itself, as far east as the Ural Moun
tains, falls within the 2,000-mile penetration 
zone of the B-47's and their :fighter escorts. 

The training maneuvers from Morocco 
bases called for such deployment of the 
bombers as to put synthetic :lour bomb hits 
on each target covered in a retaliatory strike 
with full wing force or greater. 

On a 4,000-mile mission the bomb payload 
of a B-47 is 10 tons. The publicly released 
speed of the B-47 is over 600 miles per hour 
and its ceiling is pictured as over 40,000 feet. 

The refueling partner · of the B-47 is · the 
four-engine, propeller-driven KC-97, capable 
of carrying 10,000 gallons of jet fuel in addi-
tion to its own req•lirements. . 

The Kc-97 is publicly rated as having a 
speed of over 350 miles per hour at a ceiling 
of more than 35,000 feet over mileage depend
ent on the distance from the tanker base 
to the bomber refueling point. 

SPAIN BASES 
As of today, SAC has three bases In French 

Morocco, at Sidi Slimane, Nouasseur, and 
Benguirer, with two others programed at 
Boulhaut and El Djema Sahim. In addition 
the Navy has a tremendous base at Port 
Lyautey. 

Currently 4 Air Force and 2 Navy bases are 
1n process of initial construction in Spain. 
One is at Torreon, near Madrid, another at 
Saragossa and two others near Seville. The 
Navy installations are near Cartagena, on 
the Spanish Mediterranean coast and in the 
Balearic Islands. 

The North African bases represent a $480 
million investment and those in Spain a 
minimum of $300 million more. 

Bases in Sicily, Greece, France, England, 
Iceland, Greenland, Canada, Alaska, Japan, 
Okinawa, and the Philippines-to go all the 
way around our air defense perimeter-con
servatively estimated, represents $10 billion. 

General Lemay's command is currently 
training all its B-47 wings--45 bombers to a 
wing, with tanker and :fighter support squad
rons-for takeoff on 4-hour notice from the 
United States, landing within 12 hours in 
England, Spain, or North Africa. 

In the recent tests from Barksdale Field. 
every bomber refueled over the Bermuda 

base, continue~ to fly nonstop to Sidi 
Slimane and land in an average of 11 hours 
and 20 minutes elapsed time. · 

In the simulated combat missions over 
Europe, every plane covered its refueling, .its 
4,000-mile combat zone bombing mission, 
and return to base, in 12 hours elapsed flying · 
time-and without a single mishap. 

North African Air Force commanders don't 
talk for publication. They admit, however, 
that there is need for more tactical air squad- · 
rons for :fighter accompaniment and inter
ceptor duty, more antiaircraft battalions of 
the Nike rocket type and more ground de
fense troops to neutralize enemy paratroop 
attack or sabotage and fifth column activities 
by native elements. 

Congress will hear of those things in up
coming appropriations hearings. 

WASHINGTON, March 4.-:-"The team" Will 
have to play hard and in a closely coordinated 
effort to protect the United States Air Force 
perimeter bomber bases if Kremlin aggres
sion touches off world war III. 

I got that picture clearly, flying with a full 
wing of B-47 all jet medium atomic bombers 
to North Africa on the Strategic Air Com
:rp.and's biggest transocean flight to demon-, 
strate our ability to get to any future over
seas war in a hurry. The Army, with guided 
missile antiaircraft and atomic artillery, will 
have to :fight for every inch westward into 
Europe from the Red Army ground deploy
ment in the satellite Balkans and Western 
Russia. 

Any failure to delay the Soviet ground 
forces means overrunning of the European 
:fighter aircraft bases which protect the 
bomber bases in England, Spain, and North 
Africa. 

REDS HAVE NEW CRAFT 

The Navy's 6th Fleet, in the Mediter
ranean, and the Atlantic Fleet, with carrier 
based fighter and interceptor warplanes, 
must block Soviet bombers, heading for the 
perimeter bases, if the tactical air bases on 
the ground in Europe are put out of action. 

Two Russian plane developments are a 
source of worry. They are Tupelov-200 and 
the llyushin-38. The TU-200, according to 
best intelligence sources, is powered by six 
turbo-prop engines, capable of giving the gi
gantic 230-foot-wing bomber a speed of 450 
miles per hour and a ceiling of 50,000 feet or 
more. These characteristics are substan
tially better than those of our B-36. 

The ~8 has four turbo-prop engines, a 
35-degree sweptback wing, and is credited 
with 500-mile-per-hour speed, even with 
turbo-prop power. Substitution of jet en
gines for the turbo-props on the IL-38, in 
the opinion of our air, design experts, would 
give the Russian plane capabllities equal to 
our own B-52, not yet in mass production. 
Both the TU-200 and the IL-38 utilize radar 
bombsights. 

SOVIET GUIDED MISSILES 

In addition to her air capabllities, Russian 
guided missile launching ramps, already 
identified as installed along the satellite
state borders from the Baltic Sea to Hungary, 
are admittedly as effective as Hitler's V-2 
bombs during World War II. 

These reached London, Antwerp, Amster
dam, and other western European ports. The 
Hitler V-2's did not have atomic warheads. 
The Russian guided missiles are believed to 
have them. 

Demolition of ports and supply bases with 
such missiles, resulting in cutoff of ground 
force resupply, must prove critical. Neu
tralization of such missile launching ramps 
by tactical bombardment is essential. 

Strategic Air Command's bombers, given 
time to reach the widely dispersed Soviet 
bases and aircraft production centers, can 
Win the war logistically, if allowed to main
tain their perimeter bases. 

United States Tactical Air Command has 
tpe new F-100 day fighter. It is . capable of i 
outspeeding sound in level flight. 

For bomber interception the new F-89-D 
packs the firepower punch for launching 104 . 
rockets in salvo, each .rocket with the explo
sive power of a 75-millimeter shell. 

Even more secret, the Convair F-104 re
portedly has broken the speed of sound 
going straight up. 
_ The Navy's delta wing Douglas Skyray 

has a supersonic speed record of 753 miles 
per hour and is the backbone of the new 
carrier-borne fighter strength. The Navy's 
A3D, with atom-bomb carrying capaci~y. 
gives the carrier forces a weapon to black
out enemy tactical attack targets. 

In our own guided missile field the Army's 
"Nike," the famed antiaircraft guided mis
sile, has an electronically controlled me
chanical apparatus which takes it to a 
target, and keeps it on the target's trail 
through a homing device. 

The Navy has "Regulus," a pilotless "fly
ing bomb" which can destroy itself or its 
target, or return safely to base and land, all 
at supersonic speeds and under electronic 
control. 

There are other weapons, atomic and 
otherwise, in the secret weapons arsenal 
which make our New Look defense leaders 
confident-we can defend our overseas 
bases-with one "if." 

That "if" is based on "how soon we can 
have and how many," at the places where 
our forces are deployed. 

That "how many and how soon" is a ques
tion Congress must answer. 

WASHINGTON, March o.-Ten days in Africa 
with the Strategic Air Command's medium 
bombardment wings now maneuvering there 
from forward _ bases, showed me the long
range Western ally planning to defeat a 
Kremlin-launched war. 

These facts stand out: 
Africa-The Belgian Congo-Is our prin

cipal source of uranium. 
Africa-Southern Rhodesia-Produces 4Q 

percent of our beryllium, a critical alloy in 
the production of atomic moderators. 

Africa-Again the Belgian Congo-Mines 
84 percent of our cobalt, the hardener and 
heat resister essential to making high-speed 
machine tools and the linings of jet engines. 
Africa-:~ngeria-Gives America 93.7 per

cent of all our columbium, the rare metal 
which serves as a welder in the supersteel 
of jet engines. The very length of life of jet 
engines depends on columbium. 

Russia's submarine strength-at least 350 
Snorkel type ocean type pig boats with cruis
ing ranges of 15,000 miles or more-can in
terdict trans-Atlantic shipping of these 
critical war materials, until Strategic Air 
Command bombers can locat~ and destroy the 
Soviet submarine launching bases. 

Navy convoy and antisubmarine air and 
surface operations, based at Port Lyautey, 
Morocco, have the mission, in any Soviet
launched world war ill, of destroying Rus
sian submarines at sea while the strategic 
air command pulverizes their ports. 

Ground forces and the tactical air com
mand must stop or delay any westward trust 
of the Red armies in Europe while the stra
tegic air command and the Navy carry out 
their part of the three-service design for 
victory. · 

Representatives of all the European co
lonial powers, and of the colonies themselves, 
meet March 11 at Dakar, French West Africa, 
to discuss the coordination of the "logistic 

, defense south of Sahara." The United States 
Will send observers. 

The "South of Sahara" conferees will dis
cuss in secret sessions the activities of Cmn-

. mmilst agitators throughout Africa. Intel
ligence agencies attribute the unrest in "the 
Moslem world in north Afric~. from Morocco 
.to Eigypt to Red agents. · 
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The current squ,abbling ill;. th~ Sudan, the 

Mau Mau killings in Kenya, the sit-down 
strikes on the sisal plantations and in the 
copper mines of the Rhodesias, have been 
traced to similar agents. 

The Kafllr riots in South Africa a year 
ago were Communist led. 

One top-ranking intelligence officer in 
north Africa told me: 

"Africa-all of Africa-is a powderkeg. 
Loss of African raw materials would ham
string industrial England, France, Holland, 
Belgium, and Spain in peacetime. It would 
cut off stockpiling capabilities of our country 
in time of war. 

"Africa, south of Sahara, must be kept 
out of Red hands at all costs." 

INCREASE USE OF DAffiY PRODUCTS 
IN ARMED FORCES RATIONS 

Mr. JOHNSON · of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex
tend my remarks at this point. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Mr. 

Speaker, I wish to record some of the 
facts about the tragically low dairy 
rations available to the members of our 
armed services, and to list the reasons 
why I have introduced H. R. 8600 which 
would greatly increase those rations. 

As all of us know, there is a great 
hue and cry about the so-called sur
pluses of dairy products. In fact, the 
Secretary of Agriculture has dropped 
dairy price supports to 75 percent of 
parity on the theory that this will reduce 
the supplies of milk and its products. 

