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AgricultUre Is in Rel~tively Good 'Shape 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. DOUGLAS R. STRINGFELLOW 
OF UTAH 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Wednesday, March 10, 1954 

Mr. STRINGFELLOW. Mr. Speaker, 
to hear some of the politicians speak it 
sounds as if agriculture and the farmers 
were on the brink of disaster. Nothing 
could be further from the truth. Farm
ers frequently get 100 percent of parity, 
thousands are getting such prices now 
and will continue to get their fair share 
of the national income. For example, 
hog prices are about 120 percent of parity 
and have averaged 100 percent of parity 

SENATE 
THURSDAY, MARCH 11, 1954 

<Legislative day of Monday, March 1, 
1954) 

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m., 
on the expiration of the recess. 

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

0 God of grace and mercy, in whose 
love and wisdom lies all our hope: In 
the midst of the distractions of a mad 
and sad world we turn for this hallowed 
moment to be still and know that Thou 
art God. Immersed in this world of facts 
and figures, facing demanding duties, we 
pause to acknowledge that we cannot 
live by bread alone, nor in the :flesh 
alone; that our spirits must have an 
escape into that higher realm measured 
not by clocks nor calendars, that king
dom within whose radiant realities are 
its faith, its ideals, its visions of beauty 
and of truth, its aspirations that lay hold 
of God and goodness. Drinking deeply 
at these hidden springs, may we be 
strengthened with might and our jaded 
souls refreshed as Thou dost lead us into 
green pastures and beside still waters. · 
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 Wednes
day, March 10, 1954, was dispensed with. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States submitting a. 
nomination was. communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Tribbe, one of his. secre-_ 
taries. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, its reading 
clerk, announced that the House had 

or more for 10 out of the past 12 months. 
Corn sold through hogs, as three-fourths 
is, is bringing about $2.50 per bushel or 
139 percent of parity. Wheat if sold 
through hogs will bring near 100 percent 
of parity. Soybeans are now selling at 
100 percent of parity; a year ago when 
Secretary Benson took omce they were 
selling at 96 percent of parity; eggs sell
ing at 101 percent of parity a year ago 
are now selling at 104 percent of parity. 

The price decline, almost 2 years in 
progress when Secretary Benson took 
omce, has now been checked. The parity 
ratio had gone down from 113 to 94 per
cent in January 1953 with 10 percent 
of this drop coming in 1952 with Secre
tary Brannan at the helm, or more ap
propriately apparently without either a 
helm or a charted course. During 1953 
the ratio went down only 4 percent and 
now is back within 2 percent of where 
it stood a year ago. Not a bad record 
at all for a new Secretary confronted 

passed a bill <H. R. 8224) to reduce excise 
taxes, and for other purposes, in which 
it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

On request of Mr. KNoWLAND, and by 
unanimous consent, the Permanent 
Subcommittee on Investigations of the 
Committee on Government Operations 
was authorized to sit during the session 
of the Senate today. 

On request of Mr. SMITH of New Jer
sey, and by unanimous consent, the 
Committee on Labor and Public Wel
fare was authorized to meet this after
noon during the session of the Senate. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

should like to make a brief statement 
regarding my understanding of the 
parliamentary situation. Today, start
ing -at 11 o'clock, the time is to be equal
ly divided, and controlled by the Senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] and 
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. CoRDON], 
the vote on the pending amendment to 
be taken at 4 o'clock. 

Just prior to the recess last night, 
and with the approval of the Senators 
who have control of the time, and un
der agreement between the then acting 
leader for the minority and myself, I 
secured a unanimous-consent agree
ment that, despite the prior order, the 
Senate might have a brief morning 
hour this morning for the introduction 
of bills and resolutions, and the trans
action of other routine business, under 
a. strict limitation on remarks of 2 
minutes. 

Pursuant to that amending order, I 
am now going to suggest the absence of 
a quorum, and ask that the Senate, 
following the quorum call, proceed 
with .the morning hour. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Secretary will call the roll 

with the problems Secretary Benson was · 
upon taking omce. 

The average prices for all farm prod
ucts is now 92 percent of parity. It is . 
not too dimcult for capable farmers to 
pick up the other 8 percent, by produc
ing what the market wants, producing · 
high-quality products, and timing sales 
to get better prices. It is time some of 
the politicians ~eeking votes realized 
that Government can no more guarantee 
inemcient farmers a living than it can 
assume the debts of the 4 out of 5 new 
businesses that fail every year. 

It is time we realized that the agri
cultural problems of this country will not 
be solved primarily by the Government, 
but by teamwork on the part of farmers, 
businessmen, and Government. All of 
the 161 million citizens of the United 
States must be constructively served if 
farmers are to be most prosperous. No 
narrow, selfish, or shortsighted farm pro
gram will meet the test. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Anderson 
Bennett 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Bush 
Carlson 
Clements 
Cordon 
Dirksen 
Ferguson 
George 

G1llette 
Gore 
Hayden 
Hill 
Johnson, Tex. 
Kilgore 
Know land 
Lehman 
McClellan 
Murray 
Neely 

Payne 
Robertson 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Schoeppel 
Smith, N. J. 
Sparkman 
Thye 
Wiley 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. BEALL], 
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. BUT
LER], and the Senator from Pennsylvania. 
[Mr. MARTIN] are necessarily·absent. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN• 
LOOPER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
attending the sessions of the lOth Inter
American Conference at Caracas, Vene
zuela, as a congressional adviser on the 
United States delegation. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN] 
is absent by leave of the Senate, attend· 
ing the sessions of the lOth Inter-Ameri
can Conference at Caracas, Venezuela, 
as a congressional adviser on the United 
States delegation. 

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HUMPHREY] is absent on omcial business. 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc
CARRAN] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
PAsTORE] is absent on omcial committee 
business. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. A 
quorum is not present. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, l 
move that the Sergeant at Arms be di
rected to request the attendance of ab
sent Senators. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Sergeant at Arms will execute the order· 
of the Senate. 

After a little delay, Mr. AIKEN, Mr. 
BARRETT, Mr. BuRKE, Mr. BUTLER of Ne• 
braska, Mr. BYRD, Mr. CAPEHART, Mr. 
CASE, Mr. CHAVEZ, Mr. COOPER, Mr. 
DANIEL, Mr. DOUGLAS, Mr. DUFF, Mr. 
DWORSHAK, Mr. EASTLAND, Mr. ELLENDER, 
Mr. FLANDERS, Mr. FREAR, Mr. FuLBRIGHT, 
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Mr. GOLDWATER, Mr. GRISWOLD, Mr. HEN• 
DRICKSON, Mr. HENNINGS, Mr. HOEY, Mr; 
HOLLAND, Mr. HUNT, Mr. IVES, Mr. JACK• 
soN, Mr. JENNER, Mr. JoHNSON of Colo
rado, Mr. JoHNSTON of South Carolina, 
Mr. KEFAUVER, Mr. KENN.EDY, Mr. KERR, 
Mr. KucHEL, Mr. LANGER, Mr. LENNON, 
Mr. LoNG, Mr. MAGNusoN, Mr. MALONE, 
Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. MAYBANK, Mr. MC· 
CARTHY, Mr. MILLIKIN, Mr. MONRONEY, 
Mr. MORSE, Mr. MUNDT, Mr. POTTER, Mr. 
PuRTELl., Mr. SMATHERS, Mrs. SMITH of 
Maine, Mr. STENNIS, Mr. SYMINGTON, Mr. 
UPTON, Mr. WATKINS, Mr. WELKER, Mr. 
WILLIAMS, and Mr. YOUNG entered the 
Chamber and answered to their names. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. A 
quorum is present. 

DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE 
PAPERS 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid 
before the Senate a letter from the Ar· 
chivist of the United States, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a list of papers 
and documents on the files of several 
departments and agencies of the Govern
ment which are not needed in the con
duct of business and have no permanent 
value or historical interest, and request
ing action looking to their disposition, 
which, with the accompanying papers, 
was referred to a Joint Select Commit
tee on the Disposition of Papers in the 
Executive Departments. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore ap
pointed Mr. CARLSON and Mr. JOHNSTON 
of South Carolina members of the com
mittee on the part of the Senate. 

LIDERALIZATION OF OLD-AGE AND 
SURVIVORS INSURANCE SYSTEM
RESOLUTION OF LA CROSSE <WIS.) 
AERIE, FRATERNAL ORDER OF 
EAGLES 
Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I present 

a resolution which I have received from 
the La Crosse Aerie of the Fraternal 
Order of Eagles, on behalf of liberaliza
tion of the old-age and survivors insur
ance system. 

This objective is one in which I per
sonally have been deeply interested for 
a long time. I ask unanimous consent 
that the resolution be printed in the 
RECORD, and be thereafter referred to 
the Senate Finance Committee. 

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

Whereas the 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 con
vention assembled, has urged the liberaliza
tion of the social Security Act so as to extend 
coverage to all workers and to expand the 
program to protect wage earners against all 
major hazards of life and to adjust pay
ments 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 Security 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 millibn additional persons be in• 
eluded in the security system; 

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

4. The" earning base for participants in the 
plan be raised from $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 Presi
dent's proposals for improving the Social 
Security Act, and respectfully urge the Con
gressman from our district and the United 
States senators from our State to enact such 
recomnrendations into law. 

Adopted this 25th day of February 1954. 

Attest: 

EUGENE R. HILL, 
Worthy President. 

ROBERT G. LUDVIK, 
Secretary. -------

RESEARCH FUNDS FOR AGRICUL
TURE-LETTER FROM DEAN, COL
LEGE OF AGRICULTURE, UNIVER
SITY OF WISCONSIN, MADISON, 
WIS. 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I have 
just received a vital letter from the dis
tinguished dean of the College of Agri
culture of the University of Wisconsin, 
Rudolph K. Froker. Dean Froker com
ments, with his customary expertness 
and ability, on the crucial issue of ade
quate research funds for American agri
culture in general, and for Wisconsin 
agriculture in particular. I cannot too 
strongly endorse the significant senti
ments which Dean Froker expresses on 
the value of farm research. 

From every standpoint, every dollar 
spent on research repays itself many
fold. 

I ask unanimous consent that Dean 
Froker's letter be printed at this point 
in the body of the RECORD. 

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

THE UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN, 
COLLEGE OF AGRICULTURE, 

Madison, March 8, 1954. 
Senator ALEXANDER WILEY, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR WILEY: Recent budget pro
posals by President Dwight D. Eisenhower 
provide for an increase of $5,732,000 annually 
in Federal support for agricultural research 
conducted in cooperation with State experi
ment stations. I am writing you about this 
proposed increase in the hope that the fol
lowing information will help you in judging 
its merits. 

The farmers of Wisconsin have a direct 
interest in this appropriation. If made, it 
will add $100,000 or more per year to the 
agricultural research funds available in Wis
consin. 

Farm and marketing problems in this State 
need more study and experimentation than 
is possible with present resources. Recent 
developments including marketing difficul
ties, lower prices, new livestock diseases, 
conservation operations, and community 

programs have made research needs more 
acute. Farmers from all parts of the State· 
have repeatedly · expressed their concern 
about shortages of information on many 
problems from soil management and live
stock diseases to rural education. 

The State of Wisconsin currently appro
priates about $4 for agricultural research 
for eaeh $1 provided by the Federal grant 
funds for which the increase is proposed. 
Many of the findings of Wisconsin workers 
have regional or nationwide application. It 
seems that enlarged Federal support would 
therefore be justified since the State is now 
carrying so large a share of the cost of agri
cultural research within its border. 

We have reviewed the possible utilization 
of the new funds here. Our tentative con
clusions are that they could be most effec
tive in strengthening research in (a) market
ing and processing of agricultural products, 
(b) control of livestock diseases, some of 
which have only recently appeared within 
the State, (c) development of grassland 
farming for lower costs of production, and 
in (d) soil and water conservation in cer
tain areas, not now adequately studied. 

· The budget proposal also includes in
creased appropriations for research by the 
United States Department of Agriculture. 
We in the Wisconsin agricultural experiment 
station have worked closely with the De
partment and have shared work with them 
on many problems. The increases to the 
Department would aid in finding solutions 
for problems affecting the welfare of farmers 
including those in Wisconsin. 

It is recognized that the potential benefits 
of each budget proposal must be weighted 
against its cost. In this case we believe 
that substantial and long-lasting benefits 
will result to farm people and the public 
generally. 

We would be glad to supply you with any 
additional information available if we can 
be of help in your analysis of research needs. 

Sincerely yours, 
RUDOLPH K. FROKER, 

Dean and Director. 

STATEHOOD FOR HAWAIT-RESO
LUTION OF AMERICAN BAR ASSO
CIATION 
Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. -Mr. 

President, I have a copy of the resolu
tion just adopted by the American Bar 
Association, bearing on the statehood 
question, which I would like to read. 
The resolution is as follows: 

Whereas Hawaii has had a constitutional 
government for over 100 years; has been an 
organized Territory of the United States for 
over 50 years; has by every standard demon
strated that it · is entitled to admission to 
the Union as a State; and the further delay 
of statehood for Hawaii is a denial of repre
sentative government to a loyal and quali
fied American community: Now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved by the American Bar Association, 
That it hereby endorses statehood for Ha
waii; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be 
sent to the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives c·f 
the Congress of the United States of America. 