I submit that we are not faced with 
a problem of overproduction, but rather 
one of underconsumption. H. R. 8600, 
in my opinion, deals squarely with this 
issue. If enacted it would raise the con
sumption of milk, or its equivalent, by 1.8 
billion pounds. 
· At the present time, sailors and 
marines are allowed one-half pint of 
fresh milk a day. My bill would raise 
that amount to 1 quart-surely not too 
much for the members of our fighting 
forces. The bill would raise the butter 
ration from 1 %o ounces to 2%o ounces; 
cheese from one-half ounce to 1 ounce; 
evaporated milk from 4 ounces to 1 pint; 
powdered milk from 1 ounce to 4 ounces, 
and cheese from one-half ounce to 1 
ounce. 

Passage of this bill would mean that 
Armed Forces consumption of fresh 
milk, or its equivalent, would be tripled. 
The use of cheese will be doubled and the 
use of butter increased substantially. 

Although H. R. 8600 amends the legis
lation governing rations of dairy prod
ucts for the Navy, it also directs the 
President, under his administrative au
thority, to set similar rations for the 
other branches of the Armed Forces. 

In the calendar year of 1953 the armed 
services consumed the equivalent of 2.6 
billion pounds of whole milk from our 
domestic production. They consumed 
the following quantities of dairy prod· 
ucts: Pounds 
F1uid milk and cream--------- 900,000,000 
Condensed and evaporated milk_ 103, 000, 000 
Dried whole milk __________ _:___ 14,.000, 000 
Dried skim milk_______________ 10, 000, 000 
Ice cream ___ :~-------~-------- 98,000~000 
Butter------------------------ 43,000,000 

-The utilization of dairy ·products. by 
the armed services would increase 2 to 3 
times by the adoption of H. R. 8600, · 
which would be th~ equivalent of 5 _per
cent or more of the fl:uid milk and cream 
sold off farms in 1953. 

The present Government-owned sup
plies of dairy products amounts to only 
8.5 percent of the total production for 
1953. 

I herewith attach a copy of H. R. 8600. 
H. R. 8600 

A .bill to increase the daily allowance of 
milk, butter, and cheese in the Navy ration, 
and to require corresponding changes in 
the Army and Air Force ration. 
Be it enacted, etc., That the second para

graph of the first section of the act entitled 
"An act to effect needed changes in the 
Navy ration", approved March 2, 1933, as 
amended (34 U.S. C., sec. 902a), is amended. 
(1) by striking out "4 ounces of evaporated 
milk or 1 ounce of powdered milk or one
half pint of fresh milk" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "16 ounces of evaporated milk or 4 
ounces of powdered milk or 1 quart of fresh 
milk"; (2) by striking out "1?io ounces of 
butter" and inserting in lieu thereof "2~o 
ounces of butter"; and (3) by striking out 
•:one-half ounce of cheese" and inserting in 
lieu thereof "1 ounce of cheese". 

"SEC. 2. The President shall take such 
action under section 40 of the act entitled 
"An act to increase the efficiency of the per
manent military establishment of the United 
States," approved February 2, 1901 (10 
U. S. C., sec. 724), as may be necessary to 
make changes in the Army and Air 
Force rations equivalent to those made in 
the Navy ration by the first section of this 
act. 

Bn.L PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Mr. LECOMPTE, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on this day present 
to the President, for his approval, a bill 
of the House of the following title: 

H. R. 5337. An act to provide for the estab
lishment of a United States Air Force Acad
emy, and for other purposes. 

ENROLLED Bn.L 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 
following title, which was thereupon 
signed by the $peaker: 

H. R. 8224. An act to reduce excise taxes, 
Jmd for other purposes. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

extend remarks in the RECORD, or tore
vise and extend remarks was granted to: 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin and to include 
extraneous matter. 

Mr. JoNES of Alabama to extend the 
remarks he made in the Committee of 
the Whole today and include therein 
certain charts and tables. 

Mrs. BucHANAN. and include a state
ment. 
. Mr. ADDONIZIO and to include an edi· 
to rial. 

Mr. OSTERTAG and Mr. KELLEY of 
Pennsylvania. 

. -Mr-. -GAVIN to revise and extend the 
remarks he made in the Committee .of · 
the Whole today and include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. PHILBIN. 
Mr. GRANAHAN and to include a state

ment. 
Mr. GARMATZ (at the request of Mr. 

GRANAHAN) and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mrs. SULLIVAN and to include some 
letters. 

Mr. DONOHUE. 
Mr. BENDER in five instances. 
Mr. GREEN. 
Mr. WOLVERTON. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. KRUEGER, for an indefinite period, 

on account of official business. 
Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee <at the request 

of Mr. PRIEST), for an indefinite period, 
on account of illness. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord .. 
ingly <at 6 o'clock and 13 minutes p. m.) 
the House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, March 31, 1954, at 12 o'clock 
noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule xXIv, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

1402. A letter from the President, Girl 
Scouts of the United States of America, 
transmitting the Fourth Annual Report of 
the Girl Scouts of the United States of 
America, pursuant to section 7 of the act of 
March 16, 1950, entitled "An act to incorpo
rate the Girl Scouts of the United States of 
America, and for other purposes," as amended 
by Public Law 272 of August 14, 1953 (H. Doc. 
359); to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia and ordered to be printed with 
Ulustrations. 

1403. A letter from the Secretary of Agri
culture, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation entitled "A bill to amend the 
Bankhead-Janes Farm Tenant Act, as 
amended, so as to provide for a variable in
terest rate, second mortgage security for 
loans under title I, insurance of mortgages 
not exceeding the reasonable value of the 
farm, and for other purposes"; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture. 

1404. A letter from the Acting Secretary of 
the Treasury, transmitting a draft of pro
posed legislation entitled "A bill for the re
lief of G. F. Allen, deceased former Chief 
Disbursing Officer, Treasury Department, and 
for other purposes"; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. · -------
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: 
. (Omitted from the Record of March 29, : 

1954] 
Mr. SPENCE: Committee on Banking and 

Currency. Part 2, minority views on H. R. 
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7839, a blll to aid in the provision and im
provement of housing, the elimination and 
prevention of slums, and the conservation 
and development of urban communities 
(Rept. No. 1429). Ordered to be printed. 

[Submitted March 30, 1954] 
Mr. T ALLE: Committee on the District of 

Columbia. S. 2305. An act to promote safe 
driving, to eliminate the reckless and finan
cially irresponsible driver from the high
ways, and to provide for the giving of secu
rity and proof of financial responsibility by_ 
persons driving or owning vehicles of a type · 
subject to registra tion under the laws of the 
District of Columbia; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 1448). Referred to the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

REPORTS 
PRIVATE 
TIONS 

OF COMMI'ITEES ON 
BILLS AND RESOLU-

Under clause 2 of rule XITI, reports 
of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 

Mr. TALLE: Committee on tJ:!e District of 
Columbia. S. 1691. An act to authorize 
Potomac Electric Power Co. to construct, 
maintain, and operate in the District of 
Columbia, and to cross Kenilworth Avenue 
NE., in said District, with, certain railroad 
tracks and related facilities, and for other 
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No. 
1447). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judi
ciary. H. R. 5842. A bill for the relief of 
Viktor R. Kandlin; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1449). Referred to the Commit
tee of the Whole House. 

Mr. GRAHAM: Committee on the Judi
ciary. H. R. 7Q30. A bill for the relief of 
Hua Lin and his wife, Lillian Ching-Wen Lin 
(nee Hu); without amendment (Rept. No. 
1450). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H. R. 7802. A bill for the relief of Hanna 
Werner and her child, Hanna Elizabeth 
Werner; with amendment (Rept. No. 1451). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska: Committee on 
Interior and Insular Mairs. H. R. 2014. A 
bill to authorize the sale of certain public 
land in Alaska to the Community Club of 
Chugiak, Alaska; with amendment (Rept. 
No. 1452). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN: 
H. R . 8618. A bill to amend the Tariff Act 

of 1930 to remove the restrictions on the im
portation of feathers of wild birds for use in 
the manufacture of artificial files used for 
fishing; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. BENNETT of Michigan: 
H. R. 8619. A bill to amend the Agricul

tural Act of ·1949 to provide a limitation on 
the downward adjustment of price supports 
for milk and butterfat and the products of 
milk and butterfat; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. BENTSEN: 
H. R. 8620. A bill to amend the United 

States Information and Educational Ex
change Act of 1948, to provide for the educa
tion or training of not less than 100,000 for
eign citizens each year in the United States; 
to the Committee on Foreign Mairs. 

By Mr. BtrnGE: 
H. R. 8621. A bill to amend the Sugar Act 

of 1948, as amended; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

H. R. 8622. A bill authorizing and direct
ing the Secretary of the Interior to take the 
necessary action to confirm to the State of 
Idaho full and clear title to certain lands 
previously sel~cted by such State In lieu 
ot school-land grants . made by the Idaho 
Admission Act; to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Mairs. 

By Mr. CAMP: 
H. R. 8623. A bill to amend section 534 (e) 

of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. D'EWART: 
H . R. 8624. A bill to govern the control, 

appropriation, use, and distribution of water; 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Mairs. 

By Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN: 
H. R. 8625. A bill relating to survivorship 

benefits in the case of certain employees in 
the legislative branch of the Government; to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv
ice. 

H. R. 8626. A bill to establish a commission 
for the celebration of the 200th anniversary 
of the birth of Alexander Hamilton; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GENTRY: 
H. R. 8627. A bill to promote the preser

vation of the true history of this Nation as 
actually recorded in pioneer weekly news
papers, and currently published in weekly 
newspapers of the United States; to locate, 
microfilm, file, and make o.vailable this val
uable material to schools, libraries, clubs, 
lawmakers, and every citizen; to provide a 
safe depository for weekly newspaper dupli
cate microfilms now in any other library; 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on House Administration. 

By Mr. GOODWIN: 
H. R. 8628. A bill to amend the Tariff Act 

of 1930 to insure that crude silicon carbide 
imported into the United States wlll con
tinue to be exempt from duty; to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. KEAN: 
H. R. 8629. A bill to amend the Social Se

curity Act and the Internal Revenue Code 
so as to extend coverage under the old-age 
and survivors insurance program, increase 
the benefits payable thereunder, preserve 
the insurance rights of disabled individuals, 
and increase the amount of earnings per
mitted without loss of benefits, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania: 
H. R. 8630. A bill to amend section 4 of the 

act of March 9, 1945, with respect to the 
regulation of certain employees of insurance 
companies; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. MACHROWICZ: 
H. R. 8631. A bill to offset declining em

ployment by providing for Federal assistance 
to States and local governments in projects 
of construction, alteration, expansion, or re
pair of public facilities and improvements; 
to the Committee on Public Works. 