For the further information of the 
Senate, I am informed that the Ameri
can Bar Association refused to confuse 
the issue of Hawaiian statehood with 
the totally different issue of Alaskan 
statehood. A proposal was made to add 
to the above resolution an amendment 
providing for Alaskan statehood, similar, 
I judge, to the maneuver by the Senator 
from New Mexico. The American Bar 
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Association however, very properly, ~
jected that· amendment &nd then_ voted 
to endorse statehood for Hawaii, as set 
forth in the resolution I have just given. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the first 

time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. CLEMENTS: 
s. 3112. A bill for the relief of Emiko 

Watan abe; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. RUSSELL: 
s. 3113. A bill to authorize the award 

posthumously of a Congressional Medal of 
Honor to Eric F. Wood, Jr.; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (for 
himself, Mr. IVES, Mr. FLANDERS, Mr. 
PURTELL, Mr. COOPER, Mr. UPTON, Mr. 
FERGUSON, Mr. BUSH, and Mr. SAL• 
TONSTALL): 

S. 3114. A bill to improve the public health 
by encouraging more extensive use of the 
voluntary prepayment method in the pro
vision of personal health services; to the 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

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

By Mr. KUCHEL: 
S. 3115. A bill to amend the Internal Reve

nue Code so as to permit t:J.e accelerated 
amortization of certain devices and equip
ment for the collection at the source of 
atmospheric pollutants and contaminants; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

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

By Mr. CASE: 
S. 3116. A bill to amend section 1073 of 

title 18 of the United States Code to pro
vide for the punishment of any individual 
who travels in interstate or foreign com
merce to avoid prosecution or punishment 
for indecent molestation of a minor; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HOEY: 
· s. 3117. A bill to amend subsection (b) 
of section 203 of the Interstate Commerce 
Act in order to provide that in certain cases 
leaf tobacco shall not be considered an agri
cultural commodity for the purpose of the 
agricultural exemption for motor carriers 
under clause (6) of such subsection; to the 
Committee- on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce. _ 

S. 3118. A bill to provide for the issuance 
of a special postage stamp in commemora
tion of the 175th anniversary of the Battle 
of Ramseur's Mill; to the Committee on 
Post Offi.ce and Civil Service. 

By Mr. CARLSON: 
S. 3119. A bill to amend the act entitled 

"An act authorizing the Director of the 
Census to collect and publish statistics of 
cotton"; · · 

s. 3120. A bill to provide for the issuance 
of a special postage stamp in commemora
tion of the founding of Rotary Interna
tional; and 

S. 3121. A bill to amend the act of June 
19, 1948, to provide for censuses of manu
facturers, mineral industries, and other 
businesses, relating to the year 1954; to the 
Committee on Post OfHce and Civil Service. 

By Mr. SALTONSTALL (by request): 
S. 3122. A bill to amend the Universal 

Military Training and Service Act, as 
amended, to remove the requirement for a. 
final physical examination for inductees who 
continue on active duty in another status 
in the Armed Forces; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 
. (See the remarks of -Mr. SALTONSTALL When 
be introduced the above bill, which -appear 
under a separate heading.) . 

HEALTH SERVICE - PREPAYMENT 
PLAN REINSURANCE ACT 

· Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres
ident, on behalf of myself, the Senator 
from New York [Mr. IvEsJ, the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], the jun
ior Senator from Connecticut [Mr. PUR
TELL], the Senator from Kentuc}ry [Mr. 
COOPER], the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. UPTON], the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. FERGUSON], the senior 
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. BusH], 
and the Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. SALTONSTALL], I introduce, for ap
propriate reference, a bill to improve the 
public health by encouraging the more 
extensive use of the voluntary prepay
ment method in the provision of person
al health services. 

This is the fourth bill which I have 
introduced as chairman of the Senate 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare 
to carry forward the President's recom
mendations, contained in his health 
message of January 18, 1954, for im
proving the health of the American 
people. 

The major proposal contained in the 
bill is for the establishment of a limited 
Federal reinsurance service with a self
sustaining fund derived from reinsur
ance premiums paid by the sponsors of 
health-service prepayment plans par-
ticipating in the program. · 

This bill, which I am introducing after 
consultation with the Secretary of the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, rejects the concept of socialized 
medicine and follows the goals set forth 
by President Eisenhower in his health 
message. He said: 

Freedom, consent, and individual respon
sibility are fundamental to our system. In 
the field of medical care, this means that 
the traditional relationship of the physi
cian and his patient, and the right of the 
individual to elect freely the manner of his 
care in illness must be preserved. 

Mr. President, for the informaticn of 
the Senate and the public, I wish to say 
that the Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
PuRTELL] is chairman or' the Subcom
mittee on Health of the Senate Commit
tee on Labor and Public Welfare, and 
hearings on the President's several 
health recommendations are, as has pre
viously been announced, to begin March 
17. 

I have had prepared a summary state
ment of the contents of the bill which I 
have just introduced. I request unani
mous consent that the statement be in
corporated in the body of the RECORD as 
a part of my remarks. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be received and appropriately 
referred, and, without objection, the 
summary statement will be printed in 
the RECORD. . -

The bill (S. 3114) to improve the pub
lic health by encouraging more extensive 
use of the voluntary prepayment meth
od in the provision of personal health 
services, introduced by Mr. SMITH of New 
Jersey (for himself and other Senators), 
was received, read twice by its title, and 
feferred to the Committee--on Labor and 
~bile Welfare. 

- The summary statement presented by 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey is as follows: 
PRINCIPAL FEATURES OF PROPOSED LEGISLATION 

ON HEALTH SERVICE PREPAYMENT PLANS 
1. IN GENERAL 

As a partial attack on the problem· of 
:making needed health services and facilities 
available to the maximum number of people 
on a prepayment basis, the bill would author
ize a two-pronged program within the De
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
namely (a) technical advisory and informa
tional services, without charge, to health 
service prepayment plans, and (b) reinsur
ance for health service prepayment plans 
established and operated by commercial in
surance carriers or by nonprofit carriers. 

n. ADMINISTRATIVE STRUCTURE 
1. The bill would vest all responsibility for 

the administration of the program in the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare. 
(Under existing law, the Secretary could 
delegate all or any part of this function and 
either place it in an existing major unit 
within the Department or place it in a new 
unit.) 

2. The bill would provide for a National 
Advisory Council on Health Service Prepay
ment Plans consisting of 12 members ap
pointed by the Secretary, 1 of whom would 
be designated by the Secretary as Chairman. 
The Council would advise, consult with, and 
make recommendations to the Secretary on 
matters of policy relating to the Secretary's 
activities and functions under the act. 

3. In addition to authorizing, in general 
terms, utilization of other Federal agencies, 
or of any other public or nonprofit agency 
or institution, the bill would provide for 
optimum utilization by the Secretary of the 
various State insurance departments (or 
other State agencies supervising carriers of 
health service prepayment plans), especially 
in determining compliance with require
ments and standards prescribed by the Sec
retary as a condition of approval of a health 
service prepayment plan for reinsurance. 
Final responsibility for such determinations 
would, of course, rest with the Secretary. 

4. Except as may be specifically provided 
by the bill, no Federal officer · or employee 
would be authorized to exercise any super
vision or regulatory control over any partici
pating carrier, or over any hospital or other 
health facility or personnel furnishing per
sonal health services covered by a partici
pating prepayment plan. 

m. TECHNICAL AND ADVISORY SERVICES 
Under this part of the program, the Secre

tary-would be authorized to conduct studies 
and collect information on the organiza
tional, actuarial, and other problems of 
health service prepayment plans, make the 
results of such studies and the information 
so collected generally available, and provide 
to sponsors of such plans, without charge, 
organizational and other technical advice 
and information, including information on 
morbidity and organizational methods. 

For this part of the program a separate 
appropriation would be authorized. 

IV. REINSURANCE PROGRAM 
1. This program is designed to be self-sus

taining, over a reasonable term, through re
insurance premiums paid into a revolving 
reinsurance fund. However, for a 5-yea.r 
transitional period administrative expenses 
would be appropriated from the general 
funds of the Treasury. An appropriation of 
$25 million to a capital-advance account in 
the Treasury would be authorized, which 
would be available, without fiscal-year limi
tation, as a line of credit for advances of 
working capital to the reinsurance fund. 
When and as the condition of the fund per
mits, such advances would be repayable to 
the capital-advance account and the amount 
soTepaid would again be available for future 
advances to the fund if needed. Until re-
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payment, interest on the outstanding balance 
of advances to the fund would be payable to 
the Treasury as miscellaneous receipts. 

2. Reinsurance premiums would, pursuant 
to regulation, be fixed by the Secretary at 
rates determined with a view to achieving 
the objectives of the act and fiscal self-suffi
ciency over a reasonable term. Such pre
miums could, and probably would, be fixed 
separately for each plan (for the initial re
insurance term and thereafter again for each 
renewal term) . 

3. Liabilities arising under reinsurance 
contracts would be limited to and paid from 
the fund, except that the Secretary could set 
up separate reinsurance accounts within the 
fund, in which event liability would be lim
ited to the account to which a plan is allo
cated. While the blll does not so specify, 
it would be possible, under the provision, 
to establish, for example, special reinsurance 
accounts for classes of plans, classes of car
riers, or member of a group of affiliated or 
associated carriers. 

4. The fund would be invested in Federal, 
or Federally-guaranteed, interest-bearing se
curities. 

5. Authority to write reinsurance in a 
given field would be subject to a standby or 
no-competition provisicn. That is to say, 
tbe Secretary could reinsure plans of a given 
kind or type only if, in the Secretary's judg
ment, reinsurance for such plans, on terms 
and conditions, and at premium rates, com
parable to those offered under the act, is not 
available from private sources to an extent 
adequate to promote the purposes of the act. 
By implication, the Secretary would have to 
stop writing reinsurance when such a finding 
could no longer be made. 

6. Reinsurance for a plan could not be 
granted unless (a) the applicant carrier is 
operating according to law, (b) the carrier 
is financially sound and operates in a man
ner which entitles it to public confidence, (c) 
the plan is sound, (d) the reinsurance of the 
plan will promote the purposes of the act, 
(e) the carrier agrees to submit such re
ports concerning its operations under the 
reinsured plan as the Secretary may from 
time to time reasonably require, (f) the car
rier has agreed to the reinsurance premium 
rate fixed by the Secretary for the plan, and 
(g) the carrier agrees to comply with the 
terms and conditions prescribed for rein
surance. Certification by the State insur• 
ance department (or corresponding super
visory agency) of the carrier's home State as 
to whether the carrier is financially sound 
and entitled to public confidence, as de
termined in accordance with criteria estab
lished by the Secretary could be accepted by 
the Secretary as conclusive. As to utiliza
tion of State agancies with respect to (g), see 
paragraph a. 

7. The Secretary would be authorized, as a. 
condition of granting reinsurance, to es
tablish by regulation terms, conditions, and 
requirements as to the types and kinds of 
prepayment plans which will be reinsured. 
In prescribing such regulations, the Sec· 
retary would be required to take into con
sideration the purposes of the act, with em
phasis on the objective of encouraging ex
perimentation designed to extend or adapt 
the prepayment method to substantive prob
lem areas or geographic areas for which 
that method is, in any significant respect, 
new, untried, or not yet fully effective, e. g., 
by coverage of classes of individuals not yet 
adequately protected, extension of protec
tion to areas not yet adequately protected, 
or coverage of benefits or services not yet 
widely available on an adequate basis, 
either as to type, range, amount, or duration 
of such benefits or services. 

8. As a condition of granting reinsurance, 
the Secretary could, among other things, 
specify (a) minimum benefits (b) safe
guards against undue exclusions of preex
isting conditions or of specific illnesses, or 
against other undue exclusions or llm1ta-

tlons: (c) standards for deductible and co
insurance provisions, limits of maximum 
liability, waiting periods for benefits, and 
other such policy provisions; (d) standards 
for the duration, cancellability and renew
ability of such policies or contracts; and (e) 
standards for plan provisions with respect 
to costs and charges of providers of personal 
health services payable by the carrier, to 
the extent such standards are necessary to. 
protect the fund against abuses or arbitrary. 
cost increases. The Secretary would be pre
cluded from reinsuring. any plan for which. 
the carrier's premium rates are such as to 
make the plan .financially unsound or are 
otherwise arbitrary or unreasonable, or any 
plan with respect to which the carrier's 
breakdown of its single premium rate, as 
between reinsured and nonreinsured types 
of benefit costs, is unreasonable, but in other 
respects the Secretary would be precluded 
from setting any standards for the carrier's 
premium rates. The State insurance depart
ment or corresponding State agency of a 
carrier's home State (as defined) would, if 
willing, be utilized to certify to the Secretary 
whether the plan complies with the terms 
and conditions stipulated as a condition of 
granting reinsurance. 

9. The Secretary could not approve for re
insurance any plan for direct provision of 
medical or dental services by the carrier 
through a salaried staff of physicians, sur
geons, or dentists in the employ of such 
carrier, unless the carrier has an organiza
tional structure vesting control over the 
practice of medicine or dentistry solely in 
duly licensed members of the professions 
involved. 

10. The liability of the reinsurance fund 
under the reinsurance contract would be 
fiXed and limited as follows: 

(a) The reinsurance base 
The fund would not underwrite all of the 

carrier's annual benefit costs under the plan. 
Rather, the reinsured portion of such costs 
would be limited to the excess, if any, of-

(a) aggregate annual incurred benefit costs 
under the plan, over 

(b) the difference between (1) gross an
nual earned premium income and (2) a 
portion of such income called the adminis
tra t1 ve-expense allowance. 

The administrative-expense allowance ap
plicable to a given year for a reinsured plan 
would be determined by multiplying the 
gross earned premium income for the year 
by an "administrative-expense-allowance 
factor" predetermined for the plan prior to 
the commencement of the reinsurance term 
(or renewal term) into which such year falls. 
This factor would be equal to seven-eighths 
of the carrier's preestimated (and thus pre
determined) ratio of annual administrative 
expenses of the carrier under the plan 1 to 
annual earned premium income under the 
plan. 