H. R. 8632. A bill to amend Veterans Reg
ulations to establish for persons who served 
in the Armed Forces during World War II 
a further presumption of service connection 
for multiple sclerosis and the chronic func
tional psychoses; to the Committee on Vet
erans' Affairs. 

By Mr. RILEY: 
H. R. 8633. A bill giving the Commissioner 

of Education the authority to issue to certain 
local educational agencies quitclaim deeds 
to certain temporary facilities, upon a show
ing of need therefor; to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

By Mr. SAYLOR: 
H. R. 8634. A bill to amend section 22 of 

the Organic Act of Guam; to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. SHORT: 
H. R. 8635. A bill to affirm the temporary 

appointments of certain officers of the Navy, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

H. R. 8636. A bill to increase the retire
ment annuities of civilian members of the 
teaching staffs of the United States Naval 
Academy and the United States Naval Post
graduate School heretofore retired; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. TOLLEFSON: 
H. R. 8637. A bill to amend certain pro

visions of title XI of the Merchant Marine 
Act, 1936, as amended, to facilitate private 
financing of new ship construction, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. WITHROW: 
H. R. 8638. A bill to provide that wage

board employees of the United States shall 
be paid the same additional rate of compen
sation for night work which is paid to em
ployees subject to the Classification Act of 
1949, as amended; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. CRUMPACKER: 
H. J. Res. 484. Joint resolution directing 

the Federal Trade Commission to conduct an 
investigation into competitive practices in 
the automotive industry; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. GAMBLE: 
H . J. Res. 485. Joint resolution authoriz

ing the President of the United States to pro
claim October 16, 1954, as National Olympic 
Day; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HESS: 
H . J . Res. 486. Joint resolution designating 

the 7-day period beginning October 24, 1954, 
as Cleaner Air Week; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo

rials were presented and referred as 
follows: 

By Mr. GOODWIN: Memorial of the Mass
achusetts Legislature to the President and 
the Congress of the United States to protest 
the entry of the Communist government of 
China into the United Nations; to the Com· 
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

Also, memorial of the Massachusetts Leg
islature to Congress relative to the Federal 
Social Security Act; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Leg
islature of the State of California, memo
rializing the President and the Congress of 
the United States relative to increasing the 
pay of the Armed Services; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolution were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. DOLLINGER: 
H. R. 8639. A bill for the relief of Rebecca 

Rothstein otherwise known as Ry!ka Rosow
ska; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DONOVAN: 
H. R. 8640. A bill for the relief of Bernt 

Erland Anderson; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. KILDAY: 
H. R. 8641. A bill for the relief of the 

Southwest Research Institute; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 
' By Mr. PROUTY: 

H. R. 8642. A bill for the relief of Giusep
pina Martinetti; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H. R. 8643. A bill for the relief of Friedel 
Fraas and her daughter, Shirley Ila Maria 
Fraas; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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By Mr. RILEY: _ 

H. R. 8644. A bill for the relief of Wilton 
J. Parker; to the Committee on the Judi· 
ciary. 

By Mr. ROONEY (by request): 
H. R. 8645. A bill for the relief of Maurice 

Devlin; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. YORTY: 

H. R. 8646. A · bill for the relief of Albert 
· Shanfield; to the Committee on the Judi· 

ciary. 

PETITIONS, . ETC; 
Under clause 1 of f1,lle XXII, petitions 

and papers were laid ori the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

601. By Mr. GOODWIN: Resolution of New 
England Diocese of the Greek Orthodox 
Archdiocese of North and South America: 
to the Committee on Foreign A1Iairs. 

602. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Jose
phine Hudson and others, Sarasota, Fla., 

requesting passage of H. R. 2446 and H. R. 
2447, proposed social-security legislation 
known as the Townsend plan; to the Com· 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

603. Also petition of Mrs. Grace Benzel 
and others, West Palm Beach, Fla., request· 
1ng passage of H. R. 2446 and H. R. 2447, 
proposed social-security legislation known 
as the Townsend plan; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

Surplus Labor in Baltimore 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. EDWARD A. GARMATZ 
OF MARYLAND 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, March 30, 1954 

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, the ad~ 
ministration has been telling us that 
what we are now experiencing is not a 
depression, but a "rolling readjustment," 
a "minor contraction." Call it what you 
will, but when unemployment strikes a 
family, and especially prolonged unem~ 
ployment, to that family it is a depres~ 
sion. 

Metropolitan Baltimore, one of the 
Nation's most diversified industrial cen
ters, is the home of some 2,100 manu~ 
facturing enterprises. Baltimore has 
the world's largest copper refinery; one 
of the largest sugar refineries; the larg~ 
est plant in the world engaged exclu~ 
sively in manufacturing stainless steel; 
the world's second largest steel plant; 
the largest maker of portable electric 
tools; the largest maker of crown bottle 
caps and closures; the largest super~ 
phosphate plant; is the largest producer 
of venetian blinds, weather instruments, 
porcelain insulators; has the · largest 
meat-packing plant on the Atlantic sea~ 
board, in addition to many other indus~ 
trial and consumer products. 

Of the 280 separate industries listed 
for Maryland in the Census of Manu~ 
facturers, 249 are represented in the 
Baltimore area. 

This diversity has been a stabilizing 
factor in various ways, easing the impact 
of unemployment during periods of busi~ 
ness recession and providing a labor 
pool of widely varying skills. 

Yet, with all these advantages, Balti~ 
more has shifted from a balanced labor · 
supply status, to the surplus labor cate~ · 
gory. The Army has announced the 
closing of the Baltimore Signal Depot, 
which will mean 2,600 employees will be 
looking for work. The two large ship . 
building and repair yards have laid off 
thousands of worker and are facing the 
possibility of closing down completely, 
within the next few months, unless ad
ditional work is received and that very 
soon. Representatives of the aircraft 
workers in Baltimore met with the Mary~ 
land delegation last week to discuss the . 
decline of the aircraft industry in 
Maryland. One of the railroads has 
laid off about 2,300 workers in the metro-

politan Baltimore area; representatives 
of the VEW-CIO have informed the 
Maryland delegation that a contract 
from the Navy Department has been 
taken from Baltimore and given to a 
California firm, which will mean the lay~ 
ing off of about 1,500 workers, to men~ 
tion but a few instances. 

Under leave to extend my remarks, I 
wish to insert the following article from 
the March 20 issue of the Baltimore Sun: 
CITY IN SURPLUS LABOR CATEGORY-SHIFTED 

FROM BALANCE SUPPLY STATUS IN UNITED 
STATES REPORT 

Baltimore has been reclassified from a 
balanced labor supply rating to a moderate 
labor surplus classification, the Labor De
partment reported yesterday. 

Its Bureau of Employment Security, which 
rates industrial areas to show employment 
conditions, moved 40 major labor market 
areas to classifications of greater worker 
"surpluses." 

COMMENT ON BALTIMORE 

Baltimore was among them. It was in the 
balanced labor supply category in January. 
Its new listing is based on March conditions. 

Discussing individual areas the Bureau 
made this comment about Baltimore: 

Layoffs--heaviest in construction, trade, 
food-hit most industry groups. Recent un
employment increases also reflect longer 
term factory declines centered in durable 
goods, particularly shipbuilding. 

OTHERS IN CATEGORY 

The Employment Security Bureau said un· 
employment in the Nation, largely confined 
in early winter to a few selected industries, 
still was rising in March and was spreading 
to a "wide range of industries." 

Among the 40 major labor market areas 
reclassified to a greater degree of worker 
surplus, 30, including Baltimore, were ad· 
vanced from a balanced labor supply category 
to one of moderate labor surplus and nine 
were shifted from the moderate to the sub· 
stantiallabor surplus classification. 

With Baltimore in the first group were 
Harrisburg and York, Pa., and Hampton
Newport News-Warwick, Va. 

Other major areas shifted from a balanced 
supply to moderate surplus rating were: 

San Diego, Calif.; Bridgeport, Stamford· 
Norwalk, and Waterbury, Conn.; Miami, Fla.; 
Macon, Ga.; Aurora and Rockford, Ill.; 
Indianapolis; Des Moines, Iowa; Kalamazoo, 
Lansing, and Saginaw, Mich.; Omaha, Nebr.; 
Buffalo and Syracuse, N. Y.; Charlotte, N. C.; 
Akron, Cincinnati, Cleveland, Columbus, 
Lorain-Elyria, and Youngstown, Ohio; 
Allentown-Bethlehem, Pa.; Aiken-Augusta, 
S. C.-Ga., and Houston, Tex. 

NO SHORTAGE AREA LEFT 

Hartford, Conn., which had been the only 
labor shortage area in the country in Jan
uary, was classed as having a balanced labor 
supply in March. 

The nine new areas added to the "sub
stantial" labor surplus group-meaning at 

least 6 percent of available workers were 
jobless--were Charleston, W. Va.; Portland, 
Oreg.; Chattanooga, Tenn.; Duluth-Superior, 
Minn.-Wis.; Huntington-Ashland, w. Va.
Ky.; Paterson, N. J.; Racine, Wis.; San 
Antonio, Tex., and Wheeling-Steubenville, 
W. Va.-Ohio. 

Five major areas had been added to the 
substantial labor-surplus group in a special 
February classification, including Detroit and 
Battle Creek, Mich.; Toledo, Obio; South 
Bend, Ind., and the Davenport-Rock Island-

. Moline area in Iowa and Illinois. 

TWENTY HAVE BALANCED SUPPLY 

This brought to 34 the number of major 
areas with a substantial1abor surplus. Only 
20 of the 149 areas surveyed have a balanced 
labor supply. 

The bureau keeps a· separate list of smaller 
- labor-market areas having a substantial 

labor surplus. Twelve areas added to this 
list in March were: 

Bay City, Monroe, and Port Huron, Mich.; 
Biddeford, Maine; Bluefield and Clarksburg, 
W.Va.; Kittanning-Ford City and Willie:.ms· 
port, Pa.; Michigan City-La Porte, Ind.; 
North Adams, Mass.; Radford-Pulaski, Va.; 
and Waynesville, N. C. 

Areas with substantial labor surpluses are 
eligible under a Government program to re
ceive special consideration in the award of 
Government work. 

CAUTIOUS NOTE OF OPTIMISM 

The Employment Security Bureau said it 
might revise its labor area classification sys· 
tern because so many area-s are in the sub
stantial labor surplus category, in which Job· 
lessness ranges from 6 to 20 percent. 