Thus, before reinsurance would begin to 
apply, the carrier would in effect have to 
absorb fully out of its premium income, as 
benefit costs, (1) the anticipated portion of 
premium income "normally" devoted to 
benefit costs for such a plan, (2) the por
tion anticipated as available for profits (in 
the case of a carrier organized for profit) 
and for contingencies, and (3) one-eighth 
of the portion of premium income antici
pated as administrative expenses. 

Procedurally, the ratio of administrative 
expenses to earned premium income of the 
carrier under the plan would be estimated. 

1 As here used, the term "administrative 
expenses" is intended to include all of the 
carrier's expenses. and charges incurred un
der the plan, except the benefit costs and. 
except any provision for contingencies, 
profits, dividend,s, and refunds. The Secre
tary would be authorized to define "admin· 
istrative expenses" for such purposes more 
particularly. 

by the carrier, and that estimate would be 
submitted (with supporting data) with the 
application for initial reinsurance or re
newal of reinsurance. In order to prevent 
distortion, the Secretary could require the 
submission of an average ratio based on a 
period not in excess of 3 years. The car
rier's estimate would have to be approved 
by the Secretary unless considered to be 
unreasot?-able or not in good faith. 

For plans operated to a substantial ex
tent on the basis of personal health services 
to be furnished by- the carrier . directly 
through its own staff or indirectly through 
the staff ·o-f an -affiliate, or on the basis of 
payments made by the carrier to a provider 
of personal health services which is an 
affiliate of the carrier, the above formula 
would not apply, but the Secretary would, 
by regulation, prescribe a formula calculated 
to achieve for such plans reinsurance pro
tection reasonably comparable in scope and. 
extent to that provided for other types, 
taking into account their inherent differ
ences • . 

(b) Coinsurance 
The liability of the fund would be limited 

to 75 percent of the carrier's "reinsured cost" 
so arrived at. This is an adoption, for this 
purpose, of the principle of coinsurance. 

11. The reinsurance term would be stipu
lated for a given (regular) period, e. g., a 
year, in the reinsurance certificate, but the 
Secretary could, by or pursuant to regula
tion, provide for letting the reinsurance 
term extend beyond such regular period with 
respect to policies or subscriber contracts 
issued during such period and running be
yond it and, in that event, if so provided 
by or pursuant to regulation by the Secre
tary, to combine the carrier's experience for 
the regular and extended periods. If a re
newal of the reinsurance is granted, the 
Secretary could by or pursuant to regula
tion specify whether policies issued (juring 
the regular period of the preceding term 
and running into the period of the renewal 
term should be treated for reinsurance pur· 
poses as if issued during the renewal term. 

12. Termination: Reinsurance for a plan 
could be terminated by the Secretary on 
any ground specified in regulations in effect 
not less than 90 days in advance of the com
mencement of the current initial or renewal 
term of such reinsurance. However, rein
surance with respect to policies or subscriber 
contracts in effect on the effective date of 
such termination would remain in force 
until the normal expiration of the term. 

V. MISCELLANEOUS 

1. The blll would confer broad powers 
on the Secretary with respect to enforce
ment or settlement of claims, and would 
authorize the Secretary to hold hearings, 
etc., in connection with investigations under 
the act. 

2. Criminal penalities would be imposed, 
not only for falsely advertising or represent
ing that a carrier is reinsured or has applied 
for reinsurance but, regardless of the truth 
or falsity of the representation, also if the 
representation is not authorized by, or fails 
to conform to, regulations prescribed by the 
Secretary. 

3. The effective date would be July 1, 1954, 
but in view of the necessity for a preparatory 
period the Secretary would not be required 
to receive or consider applications for rein
surance before a date determined by the 
Secretary. 

AMENDMENT OF INTERNAL REVE
NUE CODE, RELATING TO AIR 
POLLUTION CONTROL EQUIPMENT 
Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, a con· 

tinuin.g and serious problem in Califor• 
nia, particularly in southern California, 
is that caused by smog. Some people 
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from the State of New York who en
counter similar difiiculties call it smaze. 
Regardless of the name given to it, it 
seems to me it was too bad that the 
House of Representatives, in dealing 
with the tax legislation for the current 
session, did not see fit to consider the 
question of smog with respect to the tax 
legislation which it was writing. 

I introduce for appropriate reference 
a bill to a.nend the Internal Revenue 
Code. 

The basic purpose of the proposed leg
islation is to encourage industry in its 
attempts to alleviate the appalling air 
pollution control problems which have 
manifested themselves in various parts 
of the country where industry has ex
panded in recent years. The air pollu
tion problem obviously is one of major 
interest to metropolitan areas in the 
south and central portions of my State 
of California. It is not, however, a prob
lem limited to those areas for the phe
nomenon has made itself known also in 
other States where there is heavy con
centration of industry. 

Legislation of this type is necessary as 
a means of securing a sound and con
tinuing solution to the air-pollution con
trol dilemma. I sincerely feel that this 
proposed legislation will provide a neces
sary stimulus for the construction of air 
polluted control facilities by private 
industry. 

Unless some impetus is provided there 
is little hope for an early alleviation of 
the pollution problem in such areas as 
the counties of Los Angeles and Orange 
in the State of California. There is a 
critical need of Federal assistance and 
this measure represents, I believe, a 
sound approach to Federal participation 
in this vexing problem. 

The encouragement to private indus
try here provided is through the amend
ment of section 124-B of the Internal 
Revenue Code permitting an accelerated 
amortization of the cost of installation 
of any devices removing atmospheric 
pollutants. 

While I recognize that the enforce
ment of controls are problems for the 
community and State, it is in the field of 
taxation that the Federal Government 
may well be of assistance. This pro
posed legislation is directed to that point 
and I am hopeful that it will receive 
favorable consideration. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be received and appropriately 
referred. 

The bill (S. 3115) to amend the In
ternal Revenue Code so as to permit the 
accelerated amortization of certain de
vices and equipment for the collection 
at the source of atmospheric pollutants 
and contaminants, introduced by Mr. 
KucHEL, was received, read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on 
Finance. 

AMENDMENT OF UNIVERSAL MILI
TARY TRAINING AND SERVICE 
ACT, RELATING TO FINAL PHYSI
CAL EXAMINATION IN CERTAIN 
CASES 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 

I introduce for appropriate reference a. 

bill recommended by the Department of 
. Defense, to amend the Universal Military 

Training and Service Act, as amended, 
to remove the requirement for a final 
physical examination for inductees who 

· continue on active duty in another status 
in the Armed Forces. 

I ask that the accompanying letter of 
transmittal explaining the purpose of the 
bill be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD immediately following the listing 
of the bill. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 
be received and appropriately referred; 
and, without objection, the letter will be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The bill <S. 3122) to amend the Uni
versal Military Training and Service Act, 
as amended, to remove the requirement 
for a final physical examination for 
inductees who continue on active duty 
in another status in the Armed Forces, 
introduced by Mr. SALTONSTALL, by re
quest, was received, read twice by its ti
tle, and referred to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

The letter accompanying Senate bill 
3122 is as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D. C., March 3, 1954. 

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

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: There is forwarded 
herewith a draft of legislation, "To amend 
the Universal Military Training and Service 
Act, as amended, to remove the requirement 
for a final physical examination for induc
tees who continue on active duty in another 
status in the Armed Forces." 

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 has 
been designated as the representative of the 
Department of Defense for this legislation. 
It is recommended that this proposal be 
enacted by the Congress. 

PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION 
The proposed amendment to the Univer

sal Military Training and Service Act ( 62 
Stat. 614), as amended (50 U. S. C. App. 459 
(a)) is designed to eliminate the necessity 
for a final physical examination when an in
ductee under the act continues on active 
duty in another status, as by enlistment in 
a Regular component or as a Reserve on ac
tive duty in the Armed Forces. 

Section 9 (a) of the above act requires that 
each individual "who is inducted into the 
Armed Forces under this title for training 
and service shall be given a physical exami
nation at the beginning of such training and 
service, and upon the completion of his pe
riod of training and service under this title, 
each such person shall be given another 
physical examination and, upon his written 
request, shall be given a statement of physi
cal condition by the Secretary concerned:" 
The necessity for both of these examinations 
is obvious in the case of the average induc
tee who serves a period of military duty and 
then is separated from the service. How
ever, a large number of inductees, after short 
periods of service, desire to enlist in the 
Regular components of the Armed Forces or 
to continue on active duty in a Reserve sta
tus. It is necessary, in order to comply with · 
the act cited above, to give these individuals 
a physical examination before this change 
in status may be made. Nonetheless, the 
Armed Forces are not required by law to 
give a physical examination to a member of 
a Reserve component who enlists in a Regu
lar component under similar circumstances. 
Yet physical standards for induction, enlist
ment, and separation are the same whether 

the person is an Inductee or a member of a 
Reserve or Regular component. Once the 
individual is accepted by one of the Armed 
Forces, the Government assumes certain re
sponsibilities with respect to physical fitness 
irrespective of the individual's component. 
If the individual acquires a physical defect 
of such nature as to make him unfit for con
tinued duty, he is ordinarily separated from 
the Armed Forces. If the individual ac
quires a non-disqualifying compensable de
fect, the Government is liable whether he 
is an inductee or a member of a Regular 
or Reserve component. In any event, the 
individual who changes his status during his 
service receives a physical examination when 
he is separated from the Regular service or 
from active duty in a Reserve status, in ac
cordance with other regulations and laws. 
Accordingly, in an inatance where there is 
no break in the military service the physical 
examination which is required for an induc
tee upon the completion of his period of 
training and service does not accomplish any 
useful purpose which is not already pro
vided for in other existing procedures. 

COST AND BUDGET DATA 
It Is estimated that the enactment of this 

proposal will result in a savings of approxi
mately $80,000, in any full fiscal year, for 
the Department of the Army, with the pres
ent rate of enlistments from inductees. It 
is further estimated that the enactment of 
this proposal will result in no savings for 
the Department of the Navy in view of the 
fact that only approximately 1,058 of the in
ductees now serving in the Marine Corps are 
expected to reenlist immediately. At the 
present time this proposal would not affect 
the Department of the Air Force. 

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

AMENDMENT OF NATURAL GAS 
ACT-AMENDMENT 

Mr. DOUGLAS submitted an amend
ment in .the nature of a substitute, in
tended to be proposed by him to the bill 
<H. R. 5976) to amend section 1 of the 
Natural Gas Act, which was ordered to 
lie on the table and be printed. 

DEVELOPMENT OF DOMESTIC WOOL 
INDUSTRY-ADDITIONAL COSPON
SOR OF AMENDMENT 
Mr. ELLENDER. A few days ago I 

submitted an amendment intended to 
be proposed by me to the bill (S. 2911) 
to provide for the development of a. 
sound and profitable domestic wool in
dustry under our national policy of ex
panding world trade, to encourage in
creased domestic production of wool for 
our national security, and for other pur
poses. I now ask unanimous consent 
that the name of the Senator from Mis
sissippi [Mr. EAsTLAND], be added as a. 
cosponsor of the amendment. 
~~ ??~!3T'O~~'!"!' ~~~ ~~=~~~:. '.T,l!t._~ ~ ... ........,.._..£..LJ 

out objection, it is so ordered. 

HOUSE Bn.L REFERRED 
The bill (H. R. 8224) to reduce excise 

taxes, and for other purposes, was read 
twice by its title, and referred to the 
Committee on Finance. 
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EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A 

COMMITTEE 
'As in executive session, 
The following favorable reports of 

nominations-were submitted: 
By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, . from the 

Committee on Labor and Public Welfare: 
J. Ernest Wilkins, of lllinois, to be Assist

ant Secretary of Labor, vice Spencer Miller, 
Jr.; and 

Frank C. Squire, of the District of Colum
bia, to be a member of the Railroad Retire
ment Board. 

TRIBUTE TO AMERICAN BOYS 
KILLED IN WORLL' WAR II 

Mr. NEELY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an editorial from the Fair
mont <W. Va.> Times of the 6th of 
March entitled, "None Will Be Forgot
ten." It relates to the American boys 
who lost their lives in the Second World 
War. Its author is Col. C. E. Smith, 
formerly a member of the Bituminous 
Coal Commission, who is gratefully re
membered by a number of those who still 
occupy seats in this body. Colonel 
Smith's only son, affectionately called 
"Bud," was a boy as promising, praise
worthy, and lovable as any West Vir
ginia or the Nation has ever produced. 
Nine years ago in a battle on the west 
·bank of the River Rhine "Bud" con
.tributed his young life to the cause of 
liberty. God grant that his sacrifice, 
and the sacrifice of all other boys like 
him, may never be forgotten, and that 
all who mourn the untimely loss of these 
illustrious young heroes may eventually 
be reunited with them in that realm 
where the rainbow never fades, where 
parents and children are never parted, 
and loved ones never die. 

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

NoNE WILL BE FORGOTTEN 
Nine years ago yesterday a small task force 

of the American Army, containing seven 
tanks and the full complement of an armored 
infantry company, advanced into battle just 
west of the Rhine. Opposing the-m was a 
large force of Germans made up of remnants 
of several divisions, who were guarding the 
approaches of the Wesel bridgehead through 
which other hordes were escaping to the 
eastern shore of the river. 

The young captain commanding the 
American detachment had been giving di
rections to his men while at the same time 
operat ing a .50-caliber machine-gun mounted 
on the top of the tank upon which he was 
riding. Noting some firing from a nearby 
house, he left the machinegun and directed 
a sergeant to take a squad from the COJI!
pany and flush out the snipers. Then he 
lowered himself about waist deep in the 
turret of the tank and watched the sergeant 
deploy his men. He wore a white scarf about 
his neck. 