It said virtually all the 149 major Job 
areas surveyed had "adversely affected em
ployment conditions" between mid-January 
and mid-March. 

The bureau had a cautious note of opt!. 
mism. It said that employment, while still 
declining, wa-s doing so at a slower rate in 
the auto, farm machinery, aircraft, and 
household appliance manufacturing fields. 
These are the industries hit earliest and 
hardest by the winter's unemployment. 

NEW CLUMS DROP 

In a separate report, the bureau said job
lessness among workers insured for unem· 
ployment compensation declined by 12,500 
during the week ended March 6, a-s compared 
to the previom week. This brought the total 
down to 2,200,600. During the week ended 
March 13, new claims for unemployment in· 
surance totaled 310,600, which was 8 ,200 lesr 
than the new claim;:; filed a week earlier. 

Mr. Speaker, when such a conditio:rll 
exists in Baltimore, it is not difficult tQ 
imagine what conditions must be like in 
many other areas, which do not have the 
advantages that Baltimore enjoys. As a 
matter of fact, 175 areas have reported a 
labor surplus. 

And in addition to the unemployment 
situation, the decline in the workweek, 
must also be taken into consideration. 



4148 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-- HOUSE March 30 
The shortened workweek with its cor
responding reduction in the paychecks, 
is also having its effect on our economy. 

The President has stated that the ad
ministration has plans for- combatting 
the recession. I believe this is the time 
to put them into action, before the coun
try is faced with another devastating de
pression and I strongly urge the admin
istration to review the situation without 
further delay and take immediate steps 
to prevent a further recession. 

Public Housing 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. HUGH J. ADDONIZIO 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, March 30, 1954 

Mr. ADDONIZIO. Mr. Speaker, the 
intent of the Republican leadership in 
the House of Representatives to kill the 
low-rent public housing program is ap
pallingly clear in the majority vote of 
the Appropriations Committee on the 
independent offices appropriation bill 
and of the Banking and Currency Com
mittee on the Housing Act of 1954. The 
Appropriations Committee has decreed 
that when existing contracts have been 
honored the public-housing program is 

. dead. The Democratic members of the 
Banking and Currency Committee, on 
which it is my privilege to serve, unsuc
cessfully tried to save the program in 
the Housing Act of 1954 by returning it 
to the basic provisions of the Housing 
Act of 1949, which approved 135,000 
units a year over a 6-year period. That 
program was the result of many years 
of bipartisan study of our Nation's hous
ing needs. The National Housing Con
ference recommended nearly 10 years 
ago that the Nation required a low-rent 
public-housing program of some 150,000 
homes a year for a period of 10 years. 
While the need for low-rent public hous
ing has steadily increased, Congress has 
consistently reduced the number of units 
under the Housing Act, finally to a mere 
20,000 homes for this year. 

The adverse committee. action comes 
at a time when it is more necessary than 
ever to have a reasonable housing pro
gram under way. The administration 
promised in the campaign "better hous
ing for those Americans who are now 
forced to live in slums and substandard 
dwellings." This pledge cannot be car
ried out unless the public-housing pro
gram is continued on an adequate scale. 
It is futile to propose slum rehabilitation 
and renovation without providing for the 
displaced families of low income. In 
view of the enormity of the problem, the 
administration's recommendation of 35,
ooo units a year for 4 years falls far 
below a reali'>tic level. Now, the Appro
priations Committee seeks to slash the 
number even more drastically before 
terminating the program completely. 

The friends of public housing have 
had to fight each year to keep the pro-

gram going, and I am confident that they
will rise up and fight once more. I wish 
to commend the Newark Evening News 
for its alertness in calling attention to 
the decision of the House committees. 
The News' editorial of March 29 on the 
housing crisis suggests that the public 
express their support of public housing 
to their representatives in the Congress. 
As the editorial declares, the need for 
public housing is great and urgent and 
I trust that all groups concerned with 
the public welfare throughout the coun
try will follow the lead of the vigilant 
Newark Citizens' Housing Committee in 
sounding the alarm. 

The editorial follows: 
HOUSING CRISIS 

The anti-public-housing wrecking crew is 
back on the job in Congress. The Wolcott
Capehart omnibus housing bill being intro
duced there carries no specific authorization 
for continued construction of low-rent 
housing. Instead, the House Appropriations 
Committee is reporting out a recommenda
tion that 20,000 new units be allowed for 
the fiscal year starting July 1, this amount 
to be taken from a suspended backlog of 
35,000 units already under contract. 

This time it is not the Truman adminis
tration which is being defied by a recalci
trant Republican House leadership. It is 
President Eisenhower, who has asked for the 
enactment of an entirely reasonable and 
well-thought-out program of 35,000 new 
units for each of the next 4 years. 

The need for public housing to supply 
homes for low-income families, something 
which private enterprise cannot do under 
present-day conditions, is great and urgent. 
An alarm already has been sounded locally 
by the Newark Citizens' Housing Committee, 
which has pointed out in a resolution for 
New Jersey's Washington legislators that the 
Eisenhower recommendation of 35,000 units 
a year is small in comparison to the need. 
What the country should have, said the 
Newark group, is 100,000 units a year. 

The Senate has always been more respon
sive than the House to the realities of the 
housing crisis. It may well ;hold out for the 
Eisenhower housing recommendations. Pub
lic support indicated now would help. 

Steel Looks Ahead to Good Year 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OJ' 

HON. GEORGE H. BENDER 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, March 30, 1954 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Speaker, steel has 
come to be regarded as a business ba
rometer of first importance in our coun
try. Looking at its figures for compara
tive forecasts is becoming an intriguing 
intellectual parlor game. If you take the 
1953 figures as the basis for comparison, 
everyone looks tough. If you take the 
production figures for the period from 
i947-49 as the base, things look a lot 
brighter. 

The plain fact is .that American pro
ductive capacity in the steel industry has 
increased so tremendously that although 
the operating average for the first 3 
months of 1954 was 72.8 percent of ca
pacity, we were turning out steel at an 
annual rate which would give us 90 mil-

lion tons for the year. This is more than 
the total annual steel capacity we had a 
few years ago. On the present figures, 
we may produce more steel in 1954 than 
was made in any year of o~r history 
prior to 1950. 

What this means is that our standards 
have become considerably altered in re
cent days. We have achieved what 
amounts to a miracle in the field of tech
nical productivity. Anything less than 
that tends to take on a disappointing 
appearance. ' But 1954 may still be one 
of the finest years in American economic 
history. We are just so accustomed to 
recordbreaking in America that any .. 
thing else doesn't raise an eyebrow. 

One Hundred and Thirty-third Anniver .. 
~ary of Greek Independence 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OJ' 

HON. WILLIAM J. GREEN, JR. 
OJ' PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, March 30, 1954 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, liberty
loving people everywhere join in con
gratulating Greeks on their 133d anni
versary of independence. The average 
American youth has associated Greece 
with the glories of art and culture. 
Greek mythology is apt to be a required 

-reading in high school. Every person of 
Hellenic origin can be justly proud of 
this contribution even though he did not 
participate in it. 

What will make modern Greeks live 
forever in history will be their stopping 
the extension of communism on its very 
doorstep. Greeks throughout the world 
gave their blood and treasure in this ef
fort of a small sovereign nation to re
main sovereign. It was America's high 
privilege to assist. We were blessed at 
that time with the courage to act that 
was Harry S. Truman's. He had advisers 
equally endowed and as strongly anti
Red, like General Marshall and Dean 
Acheson. 

The people who read our hlstory and 
that of present-day Greece are going to 
find it unbelievable that men of mean 
accomplishments set out to Btigmatize 
these great American figures, for politi
cal profit and personal aggrandizement. 
If it were not so tragic it could be laugh .. 
able that anybody believed these men 
soft on Communists or fronts for trai
tors. Men and women of Greek origin 
know the facts an~ cannot fall prey to 
demagoguery. They have lived inti
mately through the glorious cooperation 
of both nations. You of Hellenic roots 
can well be proud of your ancient an
cestors who contributed so much to art 
and culture. But some of us rank hu
man liberty a more prized possession 
than any art treasure. So to that de
gree modern Greeks should have a wider 
niche in world history than those who 
dominated world culture in the centuries 
before Christ. 
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-Foreign Policy 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. AUGUSTINE B. KELLEY 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, March 30, 1954 

Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania. Mr. 
Speaker, some weeks ago I called upon 
the Eisenhower administration to clari
fy or withdraw the so-called massive re
taliation declaration of Secretary of 
State John Foster Dulles which pre
sumably set out a brand .new foreign 
policy for the United States. Since then 
a lot of things have happened in thi~ 
field, most of it to the good. 

As Dulles originally outlined the idea 
back in January, we were no longer going 
to take on localized aggressions but 
would retaliate with massive force at 
times and places of our choosing and 
with weapons of our choice. This was 
taken to mean that a new Korea would 
result in American atom bombing of 
Peiping, and a new attack on Iran would 
be followed by American atom bombing 
of Moscow. Either step, of course, would 
mean an instant start of world war III. 

. Many of us in Congress were deeply 
disturbed over the implications of this 
P?licy but we received no clarification. 
Smce I called for clarification or with
drawal of the declaration, on the grounds 
that as it then stood it threatened an 
atomic Pearl Harbor over the cities of 
America, discussion of the issue has grad
ually come out into the open. 

Adlai Stevenson's speech in Miami and 
Vice Persident NIXON's reply, a debate 
in the New York Times magazine section 
between Senate Majority Leader WILLIAM 
KNOWLAND, of California, and former 
Secretary of State Dean Acheson, com
ments by President Eisenhower and by 
Dulles at press conferences, and testi
mony on Capitol Hill by our top military 
leaders were all addressed to this issue. 

And on the anvil of public discussion 
the issue has now been hammered out 
so thoroughly that it is now clear that 
what we have is no bold new program 
representing a sharp break with past 
policy but rather the same kind of 
patient, long-range, careful foreign pol
icy program we have had before-but 
with some new and rather meaningless 
slogans attached to it. 

At least that is my analysis of the 
many diverse and somewhat confusing 
statements of the administration's lead
ers. For they now admit-at least their 
military spokesmen insist-that we are 
not depending solely on atomic weapons 
to deter aggression, that we are not 
either going to sit by and allow little 
aggressions to go unchecked or else turn 
them into atomic world wars, that we 
have not adopted any revolutionary new 
.policies but have merely taken a new 
look at the previous policies and find 
they are still pretty sound. 

It seems to me that if the administra
tion would just curb a bit the overzeal
ous operations of its advertising~expert 

phrases-coiners and give us more facts 
and less sloganeering, it could save itself 
a lot of embarrassment and save us a 
l<?t of confusion on administration poli
Cies. 

Foreign policy is not sold to the Amer
~can people like toothpaste or costume 
Jewelry. Advertising gimmicks, slick 
slogans, do not answer the people's seri
ous-minded questions on these impor
tant issues. We want facts. 

If Secretary Dulles had not tried to 
~ress up a routine foreign policy speech 
mto something terrific, implying revolu
tionary Republican changes in program, 
he would not have scared our allies half 
to death and raised the storm of concern 
here in the United States over the im
~lications of what he appeared to be say
mg. 

But I am glad the clarification has 
finally been made, and that we are not 
in fact putting our whole defense effort 
into a power to retaliate with atomic 
warfare. After all, it is conceivable that 
if our foreign policy fails to keep the 
free world united, we could be so badly 
hurt by a surprise attack that would 
wipe out much of our defense strength in 
a few blinding minutes of atomic destruc-
tion. ~ 

Important as it is to keep on develop
ing our atomic and hydrogen weapons, 
we know the Russians are also making 
progress in this field, too. Our goal 
must be to prevent the arms race from 
exploding into worldwide atomic annihi
lation. That takes patience, fortitude, 
courage-and complete honesty with the 
public. 

Postal Salary Increase Legislation 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON.VERABUCHANAN 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, March 30, 1954 

Mrs. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, un
der leave to extend my remarks, I wish 
to include in the RECORD a statement I 
have submitted for the consideration of 
the House Post Office and Civil Service 
Committee. I sincerely hope that the 
committee will give favorable considera
tion to the bill of Congressman WITHROW 
providing for the long-awaited and sorely 
needed postal salary increase: 
STATEMENT OF HON: VERA BUCHANAN, OF 

PENNSYLVANIA, TO THE HOUSE POST OFFICE 
AND CIVIL SERVICE COMMITTEE, IN SUPPORT 
OF POSTAL SALARY INCREASE LEGISLATION 

Mr. Chairman and members of the com-
mittee, the postal workers of my district, 
along with their fellow employees all over 
the country, are acutely in need of an ade
quate pay raise and I request your favorable 
consideration of the bills H. R. 2344 and 
H. R. 2297 granting them an $800 increase. . 

It does not seem to me that there can be 
doubt in anyone's mind as to the great need 
for this salary · increase. I have received 
letters from a great number of postal em-

~ ployees in my district telling me of the 
struggle they are facing in .an attempt . ~ 

maintain a decent living standard on their 
present inadequate salaries. Statistics 
establish that the starting salary of postal 
workers has risen 70.5 percent since 1939 
while the cost of living has risen 95.6 percent 
for the same period. These figures alone are 
enough to demonstrate the clear necessity 
for remedial legislation. 

I submit that it is a grave retlection on our 
Government that many employees of our 
Post Office Department, one of the largest 
businesses in the world, are forced to sup
plement their inadequate salaries with out
side work in order to meet the increasing 
cost of living today. There is no reason why 
postal workers should not be paid adequate 
incomes. 

I respectfully urge the members of this 
committee to take action as soon as possible 
to approve this long-overdue salary increase 
and provide the postal workers with a decent 
American wage. To accomplish this I 
earnestly recommend favorable considera
ti_on and acceptance of the Withrow-Rhodes 
bills providing an $800 minimum increase for 
postal employees. 

I wish to thank you for giving me this 
opportunity to present my views on this im
portant legislation. 

Penalizing Old Age 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. HAROLD C. OSTERTAG 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, March 30, 1954 

· Mr. OSTERTAG. Mr. Speaker from 
time to time in the past I have' called 
attention to the unjustifiable hardships 
caused by certain provisions in our so
cial-security s:·stem. Thus far the in
e~uities have not been corrected. Begin
nmg today, I propose to introduce into 
the RECORD a series of letters that have 
been pouring in on me from elderly 
p~opl~ in all parts of the country, which 
highlight the shortcomings of the sys
tem from the standpoint of those who 
are, or should be, at its receiving end. 

Many of these elderly people feel out
raged and betrayed by our so-called old
.age and survivors insurance program. 
They have been encouraged to believe 
that they were buying genuine insurance 
with their social-security taxes . . But 
when the time comes to receive benefits 
they find them hedged about with s~ 
many niggling conditions that the term 
"insurance'' is preposterous. Social se
curity is not and never was insurance 
in the legal and accepted meaning of the 
term, but most people do not find it out 
until they are too old to do anything 
about it, 

As the act now operates, it rewards 
many of those who are old and rich and 
penalizes those who are old and poor 
It provides an often unneeded windfali 
of benefits to persons living comfortably 
on retirement incomes, and does so 
partly at the expense of less fortunate 
old people, who must continue to work 
t? live; and, who while they work, con
tmue to pay taxes to the social-security 
system . . Moreover, the law now imposes 
a .wholly unrealistic and inflexible wage 
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ceiling on elderly workers regardless of 
the size of their benefits, with the result 
that, the greater the need to supplement 
their benefits, the less they are permitted 
to earn without loss of benefits. 

One of the major sources of confusion 
and irritation stems from the fact that 
the program began as a retirement sys
tem, with benefits payable only to those 
who withdrew from the labor market. 
But the name was later changed to old
age and survivors' insurance system 
thus leading the public to suppose that 
they were buying genuine annuities with 
their social security tax dollars. 

Mr. Speaker, the people who .have ac
tually studied the old age and survivors 
program have no illusions about it. Why 
should the public be deluded about it? 

Last year, for example, Dr. Eveline 
Burns, former Director of Research of 
the National Resources Planning Board 
and professor of social work at the New 
York School of Social Work, published 
some articles in the magazine Canadian 
Welfare, which set the picture very 
clearly in focus. 

Dr. Burns raised the question as to 
whether social security is insurance, and 
concluded that-

In most countries with extensive and highly 
developed social security systems, social in
surance has become an institution to which 
the word "insurance" can be applied only 
at the risk of serious distortion of the lan
guage. An understanding of the difficult 
problems of public policy arising out of at
tempts to eliminate individual or family in
security may be obscured by keeping the em
phasis on insurance and persisting in an 
effort to adapt current social insurance pro
grams to an analogy which is no longer ap
propriate, if indeed, it ever was. 

Dr. Burns has reached the conclusion 
that-
Abandonment of the insurance analogy is 
inevitable. For the experience of all coun
tries has shown that the answers given by 
a strict application of the insurance theory 
are inadequate, and irrelevant to the major 
problems, and that their apparent finality is 
an illusion. Social purpose has either forced 
such drastic modifications of the "insurance" 
element in social insurance as to make re
tention of . the word not merely unjustified 
but misleading; or it has led to the creation 
of other instruments, side by side with a re
stricted insurance scheme, to carry out the 
public will more effectively. 

Nor should this conclusion dismay us. 
Once we are prepared to accept the instru
ment which happens to be called social in
surance for which it is; namely as a means 
of using Government to guarantee predict
able, nondiscretionary cash payments to some 
or all members of the community, we are 
more likely to appreciate the real nature of 
economic and social issues and conflicts that 
arise. 

We shall be facing, instead of evading, the 
central issues of public policy. 

Mr. Speaker, Dr. Burns has accurately 
pinpointed the problems which are 
created when we use the illusory termin

. ology of "insurance" to describe and jus
tify a program and policy that has very 
little in common with private insurance, 
and that will have even less in common 
with it, as time goes on. 

But this is not merely a matter of us
ing unfortunate words with inaccurate 
connotations to describe a huge tax-sup-

ported Government program. At the 
receiving end of the program are mil
lions of old people who have been de
luded by this terminology and who are 
demanding that the program either do 
what it seems to promise to do, or that 
it be modified, to treat everyone with 
equity and justice. 

Among the major inequities in the pro
gram is the wage ceiling provision, which 
shackles the elderly to penury, and pe
nalizes them, through loss of benefits, if 
they are under the necessity, or have 
the initiative and capacity to continue 
at productive work. The cumulative 
anxiety and hardship caused by the wage 
ceiling and certain other provisions in 
the law can no longer be ignored by the 
Congress. The letters which I propose 
to introduce in the RECORD are only a 
sample of the resentment which the pro
gram is generating. 

The first of these letters follows: 
BATAVL\, N. Y., February 16, 1954. 

Congressman OsTERTAG. 
DEAR MR. OSTERTAG: I read an article in the 

Daily News where you had introduced a bill 
where social security pensioners could earn 
more money and still draw social security 
benefits. The present law allows a person to 
earn $75 per month regardless of other in
come such as rents, interest, securities and 
what have you. But the poor laborer who 
has to continue work loses his benefits if he 
earns a dime over $75. 

Now I am near 71 years young, my wife is 
72. She unfortunately fell, crushing her 
right wrist, resulting in loss of 25 percent use 
of that arm. In the spring of 1952 she ap
plied for employment at the hospital. The 
superintendent told her she would not be 
able to do the work with that arm but if I 
will do the work and donate it to her, it 
would be all right. We needed the money 
with hospital bills, X-ray, doctors and many 
other b1lls and we accepted the offer. I did 
my work earning $50 or under as my share, 
also did her work keeping under the $50 
limit. Then in September 1952 the limit was 
raised to $75 and we had to keep strict books 
not to go over $75. Then in August 1953 the 
revenue m-an said it was wrong and we will 
have to lose social security benefits and pay 
that money back. 

Now we have always been honest and 
earned an honest living. When the revenue 
man disqualified us, it takes the bread right 
out of our mouths. We supposed we were 
entitled to work for each other. We have a 
son 44 years old who has never earned a 
dime in his life, whom we have kept, doc
tored and assumed all his expenses because 
of his disabllity, which puts a burden on 
us but he is our son. 

Last November I had to have an emergency 
operation. So from November 24 to the pres
ent time I have not had social security nor 
have I had work. Not a cent coming in. No 
reserve. Tough. The social security office 
tells us social security w:m · be withheld 
nearly 2 years before we can again draw it. 
Our social security was light. I received $53 
per month, my wife, of course, received half 
or $26.50. That was raised slightly in Sep
tember 1952. Still starvation, with three 
living on it. I am, 

Yours truly, 
---------. 