A short distance to the right of the house, 
as it faced the road, a section of a German 
battery of .88's, seeing the danger confront
ing them from the approaching Americans, 
fired a farewell salvo preparatory to aban
doning their position. The guns were aimed 
for tree bursts about the oncoming tanks. 
One shell exploded immedia-tely above the 
young captain, killing him almost instantly, 
and damaging the tank. He was lifted from 
the turret by some of his men and placed on 
the ground just behind the tank. Shortly 
thereafter advanced elements of the 35th 

infantry division reached the scene and his 
body was removed from the battlefield and 
taken to the military cemetery at Margraten, 
in Holland, where it found a final resting 
place. 

We mention this event, not so much in 
the way of a memorial of him alone, but 
that in the greenness of our memory of 
him, so many others who met a similar fate, 
will not be forgotten. Not very many of 
those who suffered a similar shock in the 
great war, or in Korea, are privileged, as we 
are, in having the use of the printed word 
to record these anniversaries, which, in the 
mind's eye project themselves as red badges 
of courage to mark the passing of the years. 
In thinking of our lad, who was known to so 
many of you folks here in West Virginia, we 
are also thinking of numerous others of his 
day and age, who went off so gaily to the 
wars, but never returned. Their anniversary 
dates are different as was the heroism of their 
final hours, but though the years are m any 
and the years are long, not one of them will 
be forgotten. 

MEXICAN FARM LABOR RECRUIT
MENT PROGRAM 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a telegram 
dated March 3, 1954, from Mr. Walter 
Reuther, president of the CIO, to the 
President of the United States, be printed 
in the body of the RECORD. 

The telegram ref{·rs to unilateral Mex
ican farm labor pr-ograms, a subject 
about which I have frequently spoken 
on the floor of the Senate. 

There being no objection, the telegram 
was ordered to be prir.::~ed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

MARCH 3, 1954. 
The PRESIDENT, 

The White House, Washington, D. c. 
Urge you to withhqld approval of bill for 

legalizing unilateral Mexican farm labor re
cruitment program which the SeLate passed 
today and expedite pending negotiations with 
Mexican Governmert so that a new United 

·States-Mexban agreement can be execute.i 
between good neighbors in a spirit of fair
ness and equity on the merits of .the 
situation. 

WALTER P. REUTHER, 
President, Congress of Industrial Or• 

ganizations. 

IMPROVEMENT IN ECONOMIC 
CONDITIONS 

Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, I 
should li~c to spread a little good cheer, 
when there are so many areas of gloom. 

A great many statements have been 
made regarding the declining employ
ment curve, and we have heard prophe
cies of recession. I make no prophecy 
one way or the other. I merely submit, 
as set forth in an article from the front 
page of the March 8, 1954, edition of the 
Pekin Daily Times, of Pekin, m., my 
hometown newspaper, that there is some 
light, hope, and good cheer in some 
quarters. 

The headline states: 
Equipment Purchases Climb-Two Thou

sand Nine Hundred Laid-Oft Implement 
Workers Return to Jobs. 

That headline applies to two areas 
which were regarded as distress areas in 
the State of Illinois. I shall let the facts 
speak for themselves, and I ask unani
mous consent that the article be printed 
in the body Of the RECORD. 

There being no ·objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: · 
EQUIPMENT PURCHASES CLIMB-TwO THOU

SAND NINE HUNDRED LAm-OFF IMPLEMENT 
WORKERS RETURN TO JOBS 
Quad City and Canton farm implement 

plants began to hum again today with more 
than 2,900 laid-off wor!ters back on the job 
and at least another 500 returning next week. 

Officials said a seasonal pickup u.nd a return 
of optimism to the farm industry has caused 
purchases of equipment to climb. 

The International Harvester plant at Can
ton has been increasing its force gradually 
over the past few months, and a spokesman 
there said this morning that employment 
there is just about at a normal level now. 

There are 1,975 employees at the Canton 
plant, a substantial growth from a low of 
1,300 working there in November 1953. The 
employment picture in Canton is expected 
to level off and remain relatively stable, the 
company said. 

International Harvester Co., Rock Island, 
.Til. , said 450 employees have been called back 
and another 350 will be added by next week. 
The Harvester plant at Sast Moline, Til., said 
800 have returned to be followed by more. 

Quad City units of John Deere & Co. have 
brought back about 525; J. I. Case, Betten
dorf, Iowa, has rehired 300, with another 150 
to be called back hy March 15, and the Minne
apolis-Moline plant has recalled 100, officials 
~~ - -

THE EMPLOYMENT SITUATION
CONDITIONS IN FARMING AREAS 
Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, com

menting on the subject mentioned by the 
·distinguished Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
·DIRKSEN], I desire to say that recently I 
have had occasion to speak about the 
farm situation, in my own State par
ticularly, and I wish to have it under
stood that I am not one of those who 
feel that things have all gone to pot in 
this country. 

In speaking with the distinguished 
representatives of the German Parlia-

·ment who were- in this Chamber yester
day, my attention was called to the fact 
that up to last fall there were about 
1 million unemployed persons in Ger
many, and that there are now 2 million 
unemployed there. Even with that num
ber unemployed, the German economy is 
sound, and is probably the best economy 
in Europe. West Germany has a total 
population of about 45 million, with 2 
million unemployed. If we had the same 
proportion of unemployed compared to 
the population in this country, there 
would be here in the neighborhood of 
six or seven million unemployed, where
as, at the present time, as I understand, 
'n the Unted States there are about 3 
million unemployed, in a population of 
about 163 million, and there are about 63 
million of our citizens employed. 

I give these figures because in farm 
areas there exists a situation which is 
serious, since in those areas the income 
of the farmer is decreasing, particularly 
because of the fear that parity prices 
for farm products will not be sustained. 

As stated yesterday, fiuid milk, be
cause it is consumed in certain areas, 
around cities, remains substantially 
stable in price; but so far as the large 
amount of milk which goes into cheese 
and butter is concerned, if the proposed 
parity program is put into e:fiect it will 
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mean a decrease in income in my State 
to the amount of tens and teru of mil
lion~ of dollars. That will mean a drop 
in the purchasing power of the dairy 
farmers, and a decrease in the number of 
commodities which the farmer.; can buy. 
Such a trend is now evidenced by the 
fact that many farm machir .. ery plants 
have shut down. And the merchants 
are suffering. The problem must be con
sidered in its overall perspective. 

We mm:·" realize that we are now in a 
read;.ustment period. We must also 
realize that the situation is not one which 
can be charged to any group or any 
party. It is a postwar situation, and I 
am sure that those Members of Congress 
who are directing policy in the Republi
can ranks, the majority party, so to 
speak, will realize that it is necessary to 
take actio~ to improve economic condi
t ion..; in the farm areas. It cannot be 
done by fearing but by constructive 
action. Handle the surpluses like I sug
gested on the floor yesterday. And as
sure the farmer he will not be let down. 

MICHIGAN FARM BUREAU SUP
PORTS PRESIDENT EISENHOWER'S 
FARM PROGRAM 
Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the body of the REcORD a statement 
issued on February 24, 1954, by the board 
of directors of the Michigan Farm Bu
reau, in session at Lansing, Mich. They 
have issued a strong statement in sup
port of President Eisenhower's farm pro
gram. 

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

The board of directors of the Michigan 
Farm Bureau in session at Lansing, Febru
ary 24, 1954, expresses its strong support for 
the enactment of the agricultural program 
as presented to Congress recently by Presi
dent Eiser.hower. 

If our Nation is to reverse the strong trend 
toward big Government planning, controls, 
and the socialistic state, the time to start 
1s now. The legislation formulated by Presi
dent Eisenhower and Secretary of Agricul
ture Benson constitutes a judicious pro
cedure to accomplish the return of our agri
culture to a private enterprise basis. 

The Michigan Farm Bureau strongly com
mends Secretary of Agriculture Ezra Taft 
Benson for his announced plan of reducing 
support prices on dairy products from 90 
percent of parity to 75 percent, effective 
April 1, 1954. This action is in accordance 
with the agreement with the dairy industry 
1 year ago that Government support prices 
at 90 percent of parity were to be for 1 year 
only. 

During the past year this high subsidy 
program has priced dairy products out of the 
market. This has greatly stimulated the 
use of substitutes for butter and other dairy 
products on the consumer's table. 

The 90-percent support policy has stimu
lated the consumption of substitute con
coctions of doubtful nutritional and health 
value. A billion pounds of butter, dry milk, 
and other dairy commodities have been 
drawn into Government storage and owner
ship. 

The Government accepts only two top 
grades of butter for storage and price-sup
port loans. This removes much of the higher 
quality products from the market and so in
creases the proportion of inferior quality 
butter being offered the consumer. 

Not only are the superior grades of these 
perishables deteriorating and spoiling in 
Government storage, but hundreds of mil
lions of dollars of taxes paid by both pro
ducers and consumers are being wasted to 
support the subsidy program. 

In supporting this action of the President 
and the Secretary of Agriculture, the Michi
gan Farm Bureau is carrying out the policies 
established by the consideration of 2,721 
local farm bureau meetings having ~ regis
tered attendance of nearly 60,000. Also this 
is in accordance with the program adopttld 
by 48 State farm bureaus at the annual 
meeting of the American Farm Bureau Fed
eration in Chicago last December. 

Therefore, the Michigan Farm Bureau 
urges Congress to adopt no measure that 
would prevent the farm program recom
mended by President Eisenhower from going 
into effect. 

We request our Michigan Members of Con
gress to give aggressive support to President 
Eisenhower and Secretary Benson in their 
efforts to carry out this farm program. 

C . L. BRODY, 

Executiv e Vice President. 

THE TARIFF ON WOOL 
Mr. HUNT. Mr. President, shortly 

there will come before the Senate the 
so-called wool bill, which has been spon
sored by the wool industry, and recom
mended by the President and the De
partment of Agriculture. I therefore ask 
unanimous consent ;o have printed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD an editorial 
entitled "The Next Move on Wool," pub
lished in the Journal of Commerce of 
March 9, 1954. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. HUNT. I yield. 
Mr. MAGNUSO:t•·. I understand that 

last week a report of the Tariff Commis
sion on the wcol situation was sent ·;;o 
the White House. Is that correct? 

Mr. HUNT. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I have not received 

a copy of the report, but I wonder if the 
Senator from Wyoming, in the limited 
time which is available, could briefly en
lighten me as to the terms of the report, 
because he is so much more directly in
terested in it and has been a great cham
pion of the wool growers of America. 

Mr. HUNT. I wish to remind the Sen
ator from Washington of a colloquy that 
took place on the floor of the Senate last 
July with reference to an amendment of
fered by the Senator, dealing with sec
tion 22 of the Reciprocal Trade Act, as 
to which assurances were given--

Mr. MAGNUSON. By the distin
guished Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. HUNT. Yes, the distinguished 
Senator from Colorado [Mr. MILLIKIN], 
chairman of the committee, gave assur
ances that the Tariff Commission was 
being requested immediately to make a 
further study of the tariff on wool. The 
Tariff Commission made its report some 
10 days ago, recommending to the Presi
dent an increase of slightly in excess of 
10 percent. I regret to say, however, 
that the President did not see fit to ac
cept the recommendation of the Tariff 
Commission. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. In oth3r words, the 
White House turned down the recom
mendation of the Tariff Commission. 

Mr. HUNT. The Senator is correct. 

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

The editorial is as follows: 
THE NEXT MOVE ON WOOL 

The President's rejection of Tariff Com
mission proposals to impose an additional 
10-cent levy on every pound of imported ra~ 
wool was not announced by the White House, 
but by Secretary Dulles, who merely touched 
upon it in the course of a long speech in 
Caracas. Consequently, no complete expla
nation of this decision has yet been made 
through official channels. 

Nevertheless, the President had good rea
son for what he did. 

This is not to say domestic wool produc
ers have found the sledding easy. Nor should 
anyone blame them too much for grasping 
at any straw that seems to hold some prom
ise of alleviating their difficulties, even if 
only for a short time. 

The tariff is one of these. It is high now 
(25lf2 cents per pound), but if it should oe 
raised another 10 cents, imports would be 
further discouraged and the domestic prod
uct might be more widely marketed for a 
limited period. 

But it is just as clear that the primary 
problem of domestic wool producers lies not 
in the tariff, but in the stiff competition 
their products have been getting from syn
thetic fibers. 

If domestic production declined last year, 
so did imports, especially during the oocond 
half. Both declined because the market it
self declined. 

So, while it may be true that higher im
port duties would keep more foreign wool 
fibers out of the United States market, it 
is not necessarily true that they would sus
tain domestic sales of apparel wool over any 
considerable period. On the contrary, by 
driving wool prices higher, they would only 
aid and abet the onward march of synthetics 
at the expense of wool. 

The alternative proposed by the admin
istration is a Government subsidy to wool 
growers covering the difference between 
parity and the going price. It would be fi
nanced by 70 percent of the revenues col
lected in the form of duties on imported 
wool. 

This plan (like the Brannan plan, to which 
It has been compared) is limited to wool, and 
appears to have one advantage, at least. It 
would extend aid in a form which would not 
simultaneously drive up prices. Thus it 
would give producers some scope for ma
neuver against competing synthetics. 

By normal standards the subsidy should 
be considered a last resort as an instrument 
of Government economic policy. Yet there 
are cases, of course, in which it is necessary. 

Shipping is one, for ships and shipyards 
are required in the interests of national de
fense. A fairly compelling case can also be 
made out for wool. It is a special case in 
the agricultural field, and perhaps special 
treatment can be justified. 

However, far too little is yet known about 
how this program would work, even though 
it has already been approved by the Senate 
Agriculture Committee. 