Mr. Speaker, it is inconceivable to me 
that Congress meant to penalize our old 
people in this way. and I earnestly hope 
that this body will act to correct such 
inequities as this case highlights before 
it is too late. 

Salute to Greece 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OP 

HON. WILLIAM T. GRANAHAN 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, March 30, 1954 

Mr. GRANAHAN. Mr. Speaker, the 
people of Greece have in recent days cel
ebrated the 133d anniversary of their 
modern independence. They observed 
this event proudly, as befits the nation 
in which the principles of political de
mocracy we:t:e born, and with confidence 
in the future. Peace loving as the Greek 
people are, they are nevertheless ready 
and willing to defend their freedom and 
their independence against any threat. 

I deem it a privilege to ~ddress a salute 
to the brave people of Greece on this 
occasion in behalf of all of the people 
of the Second District of Pennsylvania. 

We can remember vividly the anxious 
days after World War n when Greece 
was under armed attack from the Com
munist aggressors and was fighting for 
its survival as a free and independent 
nation. We look back proudly on Amer
ica's response to that crisis-the pro
mulgation of the Truman doctrine which 
paved the way for American supplies to 
go to Greece to help stop the aggressive 
threat and beat back the aggressors. 
We heard her plea for help and we re
sponded in the best .traditions of free:. 
dom. · 

But American guns alone did not do 
the trick. Guns do not fire themselves. 
It took brave men-Greek men-to man 
those guns under fire, to stand firm 
against the aggressors, and to win 
through to a marvelous victory. 

In Greece we have an ally which 
understands the meaning of freedom, 
which recognizes the danger of Commu
nist aggression, and which is on our 
side--on the side of decency and free
, dom-because it is the side of righteous
ness. 

It is an ally with deep faith in the 
ultimate victory of free men over the 
forces of slavery and imperialism. 

It is indeed a happy occasion to salute 
such a fine friend and partner in the 
free world on the anniversary of Greek 
independence. 

Question of the Week 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. GEORGE H. BENDER 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, March 30, 1954 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Speaker, after the 
votes in Congress on the tax bill, the 
Chavez election, who, among the most 
liberal, will dare say that the Democrats 
are supporting Ike?. 
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Further Endorsements of ·Sullivan Food 

Stamp Bill 

EX'I'ENSION OF REMARKS 
OF . 

HON. LEONOR K. SULLIVAN 
OF MISSOURI 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, March 30, 1954 

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, under 
unanimous consent, I include in the 
RECORD two communications I have re
ceived endorsing my bill, H. R. 7870, · to 
use some of otir vast stocks of Govern
ment-owned surplus foods to supplement 
the inadequate diets of those unfortu
nate people in the United States who are 
in actual want. 

H. R. 7870 is not intended to be a solu
tion for the surplus food problem or for 
our unrealistic and inadequate level of 
grants to people on public assistance, or 
dependent entirely upon hard-pressed 
private charities. In its favor, however, 
I can say that it will materially contrib
ute to the welfare of the needy, while at 
the same time putting to humane use 
foodstuffs now piling up in warehouses of 
one sort or another, instead of being put 
into the stomachs of the undernour-
ished-the hungry. • 

One of these letters is from M. Leo Bo
hanon, executive director of the Urban 
League of St. Louis, Inc., a member of 
the Greater St. Louis Community Chest 
and the Social Planning Council of St. 
Louis, and an affiliate of the National 
Urban League. 

The other is . from Adeline A. Ruenzi, 
president of the Service Club for the 
Blind, Inc., an or-ganization in which the 
blind themselves take the leading role in 
promoting the causes of the blind and 
aiding the sightless. Miss Ruenzi, her 
two vice presidents, the secretary, legal 
counsel, and all the members of the 
board of directors and the advisory 
board of this organization are identified 
by the organization as being blind. A 
civic roster of honorary officers and di
rectors of this organization includes 
many outstanding St. Louis citizens. 
But the active leadership of the organi
zation is composed, as I said, almost en
tirely of blind persons. 

The two letters I refer to are as fol
lows: 

THE URBAN LEAGUE OF ST. LOUIS, INC., 
St. Louis, Mo., March 12, 1954. 

Mrs. JoHN B. SULLIVAN, 
House of Representatives, 

Washington, D . C. 
DEAR MRs. SULLIVAN: Thank you very much 

!or sharing with me the proposed House bill 
H. R. 7870, which provides for the distribu
tion of surplus foods · to needy persons. 

I heartily agree with and endorse the 
substance of your bill. I think it would be 
shortsighted for this Nation to permit sur
plus foods to go unused with the possibility 
of spoilage when there are so many needy 
citizens who could use it. 

I wish to com.nlend you for your forthright 
interest in the needs of the little people of 
our country. 

Sincerely yours, 
LEO BOHANON, 
Eucutive Director. 

SERVICE CLUB ·FOR· THE BLIND, INC., 
St. Louis, Mo., March 15, 1954. 

Mrs. JoHN B. SULLIVAN, 
Congress of the United States, 

House of Bepresent<ttives. 
DJ'!AR MRS. SULLIVAN: ' It has always been 

my opinion that the needy should have the 
benefit of any surplus food commodities; As 
we have so many in our country who are 
unable to buy their staple foods, it seems 
only fair and proper that they should be 
the recipients. 

Since the welfare agencies deal with and 
have the necessary data on those who are 
in need of assistance it seems the only solu:. 
tion for distribution. The private organiza
tions could be of great value, too, as many 
are helped through them and no other. 

Sincerely, 
ADELINE A. RUENZI, 

President. 

United Kingdom Indebtedness to the 
United States 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. LAWRENCE H. SMITH 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, March 30, 1954 

Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin~ Mr. Speak
er, this Congress is confronted with 
financial problems that stagger the 
imagination. There is an increasing de
mand by the people to cut expenditures, 
balance the budget and reduce taxes. 
In all countries but our own these objec
tives have been obtained. We see no 
way of this chaos and confusion at this 
moment. Within a few weeks this body 
will have for consideration another so
called foreign-aid program. 

Mr. Speaker, in view of our own finan
cial situation it might be well to consider 
just what the American taxpayer has 
done for Great Britain since World War 
I, and I am inserting at this point a 
statement prepared for me by the Legis
lative Reference Service of the Library 
of Congress touching on this matter. 

The statement follows: 
WHAT THE UNITED KINGDOM OWES THE 

UNITED STATES 
World War I indebtedness (as of July 1, 1953) 
Principal ________________ $3, 477,000,000. 00 
Due and unpaid_________ 891, 000, 000. 00 
Interest----------------- 3,262,859,301.93 

Total _____________ 7, 630,859,301.93 

Repayments: 
Principal funded debt
Principal unfunded debt _______________ _ 

Interest funded debt __ 
Interest unfunded 

debt----------------

232,000,000.00 

202, 181, 641. 56 
1,232,775,999.07 

357, 896,657.11 

Total _____________ 2,024,854,297.74 

Indebtedness ____________ 7,630,859,301.93 
ltepaid __________________ 2,024,854,297.74 

B_alance ___________ 5,606,005,004.19 

LEND-LEASE Am 
Under the Lend-Lease Act of March 11, 

1941, periodic reports concerning lend-lease 
operations had to be submitted to Congress 
by the President. 

According to . the 32d Report to Congress 
on Lend-:t:,.ease Oper~tions ( 82d · Cong., 1st 
sess., .H . . Doc. 227), cumulative total of such 
defense aid to the British Empire for the 
period ending M~rch 31, 1951, was: 

Ordnance and ordnance stores ________________ _ 

Aircraft and aeronautical 
material -------------

Tanks and other vehicles_ 
Vessels and other water-

craft------------~-----
Miscellaneous military 

equipment -----------
Facilities and equipment_ 
Agricultural, industrial, 

and other commodities_ 
Testing and recondition

ing of defense articles __ 
Services and expenses ___ _ 

$3,066,973,487.93 

6,422,011,811.45 
3, 803, 943·, 205.45 

5,494, 128,139.39 

2,164,293,371.34 
367,837,212.45 

9,440,506,697.91 

425, 404, 741. 03 
425,714,539 . 20 

Total ______________ 31,610,813,206.16 

REVERSE LEND-LEASE Am 
Reverse mutual aid ended largely on Sep

tember 1, 1945, when the British Empire 
began paying cash or transmitted ·requisi
tions for war-supporting end-items on a re
imbursable basis. The cumulative total of 
such reverse aid received by the United States 
as of June 30, 1949, was: 

Ordnance and ordnance stores _________________ _ 

Aircraft and aeronautical 
material --------------

Tanks and other vehicles __ 
Vessels and other water-craft __________________ _ 

Miscellaneous military 
equipment ------------

Facilities and equipment __ 
Agricultural, industrial, 

and other commodities_ 
Testing and reconditioning 

of defense articles _____ _ 
Services and expenses ____ _ 

$117, 913, 403. 18 

450,47g.,590.59 
97,774,454.48 

219, 453, 451. 26 

1,314, 423, 424.49 
1,556,203,888.20 

1,876,612,638.62 

193,278,393.88 
925,933,920.70 

Total ______________ 6,752,073,165.40 

During the war all British Empire (except 
Canada) lend-lease was credited to the ac
count of the United Kingdom. Only after 
the lend-lease settlement agreements were 
signed by the separate British areas did the 
United States assess the otncial total of lend
lease aid granted. to Gr.eat Britain. For the 
period July 1, 1940, through June 30, 1953, 
the cumulative total was $28,942,344,000. 

'FOREIGN GRANTS AND CREDITS, PERIOD JULY 1, 
1940 THROUGH JUNE 30, 1953 

Grants--credits 
American Red Cross ________ _ $16,207,000 
Mutual security: 

Economic and technical as-
sistance _________________ 2,910,928, 000 

Military aid_______________ 97, 687, 000 
Relief and rehabilitation_____ 8, 369, 000 

Total __________________ 3,033,191,000 

No repayments requested on grants. 