It involves, for example, an open-end sub
sidy, since no one ooems to know what it 
would cost--and if domestic production goes 
up while consumption drops, it might cost 
a very great deal indeed. Moreover, the pro
posed financing methods offer a doubtful 
precedent. If revenues from wool duties are 
used for subsidies, why should not duties 
on repairs to United States vessels abroad be 
earmarked for shipyard subsidies? And so 
on. 

For these reasons we are disturbed by 
reports that the House Agriculture Com
mittee does not intend to report this pro
posal as a separate measure, but will incor-
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porate it in the-general farm-bill-that is, as 
part of a package. 
_ Legislative processes being what they are, 
this could mean that Congress may never 
get a chance to judge this measure on its 
merits. It will be most difficult in any case 
to subject the broader problems raised by 
the wool plan to the thoroughgoing study 
they meri~not so long as they are com
pressed into the larger bill by election-year 
pressures. 

We hope the committee will not follow this 
course. If the legislative maneuver it has 
indicated is familiar, it is none the more 
palatable for it. 

EXCISE TAXES ON TELEPHONE 
SERVICE 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I should 
like to read a letter which I received the 
other day from Mx:. Leslie Jensen, presi
dent, the Peoples Telephone & Telegraph 
Company of South Dakota, Hot-Springs, 
S.Dak. Mr. Jensen is a former Gover
nor of my State. 

Mr. Jensen says: 
THE PEOPLES TELEPHONE AND 

TELEGRAPH COMPANY OF SOUTH DAKOTA, 
Hot Springs, S. Dak., February 22, 1954. 

Hon. FRANCIS CASE, 
Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR: Since JoE MARTIN'S recent 

statement regarding excise taxes, have com
menced to think there is s0me likelihood 
the present Congress may get around to the 
task of revising them a bit. If they do, then 
I want to give you my considered thoughts 
on the present luxury or excise taxes on tele-
phone service as follows: · 

1. It's a downright injustice to tax modern 
telephone service as a luxury and at a rate 
up ahead of mink coats, perfume, diamond 
brooches and night club -tabs. 

2. We in the telephone business see every 
day long-distance calls seeking medical aid, 
hospital reservations and like emergencies 
affecting life and limb and bedrock essentials 
and it is most incongruous for us to be 
obliged to slap on a Federal luxury or excise 
tax 5 percent· tougher than the playboy pays 
that sits in a night spot and sips his gin 
while ogling a floor show. 

3. Mrs. Pat Scherer runs · the relief or 
social-security office here and every little 
while she checks with us the telephone bills 
of her old-age pensioners and widows draw
ing aid to dependent children which she 
budgets for them as necessities. She says 
it's unconscionable to have aged couples 
living alone without means of summoning 
aid in emergencies. There we have a situa
tion where one agency provides something 
as a prime necessity and then another agency 
taxes the same as a luxury ahead of both 
jewelry and _cosmetics. _ 

4. Can't one also sensibly focus the Gov
ernment's present REA (telephone) lending 
program on this matter? Our Congress took 
the position that telephone service was so 
essential for groups and neighborhoods that 
they were entitled to borrow from the public 
Treasury at 2 percent and with 30 years to 
repay. Isn't it only fair to pose the query: 
Is that to provide these people with luxuries 
rated higher than sables or rubies? Can 
you blame one for pondering: Just how 
cockeyed and inconsistent can things get? 

Now for a brief word regarding my sugges
tion for equitable treatment of this matter. 
Our subscribers tell us that telephone service 
certainly isn't a luxury and therefore 
shouldn't carry a luxury tax. You may re
call Abe Lincoln's saying that calling an 
object a horse chestnut doesn't make it a 
chestnut horse. They feel that now with 
no war-being fought, the excise tax on telo-

phone service. should come off. They remind 
us that Congress removed the tax on electric 

- current that runs the juke boxes. ~ut I 
recognize the . Gov~rnment's tremendous 
need for funds to service the puplic debt
for national defense and all. Therefore, the 
best that we can expect just now is to put 
all objects and s_ervices that must carry ~!on 
excise tax in relative and reasonable balance. 

Accordingly, it is my suggestion that 
excise tax of a straight 10 percent on tele
phone service would be fairly equitable for 
the present although that rate would still 
leave the telephone industry carrying a dis
proportionate load. Then, at least, we could 
compute a subscriber's bill without a slide 
rule and not spend so much time separating 
and segregating his 24-cent calls from his 
25-cent calls which the present law requires. 
. You have my assurance that subscribers 
are always shocked when we show them the 
portion of their bills that go for excise taxes 
under current rates. 

Sincerely yours, 
LESLIE JENSEN, 

President. 

WITHDRAWAL OF SENATOR HEN
DRICKSON AS A CANDIDATE FOR 
REELECTION 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi

dent, I have asked for the floor on a 
matter of personal privilege. 

I rise with a sense of real grief and sor
row because my beloved colleague Sen
ator HENDRICKSON, of New Jersey, has · 
felt it necessary to withdraw from our 
stat~ primary and withdraw as a can
didate for reelection this year. The 
junior Senator from New Jersey issued a 
statement in connection with his with
drawal which speaks for itself, and 
which I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD at this point in my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT BY SENATOR ROBERT C. HENDRICK

SON, OF NEW JERSEY, MARCH 11, 1954 
I wish to announce my withdrawal from 

the primary as a candidate for United States 
Senator. 

I have many good reasons for taking this 
fateful step, none of which, in my he\rt, do 
I consider selfish. 

Primarily, I find that in several areas of 
New Jersey there is a feeling that I have 
neglected the political fences and failed to 
fulfill the necessary speaking engagements 
which are expected of one in public office. 
[ am charged with this neglect in spite of 
my deep conviction that my first duty to the 
people was to stay on the job here in Wash
ington, attending to my official responsibili
ties. It is quite easy for me to understand 
this sentiment because it is true that when 
I undertook my duties here I highly resolved 
that political speeches at home were entirely 
secondary to my responsibilities in the Con
gress-and for the past 5 years the sessions 
have been long and arduous. Someday, 
howeyer, the people are go~ng to , have to 
~ecide for the political leaders as to which 
course of action they really want their 
elected representatives to follow. 
· Now we are about to engage in a congres
sional election in the midst of a session of 
the Congress whieh can make President 
~senhower's program either a reality 0!' an 
idle waste of well-intended words. With a 
minority of 47 Republican votes as opposed 
to 49 of the opposition parties, I cannot 

' afford in the best intereSts 'of my party to 
leave the Capitol to indulge· in the kind of 
a primary campaign which is essential to 

win a three-cornered race for the Republican 
nomination. It would indeed be a personal 
and perhaps selfish indulgence to do other
wise, even for the singular honor of carrying 
on the duties of this high office for another 
6 years. 
. Then there Is another factor which 
prompts this decision. I have known the 
rough and tumble of primary fights before. 
Indeed, it is true that I have won out in 
all these struggles. 

But last fall, the Republican Party in New 
Jersey learned the black tragedy of a dis
astrous defeat. I want to be completely 
free of any guilt if our primary conflict this 
year plunges to such depths as to place a 
victory for the Eisenhower administration 
in serious jeopardy. 

I retire from the race freely, without prom
Ise of favor, without fear from any source . 

I have prayed over this decision and I 
hope that my friends in the State will un
derstand. ii thank God for them and -for 
their sincere devotion to the principles for 
which my life shall ever be dedicated. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres
ident, particular - situations are some
times encountered in various States. 
Because of certain complications in the 
State Of New Jersey, BoB HENDRICKSON 
has felt he should not be a candidate 
for reelection. Upon receiving word of 
his decision, I wish to state, as a friend 
of BOB HENDRICKSON for many years, and 
as a colleague during the past 6 years in 
the Senate of the United States, that I 
am deeply distressed that he has found it 
necessary to withdraw as a candidate for 
a second term in the Senate. 

In my judgment, in being willing to 
withdraw himself · in the interests of 
party harmony, Senator HENDRICKSON 
has demonstrated one of the finest acts 
of unselfish statesmanship I have seen 
during my years in public life. 

Everybody loves BOB HENDRICKSON, and 
his willingness to withdraw himself, be
cause of a political situation which was 
entirely beyond his control and entirely 
without any reftecti9n on him, deserves 
the warm commendation not only of all 
members of the Republican Party, but of 
all persons in public life who honor in
tegrity and honesty and the willingness 
of an individual to sacrifice himself for 
what he believes to be the good of his 
party. I wish to pay this tribute to my 
distinguished colleague. 

STATEHOOD FOR HAWAII 
Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the body of the RECORD a 
speech recently delivered by Senator Wil
fred c. Tsukiyama, president of the Ter
ritorial Senate of Hawaii, at .the annual 
meeting of the Hawaii Residents Associ
ation, in November 1953, in Honolulu. 

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

OUR HERITAGE 
iSpeeQh delivered by Senator Wilfred C. 

Tsukiyama, president of the Territorial 
senate, at 1;he ann-qal meeting of the Ha
waii Residents Association, in November 
1953, in Honolulu) 
In the course of my humble activities over 

the· past third of a century, I have had the 
good fortune of being called upon to address 
innumerable groups and organizations, but 
seldom have I, had the pleasure of standing 
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before such a genuinely patriotic, enthusias
tic, and energetic group of men and women 
as those who are gathered here tonight. The 
spirited and articulate manner in which 
those affiliated with Imua are demonstrating 
their loyalty and adherence to and faith in 
the time-honored principles of our democ
racy and the cherished American way of life, 
is a source of inspiration to all good Ameri
cans and an ominous caution to those who 
would dare espouse and advocate an inimical 
foreign ideology whose doctrinal precept is 
to overthrow, by violent revolutionary meth
ods, our pattern of governmental, economic, 
and social structure, and to substitute in lieu 
thereof a Godless totalitarian scheme of 
complete regimentation and human bond
age. 

I say with the utmost personal conviction 
that one of the most significantly important 
things that has ever happened in the Ter
ritory of Hawaii in recent years is the found~ 
ing and the increasing vitality of such an 
organization as Imua. It is needless for me 
to dwell on Imua's achievements, for the 
public is all too aware of the relentless and 
uncompromising vigor with which it is com
bating communism and all un-American 
subversive activities and alerting those who 
are seemingly complacent and indifferent to 
a menace which, if allowed to propagate, will 
one day destroy the very foundation upon 
which our structure of liberty and free en
terprise stands. 

Since the beginning of human civilization, 
no organization has so nearly perfected a 
device or machinery for effective propa
ganda as the Communist organization has. 
Although manifestly specious and abhor
rent to freedom-loving peoples, the tenets 
of communism are so attractively sugar
coated that even the intelligent, let alone 
the gullible, would find it difficult to detect 
the false claims of equality, fame, and pros
perity which lie beneath the surface. In 
endeavoring to extend their influence 
throughout the world, the Communists do 
not scruple to resort to exaggerated and 
high-sounding promises, but carefully 
guard themselves against any allusion to 
what would happen to individual freedom, 
liberty, and opportunity, once communism 
should take over. Significantly and invari
ably, their scheme is to take the course of 
least resistance by proselyting the weak, the 
poor, and the disgruntled. It is said that 
communism, like socialism, is the final ref
uge of those who have failed in the strug
gles of life; it is the prescription of those 
who were born tired. 

The Communists would have us believe 
that life in Russia is much happier than it 
1s in the United States. Unfortunately, the 
curtains there are so thick that the realities 
cannot be ascertained. It is understandable, 
however, that under their system of regi
mentation and rigid surve1llance, if the peo
ple are seemingly happy, they are, in the 
words of Charles Dickens, concealing the 
ravages of care behind a sickly mask of 
mirth. During my last trip to the main.:. 
land, a bellhop in a large New York hotel 
casually made this remark to me: "I'll never 
want to be a Communist. There must be 
no such thing as individual freedom and 
opportunity in Russia, for I have seen tour
ists from practically all the foreign coun
tries but never from Russia except diplo
mats and agents who are ordered to come." 
(Incidentally, you probably know ·the anec
dote concerning a burglar who once entered 
a GoverntnEmt office in Russia and made o1f 
With the complete results of next year's elec
tion.) 

We appreciate the fact that our law-en
forcing authorities are vigilantly and rigor
ously applying the laws that are designed to 
prosecute the subversive elements. But
what America needs today is a more vivid 
awareness and a firmer concerted action on 
the part of the people, the average Mr. and 
Mrs. America, 1p. this ideological struggle. 

Propaganda must be met with counterpropa
ganda, bU:t the surest way to protect, pre
serve, and advance our cause is through edu
cation in the schools, in the churches, and in 
the homes. If the Americans, rich or poor, 
strong or weak, old or young, employer or 
employed, would fully understand and ap
preciate the immeasurable value of their 
heritage, there should no longer be any fear 
o foreign propaganda. 

As an individual who has sprung from a 
humble home, born of immigrant parents 
who once labored on the plantation fields, 
and educated in the public schools of the 
Territory, let me tell you what it means to 
me to be an American. And in doing so, let 
me first assure you that in the struggles of 
the early days, like many others, my home 
was not free from trials and tribulations. 
Their inability to speak English was a handi
cap to my parents and because of that they 
were not infrequently subjected to harsh 
treatments at the hands of some of the less 
considerate plantation "lunas." (I was told 
that a -few of the lunas would have given 
Simon Le-gree a stiff competition for brutal 
severity.) In spite of some of their bitter 
experiences, as the years went by, my parents 
constantly admonished me to be true and 
faithful to the land of my birth. Such early 
indoctrination was gradually strengthened 
in me through education as -I ~came more 
fainiliar and appreciative of the priceless 
values of things handed down to us from 
generation to generation. 

Lest we forget, let us review some of the 
thrills and inspiring facts in which our his
tory abounds. 