N et authori
zations 

Mutual Security loans ____ $384,800,000 
R econstruction Finance 

Corporation_________ ___ _ 390, 000, 000 

Balance 
owing 

$384, 800, 000 

British loan ___________ ___ _ 3, 750, 000,000 3, 660, 441,000 
Lend-lease settlement____ _ 62, 770, 000 62, 770,000 
Credit offsets to grants____ 562,447, 000 538, 363,000 
~urplus property ----------l __ oo_,_ooo_, 000--1--4_8,_3_13_, _ooo_ 

TotaL-------------- 5, 210,017,000 4, 694,687, 000 

Balance outstanding on July 
1, 1953------------------- $4,694,687.000 

Principal repaid by July 1. 
1953 --------------------- 515, 330, 000 

Total loans and credits 5, 210, 017, 000 
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RECAPITULATION 

Status as of July 1, 1953 
VVorld VVar I aid-----~-- $5,606,005.004.19 
Lend-Lease ______________ 28, 942, 344, 000. 00 
<Jrants------------------ 3,033,191,000.00 
Loans------------------- 4,694,687,000. 00 

TotaL ____________ 42, 276, 227, 004. 19 

The Public Housing Program Should Be 
· Continued in the National Interest an~ 

Welfare 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. HAROLD D. DONOHUE 
OF MASSACHUSETl'S 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, March 30, 1954 
Mr. DONOHUE. Mr. Speaker, I re

gret very much and wish to . raise my 
voice against the recommendation of the 
Appropriations Committee today, de
signed to abruptly terminate our pledged 
public-housing program. 

I have consistently supported a rea
sonable public-housing program, because 
it is undeniably in the best national 
interest, and unquestionably a major 
deterrent against any American accept~ 
ance of Communist propaganda. 

In the past 20 years, as a result of 
the original Housing Act, we have seen 
some of the most squalid sections of our 
large cities transformed into ideal 
neighborhoods, where families of very 
modest means, formerly poorly housed-. 
have been able to find and afford liv
able, clean, decent dwellings of health
ful surroundings. I very earnestly think 
it is only practical economic wisdom, 
not to mention our patriotic duty, to 
continue a program that :Q.as proved of 
such fundamental value to American 
welfare. 

The President himself has recognized 
the vital need of continuing to improve 
the family living standards of our peo~ 
ple and publicly recommended the hous
ing program be maintained. 

Former Congressman Albert Cole, now 
Housing and Home Finance Agency Ad
ministrator, and an open opponent of 
public housing when he was in this 
House, recently testified before the Ap
propriations Committee as follows: 

If we are to have a workable, across-the
board attack on urban slums and blight, we 
must continue a moderate program of fed
erally supported low-rent public housing. 

Mr. Speaker, the responsible repre
sentatives of this administration recom
mended 35,000 public-housing units per 
year for 4 years as a bare minimum. 
The failure of the majority here to ac
cept even their own administration's 
recommendation is a severe blow, not 
only to thousands of American families 
seeking a decent place to live for them
selves and their children. but also to 
the efforts of our cities to provide nor
mal housing accommodations for low
income and middle-income citizens. we 
cannot clear the city slum areas without 
providing other dwellings for those who 

live there; such action is obviously a 
most heartless contradiction of purpose. 
We cannot . tear down the roofs from 
over people's heads and then tell ther;n. 
there is no other place to go but out 
under the · sky. They must be assisted 
in relocating themselves in other and 
better living places. We all agree that 
slum areas, as known breeding places 
of crime and disease, must be eliminated, 
but relocation is the key problem in slum 
clearance. Public housing is absolutely 
.essential in providing that relocation and 
it therefore seems but simple common
sense to continue, and I hope expand, 
that program proven so beneficial to so 
many American families at so compara
tively little cost, especially when meas
ured against the foreign financial sub
sidies so generously granted. I hope 
very strongly that the majority here will 
reconsider this issue and in the very 
near future we will have another op
portunity to help our own American peo
ple by giving them a chance to bring up 
their families in decent homes in health
ful neighborhoods through the continu
ation of public housing. 

Can Civil Service Be Restored to Its 
Rightful Place 1 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. GEORGE H. BENDER 
oF omo 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, March 30, 1954 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Speaker, when a 
good idea becomes an institution it some
times suffers from a bad case of harden
ing of the arteries. A prime example is 
civil service. The phrase has become a 
sacred cow from which every public offi
cial shrinks in terror. But the fact is 
that this idea has now been altered to an 
unrecognizable degree. 

As a result of the experience of the last 
20 years, when examinations were un
assembled, which means that they were 
not given at all, and when thousands of 
temporaries and indefinites were added 
to the payrolls by the Democratic ad
ministration, only one of every two Gov
ernment employees now holds his job as 
the result of an examination designed to 
prove his fitness for the job. 

These 50 percent of Federal employees 
who hold civil-service status got into this 
charmed circle by being blanketed under 
permanent civil-service status by Presi
dents Roosevelt and Truman. Herbert 
Hoover recently pointed out this remark
able chattge in conditions and indicated 
his concern with what has happened. In 
the 1932 to 1952 period Federal civilian 
employees rose from 600,000 to 2,400,000. 
The civil-service system for over 
1,200,000 of these people is an absolute 
misnomer and ought to be reexamined 
to see that only competent people retain 
their jobs and to make certain that the 
folks down the ladder are not busily en
gaged in chopping off the rungs under 
the Eisenhower administration. 

. President Eisenhower'.s Housing Program 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. CHARLES A. WOLVERTON 
01' NEW JERSEY . 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, March 30, 1954 

Mr. WOLVERTON. Mr. Speaker, the 
housing program recommended by 
President Eisenhower in his housing 
message of January 24, 1954, should 
have the approval of this House. 

In that message he requested 35,000 
new public units for the next fiscal year 
and an inclusive aggregate of 140,000 
for the ensuing 4 fiscal years as part of 
a balanced housing program. 

The President's housing program is 
reasonable and conservative. The hous
ing situation in cities will be seriously 
harmed unless the recommendations of 
the President are written into law. We 
owe it to our President to support him 
in his endeavor to improve the living 
conditions of those of our people who 
dwell in our cities. 

The need is apparent. It is also clear 
that private builders are not attracted 
to this type of development or the need 
would not be as great as it is. It is true 
that muclPhas been done to improve the 
housing conditions in our cities, but it 
is equally true that much remains to be 
done. The Congress should give itS 
wholehearted support to the President's 
housing program. · · 1 

Fo~d C~ Fight for Freedom 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OJ' 

tfON. GEORGE H. BENDER 
OF omo 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, March 30, 1954 

Mr. BENDER. Mr. Speaker, wherever 
poverty persists, communism grows. 
This is the "stomach" communism we 
have learned to recognize in the "have 
not" areas of the world. It does not 
matter how much we try to explain the 
reasons for these facts. They are there, 
ugly, difficult, and disturbing to all of us 
who fight for the free institutions we 
have created in . the Western World. 

Here at home, washington reports in~ 
dicate that we shall soon have a total of 
$6 billion worth of surplus materials, 
including food and clothing fibers piled 
in storage and unused shipping. At the 
same time, we are informed that more 
than one-half of the population of the 
world is living on the brink of starvation. 
often afilicted with the diseases which 
accompany poverty and hunger. 

President Eisenhower has urged us to 
use some of our surplus food for overseas 
help. Presently. some foreign lands · 
which desperately need food are able to 
pay for the shipment of our surplus. We 
must be concerned primarily with pre• 
serving our own economic stability by 
preventing any .program from .dumping 
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commodities to ·a degree which may de
press our own farm markets. But when 
we have established safeguards for this 
purpose, we can perform an effective and 
intelligent service for our own country 
by making surplus food available for our 
friends. Food has often fought for our 
enemies. Here is a chance to make it 
:fight for us. 

Cathoiic Charities Stadium Festival at 
Worcester 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. PHILIP J. PHILBIN 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
- -

Tuesday, March 30, 1954 

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, central 
Massachusetts is fortunate indeed this 
year in securing the participation of two 
outstanding musical organizations of the 
armed services-the United States Air 
Force Band and the nationally famous 
United States Naval Aviation Cadet 
Choir-in the annual stadium festival 
sponsored by Catholic Charities of the 
diocese of Worcester. These two musi
cal groups will appear on June 20 at 
Holy Cross Stadium at Worcester 
through the splendid cooperation of Maj. 
Gen. S. Smith, Director of the USAF In
formation Services; and Vice Adm. J.D. 
Price, chief of naval air training, United 
States Naval Air Station, Pensacola, Fla. 

While Massachusetts ha_s already 0een 
honored with an appearance of the Na
val Aviation Cadet Choir which took part 
in the Boston Post Music Festival last 
year, June 20 will mark the first time 
that the United States Air Force Band 
has an engagement in the central Mas
sachusetts area. 

Not too long ago, the Very Reverend 
David C. Sullivan, director of Catholic 
Charities for the Worcester diocese, was 
in touch with me about his plans for his 
annual stadium festival and I was 
pleased to join with my good friend and 
colleague, the Honorable HAROLD D. 
DoNOHUE, of Worcester, in obtaining the 
participation of these armed services 
musical units in this year's program. 
Last year, some 30,000 people enjoyed at 
the stadium festival such great artists 
as Arthur Fiedler conducting the Boston 
Pops Orchestra, Leroy Anderson, Mary 
Ford, Les Paul, and Julius LaRosa. 
Music lovers in the Worcester area have 
another musical treat in store for them 
this year with the appearance of the Na
val Aviation Cadet Choir and the United 
States Air Force Band with its featured 
Singing Sergeants. 

All proceeds from the stadium festival 
are used for the charitable works in 
Worcester County under the direction of 
Catholic Charities, diocese of Worcester. 
These funds are expended on a nonsec
tarian basis, as was evidenced by the care 
which Catholic Charities provided for 
over 1,200 families who were made home
less during the -Worcester tornado of 

June 9, 1953. At that time, Catholic 
Charities expended approximately one
quarte~ of a million dollars for these un
fortunate victims of the tornado. The 
appearance of these two great musical 
organizations of our armed services will 
add tremendous prestige to the stadium 
festival this year. 

NAVAL AVIATION CADET CHOIR 

The nationally famous Naval Aviation 
Cadet Choir from the Annapolis of the 
Air, Pensacola, Fla., is made up of nearly 
60 future Navy pilots. The Capella 
choir is under the direction of Ensign 
E. H. Coleman, United States Navy. 

The young singing Navy cadets are in 
the first stages of Navy flight training at 
the Annapolis of the Air. Many of the 
choir members are engaged in 15 weeks 
of ground training at the Naval School of 
Preflight. Others have completed their 
preflight training and have entered 
basic-flight, where they fly the Navy's 
training plane, the SNJ "Texan." Still 
others may be preparing to make their 
first landings aboard the Navy training 
carrier cruising in the Gulf of Mexico. 
Regardless of the cadet's status in the 
training command today, his ultimate 
goal is to win the gold wings of a naval 
aviator and fly with the fleet. 

A volunteer group, the Naval Aviation 
Cadet Choir has been heard and enjoyed 
by public, radio, and television audiences 
numbering in the millions, and on each 
occasion the audience has sensed the 
esprit de corps of naval aviation re
flected through the cadets' mastery of 
song. 

Thousands witnessed their perform
ance at the Boston Post Music Festival 
in 1953, and television and radio audi
ences have thrilled to their performances 
on such shows as Ed Sullivan's Toast of 
the Town and the Arthur Godfrey show. 

Their widely varied repertoire of re
ligious, folk, and popular songs has won 
the hearts of their listeners and achieved 
international acclaim on many occa
sions. 

The choir was originally organized to 
sing during divine services each Sunday 
at the Naval Air Station chapel. To
day the choir continues this important 
weekly appearance, but their fame has 
spread through the years from coast to 
coast. 

One of the amazing things about the 
choir is the constant turnover of singers. 
As a group completes basic flight train
ing and leaves the Pensacola area, their 
places must be filled by newcomers to 
the training program. That the choir 
continues its high standards is a credit 
to the capable direction of Ensign Cole
man, for of the 60 cadets singing at Pen
sacola now, nearly 35 will not be with 
the group 6 months from now, and witn
in 1 year, the choir is completely new. 

Student pilots volunteer to sing with 
the choir, and give up many off-duty 
hours to practice. ·None of the members 
are granted any special privileges, and 
must keep their grades above average. 
Should a choir member drop behind in 
the program. he is immediately dropped 
from the choir, for his training as a 
naval oflicer and Navy pilot are natu
rally the primary objective._ 

-Performances · away from ·Pensacola 
are coordinated with scheduled training 
:flights of the multiengine flight training 
program. Therefore the engagements 
are met at no expense to the Navy and 
coordinated also with recruiting officers 
to interest young men in naval aviation. 

UNITED STATES .AIR FORCE BAND 

During World Warn when we thought 
somewhat less of expense and of econo
my than we did of victory and morale, 
no one questioned the need for the Air 
Force Band. Today, the need is just as 
great, or greater. Today the band is 
part of the tradition of the Air Force. 
It is an exemplar of discipline and pre
cision. Its contribution to morale is be
yond measure. In an age of psychology 
~nd psychological warfare, it employs 
one of the oldest of the arts-music-to 
strengthen the youngest of the military 
services. The language of music is uni
versal but the United States Air Force 
Band speaks to the heart of America in 
words Americans understand, and by 
which they are inspired. 

First organized in June 1942, the 
Army Air Force Band as it was then 
called, grew slowly. In March 1944, the 
present conductor, Col. George S. How
ard, took charge and began to show what 
could be done with a symphonic band. 
Most military and concert bands fol
lowed the same pattern and played the 
standard type arrangements found in 
the standard band repertoire. Colonel 
Howard believed that the full potentiali
ties of the symphonic band had not 
been . realized and that previous at
tempts made in this connection merely 
scratched the surface. It was wartime, 
and some of the finest musicians in the 
country were available for the band, but 
those chosen for the band were chosen 
solely because they met the band's re
quirements. They must be able to play 
"long hair" or "jazz" music with equal 
facility. They must lose their identities 
in an aggregation that could play any 
type of music with the highest profes
sional standard. It was, moreover, an 
aggregation that had to be able to re
solve itself into a 100-piece marching 
band, a 90-piece symphony orchestra, 
an 85-piece symphonic band, or a 25-
voice glee club. 

After 2 months of rehearsal, the first 
great Army Air Force Band went on 
a tour of 6 cities in eastern Canada; 
Then it was ready for a tour of wartime 
Britain, extended, as the Nazi Army was 
was forced back, into France. Every
where the band met with the warmest 
reception by the civilian audiences be
fore whom it played, by the critics who 
were astonished by it, but-most im
portantly-by the Americans in uniform, 
to whom it spoke of home. 

The ·end of the war in 1945 saw the 
demobilization of the Army Air Force 
Band. The Air Force itself dropped from 
273 combat groups at the peak, in Jan
uary 1945, to 2 effective groups in Decem
ber 1946.- Rapid demobilization of per
sonnel reduced the 100-man band to a 
group of 3 men. The band had to re
build, as the Air Force itself had to re
build. Great credit is due to the mili
tary planners who included the band in 
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the plans -for the new autonomous serv
ice that came into existence, by act o! 
the Congress, on September 18, 1947. 
But great credit goes, too, to the band 
that phoenixlike could reconstitute it
self so quickly. 

By the time the new Air Force came 
into existence, the Air Force Band was 
ready-thanks to the perseverance ·of 
1ts former conductor, who had given up 
an important position in civilian life to 
return to the Air Force. Within a period 
of 2 years, Colonel-then Major-How
ard not only succeeded in forming an 
aggregation that was the equal of that 
of World War II, but one that actually 
surpassed it. It was one well worthy to 
represent the Air Force, and the United 
States, in tours of Europe and North 
Africa in the summers of 1950, 1951, and 
1953. Stadiums built by Hitler were 
filled beyond the dreams of Hitler, not 
with totalitarian hordes but with cheer
ing, music-hungry multitudes. In Ber
lin, the United States Air Force Band 
played to an audience of 130,000 people 
in the Olympic stadium, while an addi
tional 50,000 were turned away due to 
lack of space. 

High praise from high officials has 
consistently followed the United States 
Air Force Band. For instance, the 
President of Ireland said: 

America has no idea how much the music 
of the United States Air Force Band has 
played in creating a better understanding 
between our two countries. 

SENATE 
~EDNESDAY, ~ARCH 31, 1954 

<Legislative day of Monday, March 1, 
1954> 

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

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

Our Father God, breathe now Thy 
peace on hearts that pray-the peace 
that comes only when the jarring ·dis
cords of our feverish fears are tuned to 
the music of Thy will. May we know 
no glory but the supreme satisfaction of 
rendering to the Nation and to the world 
our utmost service, unsullied by base mo
tives of self-interest, as again, at the 
golden gift of a new day, we pledge at 
this white altar of devotion the highest 
and best that is in us for the fulfillment 
of our holy calling as servants of the Re
public. As workers together with Thee, 
teach our hearts and our hands to build 
on the wreck and ruin of these troubled 
days that city where Thou shalt dwell 
with man and where hunger and want 
and the bitter sorrow which is the har
vest of hatred shall be no more. In the 
dear Redeemer's name. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. KNowLAND, and by 

unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday, 
March 30, 1954, was dispensed with. 

· But the ·finest · tribute of all :was that 
of a ·commuillst in Trieste who yelled at 
the end of a number: "That's marvelous, 
you swine." 

Mr. Speaker, the United States Air 
Force Band, through the medium of its 
music, has helped to create a better un
derstanding among the people of the 
world, by giving them an accurate insight 
into American culture. On the air, its 
music has penetrated the Iron Curtain. 
Thus, it is performing a most useful serv
ice at home and abroad. It is an organi
zation of the service it represents, and 
an effective emissary of the Nation that 
supports it. · 

There is a moral, however, to what I 
have been saying. The Air Force Band 
has met with success because it is an out
standing band. The Air Force that 
maintains it must always be outstanding. 
It must be the best, most effective Air
Force in all the world. If it is, we need 
have no fear of the future, nor need we 
be frightened by the airpower build-up 
of any aggressor nation. 

An Air Force is not merely bases, 
planes and men. It is adequate bases, 
adequate planes, the finest planes, and 
the best trained men. It is something 
more too: It is the people who support it, 
whose confidence and affection it merits, 
and its links with the people. The Unit
ed States Air Force Band is one of the 
strongest links there can be between its 
parent organization, the United States 
Air Force, and the people of the United 
States. 

· I trust, Mr. Speaker, that this modest 
tribute to the United States Air Force 
Band and the Naval Aviation Cadet Choir 
expresses not merely my own, but the· 
feeling of my colleagues about these two 
outstanding musical organizations which 
are part of the finest tradition of the
armed strength and purpose of America. 

Worcester and all of central Massa-: 
chusetts, I know, will give these boys a 
wonderful welcome when they come to 
Holy Cross. Stadium on June 20. Both 
Congressman DONOHUE and myself look 
forward, with anticipation to their visit 
to the Heart of the Commonwealth and 
Monsignor Sullivan is to be congratu
lated for his choice of these two musical 
groups as the featured artists for his an
nual Stadium Festival this year. 

Questioa of the Week 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. GEORGE H. BENDER 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, March 30, 1954. 
Mr. BENDER. Mr. Speaker, the 

British have taken rubber off their stra
tegic list for shipments to Russia but 
they will not ship direct to Red China? 
Who is kidding whom? 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED DURING the customary morning hour for the 
RECESS transaction of routine business, under 

Pursuant to the order of the Senate of 
March 30, 1954, 

The VICE PRESIDENT signed today 
the bill <H. R. 8224) to reduce excise 
taxes, and for other purposes, which had 
previously been signed by the Speaker of 
the House of Representatives. · 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
On his own request, and by unanimous 

consent, Mr. MARTIN was excused from 
attendance on the sessions af the Senate 
today and during the remainder of this 
week. 

On his own request, and by unanimous 
consent, Mr. YoUNG was excused from 
attendance on the sessions of the Senate 
until Tuesday of next week. 

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 
after consulting with the minority leader, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on Government Operations may 
be permitted to meet this afternoon dur
ing the session of the Senate. 

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

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF 
ROUTINE BUSINESS 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that immediately 
following the quorum call there may be 

the usual 2-minute limitation on 
speeches. 

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

Mr. KNOWLAND. I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 
- The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre
tary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the call of the roll be rescinded. 

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

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the following letters, which were 
referred as indicated: 
PROPOSED PROVISION PERTAINING TO DEPART

MENT OF STATE (S. Doc. No. 111) 
A com~nunication from the President of 

the United States, transmitting a proposed 
provision pertaining to the Department of 
State, international contingencies, fiscal 
year 1954 (with an accompanying paper): 
to the Cominittee on Appropriations and or
dered to be printed. 

REPORT OF DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

A letter from the Attorney General, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report of the 
activities of the Department of Justice, !or 
the fiscal year- ended June 30, 1953 (with an 
accompanying report); to the Committee ou 
the Judiciary. 
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