In quest of the riches of the East Indies, 
Christopher Columbus set sail from Spain in 
1492 and discovered the last con tin en t of 
America. As significant as that occasion was, 
a far greater significance lay in the fact that 
the keel of the American history was laid on 
that fateful day in 1620 when a band of 
about 100 Pilgrims landed upon Plymouth 
Rock. Let it never be forgotten that those 
men and women came to America, not for 
gold but for God. They were the people who 
had been chaffing under the shackles of re
ligious restraint and persecution in the Old 
World. They were the victims of the in
tolerable caste system under which such 
a thing as freedom and liber-ty belonged 
only to nobility. And so, when they planted 
the Pilgrims' standard on Plymouth Rock, 
they also planted the seed which was des
tined to bring to the New World, to be prop
agate<\, and perpetuated, a new ideology, a 
new thought-that mankind was endowed 
with the natural right of freedom, liberty, 
and the pursuit of happiness. It was then 
and there that the unique American way of 
life was born. 

But unlike the human child who general
ly enjoys a normal growth under the loving 
care and protection of his parents, this in
fant American system was destined soon to 
find its growth impeded by seemingly in
surmountable obstacles. In the 150 years 
that followed, hordes of men, women, and 
children migrated to the New World With 
high hopes of starting a new life in an at
mosphere of freedom and liberty. But along 
with them came governors and rulers who 
brought with them the cold and harsh doc
trines of aristocracy and mercilessly ad
hered to them. Oppression soon became 
rampant. In the name of the king, the gov
ernors heaped untold hardships upon the 
settlers. To the sovereignty in the Old World, 
the American colonies were mere vassals 
existing only by sufferance. A long series of 
unjust laws were passed, climaxed in 1765 
by the passage of the Stamp Act. The ef
fect of this was to excite a storm of indigna
tion on the ground that it was taxation with
out representation. From London, Benjamin 
Franklin wrote: "The sun of American lib
erty is set." The sentiment of the colonist 
:was shared even in the Old World. It was 

then that these memorable words were ut
tered by Wllliam Pitt in answer to a previous 
speaker in Parliament: "The gentleman tells 
us that America is obstinate; that America 
is almost in open rebellion. Sir, I rejoice 
that America has resisted. Three mlllions of 
people so dead to all the feelings of liberty 
as voluntarily to subinit to be slaves would 
have been fit instruments to make slaves of 
all the rest." 

Finally came the law which imposed a tax 
on tea. The indignation of the colonists 
was again aroused. The colony of Virginia 
held a meeting to discuss the matter of 
taking up arms. It was there that Patrick 
Henry electrified his audience with his bril
liant eloquence when he exclaimed: "The 
question before the house is nothing less 
than freedom or slavery. If we wish to be 
'free, we must fight: I repeat it, sir, we must 
fight! An appeal to arms and the God of 
Hosts is all that is left us. Our brethren are 
already in the field; why stand we here idle? 
Gentlemen may cry, 'peace! peace!' but there 
is no peace. Is life so dear, or peace so 
sweet, as to be purchased at the price of 
chains and slavery? Forbid it, Almighty 
God: I know not what course others may 
take, but as for me, give me Uberty or give 
me death!" 

Then came the battle of Lexington ln 
Aprtl 1775. On July 2, 1776, Congress 
adopted a resolution dissolving all political 
connections between the Thirteen Colonies 
and the mother country. On the fourth day 
of July 1776, Congress unanimously adopted 
the Declaration of Independence whi-ch was 
signed by the representatives of all Thirteen 
Colonies. 

Listen to these words of the Declaration: 
"We hold these truths to be self-evident. 
that all men are created equal; that they are 
endowed with certain unalienable rights; · 
that among these are life, liberty and the 
pursuit of happiness; that to secure these 
rights governments are instituted among 
men, deriving their just powers from the 
consent of the governed." 

Contrary to popular conception, the oc
casion of the signing of the Declaration pre
sented a grim spectacle. To most of the 
colonists, the event was not an occasion for 
triumphant celebration. The war was on. 
Either Uberty or slavery was to be the out
come and liberty prevailed. In order to per
petuate that "costly Uberty, a Constitution 
was adopted, so framed to insure to the 
people the blessings of liberty. Gladstone 
of England characterized the document as 
"the greatest masterpiece ever struck by the 
hand of man." 

Notwithstanding the provisions of that 
document, America's crusade for .liberty and 
freedom was not completed. The struggle 
between the North and the South was to 
follow. Liberty and freedom again pre
vailed and hundreds of thousands of men. 
women, and children were delivered from 
bondage and servitude. 

Added to all these historical events, we 
cannot forget the hardships and sufferings 
endured by the pioneers who hewed theil 
way across the vast continent carrying witb 
them the torch of Uberty and freedom; not 
can we forget World War I when our men 
fought to save democracy from totalitar
ianism. 

Such, ladies and gentleman, is the his
torical background of this our Nation. The 
initial response of every thoughtful Ameri· 
can, regardless of his racial antecedent, when 
he thinks of the priceless advantages handed 
down to him, is gratitude. The price of pre
serving our heritage is not only eternal vig
ilance against subversive influences but un
reinitting awareness of our duties as well 
as rights. To appreciate our rights, there 
must be a thorough understanding of _the 
true meaning of liberty. If Inisconstrued. 
liberty is apt to degenerate into lawlessness. 
Liberty must not be confused with license. 
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The kind of liber.ty for which our men 

fought does not create open seasons for 
licentiousness. Freedom, unrestricted, cre
ates chaos and democracy becomes moboc
racy. 

We rejoice in being able to say that here 
1n Hawaii, democracy is not only preached 
but practiced by the great mass of people. 
All freedoms expressly or inferentially em
bodied in the Constitution are observed, en
joyed and zealously safeguarded. Ethnical 
and religious differences are mutually ac
cepted with admirable tolerance. Ours is a 
democracy at work. But in these ominous 
times when, like the proverbial Sword of 
Damocles, world peace is again hanging by a 
single hair, when foreign agents and their 
local minions are peddling their specious 
ideological wares with untruths and half
truths, when the hoofs of an undeclared 
war were until recently trampling upon the 
terrains of Korea, it would be nothing short 
of a beastly display of ingratitude, if we did 
not muster every ounce of that spirit which 
permeated the atmosphere in 1776. Let us 
cherish an:d perpetuate our heritage, im
prove·upon it, and hand it down to posterity. 
Let us remember and be grateful to our 
predecessors by the sweat of whose brows 
we are now enjoying an abundance of life, 
liberty and the pursuit of happiness. 

I call upon all native sons and daughters 
of Hawaii, of whom I am one, to stand by 
the principles upon which our Nation, our 
Government, our system, and our pattern of 
life were founded; to so comport themselves 
a.s not to insult the names of the great men 
who helped to make America and Hawaii 
what they are today; let us reject and crush 
all types of "isms" that seek to undermine 
our constitutional form of government. And 
by so doing, we shall obliterate the philos
ophy of hate, vilification and destruction, 
and thus give new luster to the significance 
Of the American way of life. 

Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. Mr. Pres
ident, Senator Tsukiyama was born in 
the Hawaiian Islands and educated in 
the public schools there, and has served 
in the Territorial senate since 1946. He 
is the chairman of the judiciary com
mittee, and has been president of the 
senate since 1949. 

I hope that my colleagues who are 
interested in meeting the type of citi
zenry which I believe prevails by a large 
majority in the Hawaiian Islands, will 
have an opportunity to meet Senator 
Tsukiyama while he is in Washington. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentati-ves, by Mr. Maurer, its reading 
clerk, announced that the House had 
disagreed to the amendment of the Sen
ate to the bill <H. R. 3832) for the relief 
of Mrs. Orinda Josephine Quigley; asked 
a conference with the Senate on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses there
on, and that Mr. JoNAS of Illinois, Mr. 
BURDICK, and Mr. LANE were appointed 
managers on the part of the House at 
the conference. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 
The message also announced that the 

Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
enrolled bill <H. R. 5509 > to amend the 
Army-Navy Medical Services Corps Act 
of 1947 relating to the percent of colo
nels in the Medical Service Corps, Reg
ular Army, and it was signed by the 
President pro tempore. 

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 original States. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
CARLSON in the chair) . The question is 
on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER
soN], adding a new title providing for 
statehood for Alaska. 

Under the unanimous-consent agree
ment, the time is divided between the 
proponents and the opponents of the 
amendment, and is to be controlled, re
spectively, by the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], and the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. CORDON]. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the · 
ranking minority member of the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
the senior Senator from Montana [Mr. 
MURRAY]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Montana is recognized. 

Mr. MURRAY. Mr. President, the 
United States was not conceived by the 
founders of the Nation as a colonial 
power. Neither have those who have 
guided the destinies of the Republic down 
through the years sought to make of the 
United States a nation which would, 
from a central seat of power, rule over 
people who themselves had no voice in 
the Government. 

The spirit in which our Nation was 
founded was proclaimed in the revolu
tionary cries: "No taxation without rep
resentation" and "Give me liberty or give 
me death." The Declaration of Inde
pendence speaks of governments "de
riving· their just powers from the cons~nt 
of the governed." The Constitution is 
replete with protestations of our demo
cratic faith that men are, by right, free 
to govern themselves. 

This faith has never in our history 
been a matter of partisan debate. 
Thomas Jefferson, founder of one of the 
great political parties, proclaimed: 

The people of every country are the only 
safe guardians of their own rights • • • is 
an axiom in my mind that our liberty can 
never be safe but in the hands of the people 
themselves. 

The founder of the other great politi
cal party, Abraham Lincoln, expressed 
the same idea in his declaration of de
votion to "government of, by, and for 
the people." Any other kind of govern
ment for Americans is repugnant to the 
basic principle on which this Nation was 
founded. 

· In the years since 1776, much land 
and many people have come under the 
protection of the United States of Amer
ica. Several million square miles on this 
continent were added to the area of the 
Original Thirteen States. Distant pos
sessions came to us as prizes of war, like 
Arizona, New Mexico, Puerto Rico, the 
Philippines, and Cuba; by purchase, like 
Louisiana, Florida, and Alaska; or, by 
the free act of annexation on the.part of 
the inhabitants, like Texas, California, 
and Hawaii. 

To the everlasting glory of the United 
States of America, let it be said that in 
every instance the Nation has ultimately 
dealt with such areas by giving them 
exactly the status their inhabitants de
sired. The western portions of the con
tinent, after settlement, became States · 
because their people desired that status. 
Some possessions, such as the Philippines 
and Cuba, became independent repub
lics because their people demonstrated 
that that was their wish. Puerto Rico 
became an unincorporated territory
now it has commonwealth status-with 
the right, while enjoying the protection 
of the United States, to draw up its own 
constitution and elect its own governor 
and other officials. Puerto Rico has that 
status today because it is the kind of 
government a majority of the people of 

-that island wanted. Puerto Rico has 
never requested statehood, does not de
sire statehood, and, as a commonwealth, 
is in no sense a candidate for statehood. 

The point is that the United States 
has, in good time, given to every area un
der the fiag just what the people of that 
area desired, whether it be statehood, 
unincorporated dependence, or complete 
independence. To do anything differ
ent, to hold people under a form of gov
ernment not to their liking, would be 
tyranny. The United States was created, 
not to perpetuate tyranny, but to over
throw it. 

I have said we have dealt with every 
area under our dominion exactly as its 
people desired. I should qualify that 
statement by saying that we have done 
so with every area except the two incor
porated Territories which remain under 
our fiag. They are the only incorpo
rated Territories remaining. They are 
the only Territories in all our history as 
a nation which, once having been incor
porated, have been prevented from tak
ing the ultimate and obvious final steps 
to statehood. Alaska has been a United 
States possession since its purchase in 
1867, and an incorporated Territory since 
1912. Hawaii, formerly an independent 
kingdom, has been a possession since 
1898, and an incorporated Territory 
since 1900. 

Both Alaska and Hawaii are fully 
qualified for statehood. The people of 
both Territories have officially recorded 
their desire for statehood. They have 
done so, by referendum elections and by 
memorials of their Territorial legisla
tures, over and over again. 

When the Congress of the United 
States incorporated these Territories, it 
held out to them the promise of eventual 
statehood when they qualified for it. It 
is time for us to round out the roll of 
States by adding the 49th and 50th, by 
admitting the only two remaining incor
porated Territories, and admitting them 
now. 

If political promises mean anything, 
and I submit that they do, there should 
be no doubt about the matter. The last 
national platforms of both parties, 
adopted in 1952, pledged statehood to 
these two Territories. We cannot in 
good conscience deny them admission 
any longer. 

The reasons which have been here 
stated for withholding from the Ameri
can citizens in these two Territories the 
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political status for which they have ap- ., 
plied are flimsy reasons indeed. 

It is said that Alaska does not have a 
sufficient number of people. It has· more 
people today than did more than a score 
of the present States at the time of their 
admission. It is said that the skins of 
some of the people of Alaska and of a 
good many of the people of Hawaii are 
not lily-white. Since the adoption of 
the 15th amendment, in 1870 that has 
not been an excuse for withholding full 
rights of citizenship from Americans. 

It has not been said openly; but, of 
course, the real reason why many oppose 
statehood for Alaska and Hawaii, is that 
the Senators who would be sent here 
from those two States might take, on 
civil-rights issues, positions which would ' 
be in conformity with the Constitution of 
the United States and, therefore, would 
be distasteful to a powerful minority. 
This is the flimsiest and most disgrace
ful argument of all. 

Because it is so disgraceful, those who . 
espouse it have been careful not to state 
it. Instead, they give other reasons. 
They say there is not a sufficient number 
of people in those Territories; and that" 
even if there were, some of them are not· 
white and, therefore, of course should 
not be counted. 

Let us see how many people the South
ern States had when they came into the 
Union. Mississippi had only 75,000 peo
ple altogether, and 33,000 of these were
not negroes merely, but slaves. Alabama 
had 128,000, of whom 42,000 were slaves. 
Louisiana had 76,000, and 42,000 of them 
were slaves. Kentucky had 74,000, of 
whom 12,000 were slaves. Tennessee had 
60,000 people, of whom about 5,000 were 
slaves. Of Missouri's 66,000, more than 
10,000 were slaves. Arkansas became a 
State with only 52,000 people, and about 
30,000 of them were slaves. Florida, as. 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
that State [Mr. HoLLAND] remarked in 
this very Chamber when Alaskan state
hood was being debated in February 
1952, had some 30,000 slaves numbered in 
the total population of 72,000 on admis
sion. The great State of Texas, with 
150,000 population on admission, had to 
count one-third of these as slaves. 

Since the question of Alaskan state
hood was debated on this floor in 1952, 
the Bureau of Census has revealed some 
really astounding changes in the popu
lation of that Territory. Alaska's popu
lation has been gaining more rapidly 
than that of any other part of the United 
States. When the decennial census was 
taken on April 1, 1950, the Territory 
contained 128,643 people. That repre
sented a jump of 56,119 from the last 
census, or an increase of 77.2 percent. 

However, the really astounding 
changes were still to come. According 
to official estimates -made by the United 
States Bureau of the Census, Alaska's 
population, 128,643 on April 1, 1950, had 
risen to 182,000 on July 1, 1952. That 
was a gain of 41.5 percent in a period of 
2 years and 3 months. Hawaii's gain 
during the same time was 44.4 percent, 

- and Puerto Rico's 1.3 percent. During 
the same time the · State ·having the 
largest gain was Arizona, with 14.6 per
cent; Nevada was next with 12.4 per· 
cent. 

Significantly, on July f, 1952, Alaska to place the Pacific Ocean 1 inch · nearer 
again based on the official estimates ·of Boston than it 1s now. 
the Bureau of the Census-had more in- -When California was admittedJ she 
habitants than 1 of the 48 States. Its had less than 100,000 inhabitants. I 
182,000 people compared with Nevada's have not heard that ·California has 
180,000. . . failed to meet her responsibilities or that 

It may be said-! should be surprised . the barren waste of the Pacific failed to 
if it were not-that Alaska's population intrigue, attract, and hold citizens of 
gain came about by reason of additions the state of California. So it has been 
to the Armed Forces personnel in that throughout· the history of the United 
Territory, because the total population States as one western Territory after an
figures include such personnel. It must other sought admittance. Arguments 
be pointed out, how~ver, that such inclu- . curiously similar in nature, and based 
sion is not unique so far as the Terri- upon a like lack of logic, were always 
tories are concerned, and the population made against the applicants; but always 
estimates made for the several States · they were successful in gaining admit:. 
include service personnel assigned there- tance to the Union, as they were bound 
in, as residents of such States. Disre- to be under our form of government, and 
garding altogether increases in popula- always the admission of a new State has 
tfon brought about by military additions, worked to the glory and benefit of the 
the fact remains that Alaska's civilian Union. · 
population on July 1, 1952, was 21.8 per- . Mr. President, the following provision 
c.ent greater than in the spring of !950. . vias contained in the Ordinance of 1787: 
And this 21.8-percent gain is at a level · And for extending the fundamental princi
about 7 percent higher than the total pies of civil and religious liberty, which 
g·ain, both for civilian and military pop- formed a basis whereon these republics, their 
ulation, of the State which grew fastest · laws and constitutions are erected; to fix 
during that period, namely, Arizona. and establish those principles as a basis of 

Mr. President, let us not become con- all laws, constitutions, and governments , 
fused. Let us not come to the conclusion which forever hereafter shall be formed in 

the said Territories; provide also for the 
that this is the first time that new States establishment of States, and permanent gov-
have been admitted together, or even in ernments therein, and for their admission 
the same enabling act. My own great . to a share in the Federal council, on an 
State of Montana is a prime example equal footing with the original States, at as 
of admission not for 1 State, not even for early periods as they could be consistent with 
2, but for no less than 4; for the enabling the general interest. 
act in the 51st Congress, approved Feb- - It is hereby ordained and declared by the 
ruary 22, 1889, made provision for the authority aforesaid that the following arti-

cles shall be considered as articles of com
admission into the Union as States, of pact between th~ original states and the 
the Territory of Dakota, which by th~ people_ in the States and said Territory, al_ld 
enabling act itself was divided into North forever remain unalterable, except by com
Dakota and South Dakota, and Mon- mon consent, to wit: 
tana and Washington. 
· Mr. President, some of the remarks 
made by Delegate Gifford, of South Da
kota, on the floor of the House of 
Representatives on January 15, 1889, are 
so pertinent to the present case that I 
feel it would be educational to quote from 
them here. He said: 

Have not the people of the proposed State. 
of South Dakota an absolute right to be ad
mitted as a State? We claim it as a matter 
of right. In the language of the appeal that; 
was made in behalf of California: 

"These people request admission to the 
Union as a State. They understand and esti
mate the advantages which will accrue to 
them from such a connec-tion, while they 
trust they do not too highly compute those 
that will be conferred upon their brethren. 

"They do not present themselves as sup
pliants, nor do they bear themselves with 
arrogance or presumption. They come as 
free American citizens, by a treaty, by adop~ 
tion, and by birth, and ask that they may be 
permitted to reap the common benefits, 
share the common ails, and promote the 
common welfare as one of the United States 
of America." 

That, Mr. President, is precisely what 
"the people of Alaska ask now. They 
ask that they may be permitted to rea:p 
the common benefits, share the common 
·ails, and promote the common -welfare as 
one of the United States of America. 

When the admission of California to 
the Union was being considered, Daniel 
Webster said: 

• • • • • 
Whenever any of said States shall have 

60,000 inhabitants therein, such State shall 
be admitted by its delegates into the Con
gress of the United States, on an equal foot
ing with the original States in all re£pects 
whatever, and shall be at liberty to fGrm a 
constitution and SLte government. 

In the Dred Scott case Chief Justice 
Taney wrote: 

There 1s certainly no power given by the 
Constitution to the Federal Government to 
establish or maintain colonies bordering on 
the United States or at a distance, to be 
ruled and governed at its own pleasure;. nor 
to enlarge its territorial limits in any way, 
except by the admis~ion of new States. That 
power is plainly given; and if a new .State is 
admitted, it needs no further legislation by 
Congress, because the Constitution itself de
fines the relative rights and powers, and 
duties of the Senate, and the citizens of the 
State, and the Federal Government. But no 
power 1s given to acquire a territory to be 
held and governed permanently in that 
character. • • • We do not mean, however, 
to question the power of Congress in this 
respect. The power to expand the territory 
of the United States by the admission of 
new States is plainly given; and in the con
struction of_ this power by all the depart
ments of the Government, it hac been held 
to authorize the acquisition of territory, not 
fit for admission at the time, but tp be ad
mitted as soon as its population and situa
rtion would entitle it to admission. It is 
acquired to become a State, and not to be 
·held as a colony and governed by Congress 
-with absolute authority; and as the propriety 

- What can we do with the western coast? . .of admitting a new State 1s committed to 
A coast of 30,000 mil~s. rockbound, cheerless, the sound discretion of Congress, the power 
uninviting, and not a harbor on it. I will 'to · acquire territory for · that purpose, to be 
never vote 1 cent from the PUblic Treasuty held by the United States· until it 1s 1:n a 
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suitable condition to become a State upon 
an equal footing with the other States, must 
rest upon the same discretion. 

Upon the basis of facts proved, Mr. 
President, Alaska most surely and with 
:flying colors p_asses the examination 
which the Congress properly gives in the 
exercise of its discretionary power men
tioned by Chief Justice Taney. The Ter-· 
ritory is a storehouse of treasure; it is 
American through and through; it is a 
part of us. 

I have acquiesced in the contention 
that Congress has a discretionary power. 
For some years past I have noted that 
the Congress has certainly exercised it 
with respect to the claims of Alaska and 
Hawaii for admission. But Delegate 
Gifford, of South Dakota, in debating 
the bill which eventually led to the ad
mission of my own State, was not at all 
of the opinion that the Congress had 
the descretionary right to continue to 
refuse the pleas of the citizens of the 
Territory for admission to the Union as 
a State. Mr. Gifford said: 

It cannot be said that it is wholly within 
the discretion of Congress whether a State 
shall be admitted. It has been declared over 
and over again by the highest authority, 
by Chief Justice Taney, speaking for the 
Court in the Dred Scott case, that the United 
States has no right to acquire a Territory 
except with the intention to admit it as a 
State. Do the States of the Union consent 
to the acquisition of new territory for the 
purpose of maintaining a province? Did the 
people of Dakota go out from the various 
States, where they enjoyed full rights of 
citizenship with self-government, upon the 
vast prairies of Dakota to make homes for 
the purpose of being disfranchised-them
selves and their children-by living in a 
province? 

· Mr. President, those are powerful 
words; they are compelling words. They 
are American words. American citi
zens are content to live in Territorial 
status for a proper period of tutelage, but 
they are not content to reside in that 
status for 1 minute more than is abso
lutely essential. 

I was fortunate to visit Alaska last 
year as a member of the subcommittee 
of the Interior and Insular Affairs Com
mittee to examine into the question of 
Alaskan statehood. We went there 
partly, it was said, because the little 
men had not been able to come to Wash
ington and make their views known. So 
the committee went to the little people. 
We had been told by some that on arrival 
there we would not find the facts as 
had been represented to us. It was said 
that a siren song was being sung in 
Washington by Alaskans advocating 
statehood who did not fairly represent 
the attitudes of their fellow citizens of 
the Territory. It was said that on arrival 
there we would find, on the part of the 
substantial people, as well as the little 
men, a reluctance to assume the re
sponsibility of statehood. 

What we actually discovered was a 
stirring demonstration that the pioneer 
American spirit, the spirit that cries out 
for political freedom, is as aliv·e in Alaska 
today as it was fn other areas of our 

·great country when such freedom was 
denied. 
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We found, after careful examination, 
a sentiment for statehood that appeared 
to be virtually unanimous. 

As I recall, the prostatehood witnesses 
outnumbered those opposing statehood 
now in the ratio of approximately 12 
to 1. 

When I talked with people on the 
streets, when I met them in their homes, 
I found even a more stirring sentiment 
than that which was expressed for
mally on the witness stand when our 
committee was conducting hearings. 

These people not only want statehood 
but they demand it, as a matter of simple 
right. The sturdy pioneers demand it, 
those who braved the early frontier land 
and opened it to the American way of 
life. The more recent settlers demand 
it; it galls them to be denied the right 
of franchise on a basis of equality with 
the neighbors they so lately left behind 
in the States from which they came. 
They see no reason at all why they 
should not be able to vote for President 
and to have their own Senators and 
Representatives in the Congress of the 
United States, simply because they live 
in Alaska instead of Washington or Ore
gon or Iowa or Montana or Florida, or 
any one of the other States. 

Mr. President, our committee traveled 
fast in Alaska, but we traveled far. We 
started at Ketchikan and at our farthest
north point we :flew over the waters of 
the Arctic Ocean off America's northern
most settlement at Barrow. 

Everywhere we found a stirring, an un
folding a rolling-up-the-sleeves atti
tude, a willingness and an ability to 
tackle a big job on America's last north
western frontier. 

We found a vast land, a land of op
portunity, a land whose climatic condi
tions are not such as to discourage 
Americans. Three-fourths of Alaska 
lies in the North Temperate Zone. It is 
far, far from being the inhospitable, ice
laden country of storied tradition. 

Everywhere we went, at Ketchikan, at 
Juneau, at Fairbanks, at Anchorage, and 
elsewhere, the sentiment was that the 
true progress of Alaska could not be 
properly accomplished under the shack
ling restrictions of Territorial govern
·ment. No matter whence they came, we 
found that Alaskans have a fierce pride 
in their new homeland; they are truly 
patriotic Americans. They are alert to 
the fact that responsibilities as well as 
privileges go with statehood. They are 
ready and even eager to meet those re
sponsibilities. I am convinced beyond all 
measure of doubt that they can handle 
the responsibilities of statehood in every 
way. 

Joseph K. Toole was elected as the 
first Governor of the sovereign State of 
Montana. Before my State was admitted 
to the Union he was a Delegate to the 
Congress in the House of Representa
tives. When the enabling bill was being 
considered in the House of Representa
tives Delegate Toole made certain ob
servations relating to the right of Mon
tana to be admitted to the Union to 
be-and admitted promptly-which ap
·ply with equal force and in my judg-
ment with equal e:ffect to the Territory 
of Alaska. 

Delegate Toole said: 
We are bound by the highest duty to ad

mit these territories as soon as they are 
qualified for statehood. We are a Republic 
of States and not of Territories, and yet we 
are fringed by despotism. OUr Territories, 
forming the border of the great Northwest 
and Southwest, are dominated and con
trolled by a centralized power at this capital 
which was never designed to continue a 
day longer than the necessity therefor 
existed. Professions of sympathy no longer 
assuage us, and no amount of insincerity 
will hereafter put us aside. The brief time 
allotted me is insufficient for a recital of 
our wrongs, but I will venture to inquire for 
a moment what Congress has done for the 
Territories. I will answer for the benefit of 
those who care to know. 

It 'has given us a system of courts inher
ently wrong, and which never can be made 
suitable to large communities. 

It has regulated the number of our judges 
which 1s grossly inadequate in every in
stance, resulting in the delay, and in many 
cases the denial of justice. 

It has reserved the right to invalidate any 
law which our legislature may pass, thereby 
destroying the full faith and credit Which 
our legislation ought to command. 

It has withheld from us our dowry of 
lands which belong to our school fund and 
refuses to give to us any kind of supervision 
or control over it until we become a State, 
and then sets deliberately to work to prolong 
the time when that event shall happen. 

It has professed to give us a representative 
in the lower House of Congress, but denies 
to us a vote, the only element of representa
tion which gives character or influence to a 
member. 

It has left us without any kind of repre
sentation in the Senate, and remits us to 
the beggardly methods of the lobbyist. 

It has imposed upon us with an iron hand, 
the obligations and burdens of citizenship, 
while it withholds its corresponding benefits 
by steadily denying to us participation in 
the framing of Federal legislation and the 
right of suffrage in national elections. 

It has refused to appropriate sufficient 
money to extend the public surveys in the 
Territories, but has doled out annually its 
driblets, which have ofttimes been covered 
back into the treasury, leaving our bound
aries undefined and our titles insecure. 

A Territory which, 1f measured by the 
grandeur of its mountains, the fertility of its 
valleys, the majesty of its rivers, the splendor 
and utility of its waterfalls, the richness of 
its mines, the number and value of its herds 
and fiocks, the wealth and density of its 
forests, the health and vigor of its climate, 
the intelligence, aspirations, and patriotism 
of its citizens, ought to admonish you that 
the time is at hand when we should be ac
corded a political status upon this fioor which 
will no longer be an empty honor and a de
lusion, but the full realization of the benefits 
designed by the Constitution, and for the 
expected coming of which we shall anxiously 
wait and watch. 

Montana did not have to wait much 
longer to realize her dream. Mr. Presi
dent, how much longer will the people of 
Alaska have to wait before realizing 
their noble and just aspiration for state
hood? I hope not long. I hope this 83d 
Congress will act for them as the 50th 

- Congress did for the people of Montana. 
Mr. President, I have examined with 

some degree of care the organic act, 
approved on August 24, 1912. That act 
granted Alaska a legislative assembly. It 
is the constitution of Alaska. Its pas
sage and approval signified the intention 
of Congress that Alaska should become 
a State of the Union. Curiously enough, 
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however, that organic act instead of 
granting privileges to the people of the 
Territory placed restrictions upon the 
exercise of their governmental authority. 

More noteworthy than any other fea
ture is the one which denied to Alaskans 
the right to administer their own fish
eries and to administer their own game 
laws. I do not have to tell the Senate 
that a fierce controversy has raged for 
many years over the valuable fisheries of 
Alaska. The people there-and cor
rectly, I believe-submit that the record 
.of the management of that great re
source by the Federal Government has 
been more a record of mismanagement 
than anything else. Like Americans 
everywhere, the Alaskans, who have the 
greatest interest in their fisheries, who 
have the most interest in having them 
continue and flourish, feel that they 
should guide their destiny rather than 
having that done by bureaucrats in dis
tant Washington. 

Of course, the Organic Act was an im
provement over that which went before. 
That which went before, as a matter of 
plain fact, was very little indeed. It is 
not to the credit of the United States 
that from 1867, the year we took pos
session from Russia after the purchase, 
until 1884 there was no form of govern
ment whatsoever in Alaska. And there 
was only a rudimentary form for many 
years t:ttereafter. It was not until 1906 
that Alaskans were permitted to send 
a Delegate to the Congress, and then 
only after long vexations and delays. 
The author of the Organic Act, the late 
Judge Wickersham, who served the Ter
ritory as Delegate in Congress for many 
years with distinction, had to submit to 
crippling amendments to the bill both in 
committee and on the floor. He ac
quiesced only because there were some 
gains to be had even with the bill en
acted in the stripped down form. It did 
provide Alaska with a legislative assem-. 
bly for the first time, and did confer 
some fractional grants of home rule to 
the people of the Territory. But the 
Organic Act was so limited in its scope 
that Judge Wickersham early saw that 
it would not suffice to meet the require
ments of a Territory on its way to take 
its place as an important part of Amer
ica. That is why Judge Wickersham 
shortly thereafter introduced the first 
Alaskan statehood bill. 

Ever since then continuing efforts 
have been made to confer upon the 
people of Alaska a true grant of home 
rule, or to bring about statehood. None 
of these efforts has been successful. 
That is one reason, I suspect, why the 
people of Alaska a true grant of home 
mise with amendments to the Organic 
Act, no matter how worthy they might 
be. They insist upon full equality; they 
insist on statehood and nothing else. 

From my personal observations over 
a period of many years, from my studies, 
from my trip to Alaska last summer, 
from my natural instincts, I say that no 
people anyWhere within my experience 
are more competent to manage their 
local government than are Alaskans. 

Out of a sense of deep conviction that 
Alaska is truly ready for statehood now, 
I urge the Senate to take without fur
ther delay the action which will permit 

Alaska to become a great State in this 
great country of ours. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, on 
behalf of the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. ANDERSON], I yield 5 minutes to the 
Senator from New York [Mr. LEHMAN]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from New York is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I have 
been troubled by the vote we are called 
upon to cast today. 

For many years I have been a strong 
advocate of Hawaiian statehood. 

For the past 5 years I have been an 
equally strong advocate of statehood 
for Alaska. 

I have favored statehood for both 
Territories. Both are qualified. Both 
need statehood. Both should get state
hood. 

Statehood having been urged by both, 
for the past 5 years, together, they 
should get statehood together. 

The case for both is strong and, in my 
judgment, unassailable. The arguments 
which have been made by some of my 
colleagues against statehood for Haw::Ui 
fall of their own weight. 

The real arguments supported by 
some have not been made on this floor. 
They are not worthy to be made on this 
floor. I believe the real reasons for the 
opposition by some to statehood for Ha
waii are based on racial considerations 
and considerations of national origin 
which do not reflect well upon us as a 
Nation. 

For this reason, as well as for the posi
tive reason, I would hate to cast my vote 
in such a way as to give aid and com
fort to the opponents · of statehood for 
either Hawaii or Alaska. 

Unfortunately, the administration has 
chosen, for what I consider wholly un
sound reasons, to concentrate its sup
port behind statehood for Hawaii and 
to withhold its support from statehood 
for Alaska. This is unfair and, in my 
judgment, a violation of pledges made 
over a period of many years. 

In spite of this, in spite of what ap
pears to be the political complexion of 
this attitude, which I know is not 
shared by all the members of the ma
jority party in the Senate, I would have 
been willing to let the case for each 
stand on its merits. 

I would have been willing to let a yea
and-nay vote be the test of sincerity on 
pledges in behalf of statehood for both 
Alaska and Hawaii. I would have been 
willing, although reluctantly, to refrain 
from supporting my good friend from 
New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], whose 
leadership in the fight for statehoOd I 
have always followed. 

I looked and watched, but I looked 
and watched and waited in vain, for a 
firm and unequivocal pledge on the part 
of the administration leadership in the 
House as well as in the Senate, that a 
fair and real opportunity would be 
given for a prompt vote on statehood 
for Alaska. 

But there has been no such pledge 
from the House. The only firm state
ment made has been to the effect that 
there would be no such opportunity in 
the House. · 

I cannot in good conscience betray my 
own pledge to support statehood for 
Alaska. The vote on the Anderson 
amendment is the only chance I see to 
cast. an effective vote for Alaskan state
hood. 

So I shall vote, when the vote is taken, 
for the Anderson . amendment. I hope 
with all my heart that the result will be 
statehood for both Alaska and Hawaii. 
I hope each will get statehood. I hope 
both will get statehood. I believe now 
that a vote for the Anderson amendment 
is the only way to assure in both Houses 
a test of sentiment upon statehood for 
each as well as for both. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. MAGNUSON] such time as he may 
require. 
, Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, 
probably what I shall have to say regard
ing the Anderson amendment and state
hood for Alaska will be somewhat repe
titious, but I am inclined to think that 
I know Alaska better probably than does 
any other Member of this body, because 
I have spent more time there, know more 
people there, and have had a more direct 
interest in the people who reside in 
Alaska. 

During the 18 years I have been a 
Member of Congress I have favored 
statehood for both Hawaii and Alaska. 
I think statehood for both Territories is 
long overdue. I have said on many occa
sions that should Alaska, in which, nat
urally, both from a geographical stand
point and because of contacts there I 

· have the most interest, fail in its attempt 
to achieve statehood, I shall vote for 
statehood for Hawaii. Those of us who 
are supporting the Anderson amend
ment to include Alaska in the Hawaiian 
statehood bill are not acting like dogs in 
a manger. Mainly, I should say, we 
favor statehood for both Territories, but 
many of us feel that, for several reasons 
Alaska is more ready for statehood tha~ 
is Hawaii. I believe both Territories are 
ready, but I also believe that if the two 
Territories were weighed in the balance 
more cogent arguments could be mad~ 
in favor of the admission of Alaska than 
for the admission of Hawaii. Neverthe
less, I think both Territories are ready 
for statehood, and I am confident that 
many Senators share that view. 

I feel, as does the Senator from New 
York [Mr. LEHMAN] that, for all we know, 
this may be our last chance to vote for 
Alaskan statehood. I think the people 
of Alaska should understand that fact. 
All one has to do to sustain that view is 
to read the Republican platform on the 
admission of Hawaii and Alaska. 

I wish to read into the RECORD again 
the statement in the Republican plat
form. I suppose it has been read on 
many occasions. . The Republicans of 
the country in their National Convention 
in .19{)2 wrote this statement into their 
platform: 

We favor immediate statehood for Hawaii. 
We favor statehood for Alaska under an 
equitable enabling act. 

Here is the statement in the Demo
cratic platform. I can state it from 
memory; I do not need to read it. 
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We favor immediate statehood for "oth 

Hawaii and Alaska.. 

The people of the United States cer
tainly ought to understand that state
ment. I do not know what is meant 
by the statement in the Republican plat
form, "an equitable enabling act." 

The distinguished Senator from Ore
gon [Mr. CoRDON] has been working for 
a long time, trying to remedy, I think, 
some of the inequities relating to the 
question of land acquisition and what 
will be given to Alaska if it becomes a 
State. He has done an excellent job, 
and I wish to compliment him upon 
what he has accomplished. But I know 
that first Alaska will have to be granted 
statehood; then it will be time to solve 
other problems. I believe the people of 
Alaska are saying, "Let us not put the 
cart before the horse. Let us proceed 
correctly." 

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. I will yield in a 
moment. I wish to finish my remarks. 

I desire to point out something else. 
The distinguished Senator from Mon
tana spoke about population figures. 
Alaska has a greater number of people 
now than the great State of Texas had 
when it came into the Union. I ven
ture to say that Alaska has as many un
touched resources as had the State of 
Texas. Anyone looking back in our his
tory would say that the admission of the 
State of Texas into the Union was one of 
the finest things that could have hap
pened. I do not wish to speak in deroga
tion of such fine States as Wyoming or 
Nevada, and other States. They are 
magnificent States, but they have far 
less in the way of potentialities than 
Alaska has. I am confident everyone 
will agree to that statement. 

Yes, a committee went to Alaska. The 
question of the admission of Alaska has 
been debated for four or :five years. I 
did not attend the hearings, but I read 
them. As the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. MURRAY] has pointed out, the num
ber of Alaskans who desire to have 
Alaska admitted into the Union as com
pared to the number who oppose state
hood is in the ratio of about 12 to 1. 

Ours is a representative Government. 
We are in Congress to represent the 
people. Recently a Gallup poll, taken 
on the question of statehood for both 
Hawaii and Alaska, showed that more 
than 80 percent of the people of the 
United States favored the admission of 
both Territories. How can we sit in 
the Senate and say that the people do 
not know what they are talking about? 

I venture to say that if a referendum 
were to take place in Alaska today, more 
than 75 percent of the people of Alaska 
would say they were willing to assume 
their responsibilities as citizens of a 
State of the United States. 

I know about the opposition; I under
stand it well. Much of it comes from 
my home town of Seattle. Many of the 
persons who oppose Alaskan statehood 
are friends of mine, personally and po
litically. Many of them have gone to 
Alaska and made a great deal of money 
there. I know why they are afraid to 
have Alaska admitted. They are afraid 
they may have to assume some of the 

responsibilities of statehood. Let the 
situation be made clear. The people of 
Alaska, who will be the ones to assume 
the responsibilities of statehood, have 
said, "Please, let us become first-class 
citizens." After 80 percent of the peo
ple of the United States, a good sample, 
have said they think Alaska and Hawaii 
should both become States, are we in 
the Congress going to listen to those who 
oppose the admission of Alaska? As I 
recall, in the statehood poll the vote for 
Alaska was higher by one or two per
centage points than it was for Hawaii. 
I will place the correct figures in the 
RECORD later; I do not have them with 
me now. 

Mr. President, I do not understand 
why there should be a holding back, un
less it is because some big interests do 
not wish Alaska to be admitted into the 
Union. Why is not Alaska ready for 
statehood? It has a greater population 
than many of the States had when they 
were admitted into the Union. It has 
a greater economic potential than that 
of 6 or 7 States combined when they 
were admitted into the Union. 

The people of Alaska have said, time 
and time again, that they want state
hood. The very distinguished Delegate 
from Alaska--! do not know whether he 
is present in the Chamber...:._has been 
reelected time and time again. He has 
been a strong advocate of statehood for 
Alaska. He has always said, ''I am for 
statehood.'' 

At the last election his opponent, who 
also is a friend of mirie, said, "I do not 
know, yes or no." 

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. MURRAY. The hearings were at

tended by more persons than were ex
pected. The hearing halls were crowded. 
Many persons who were not on any pre
pared list voluntarily contributed state
ments at the hearings. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I understand that 
the Senator from Montana invited ev
eryone to appear. Everyone knew that 
hearings would be held by the Senate 
committee. 

Mr. MURRAY. The Senator is cor
rect. We also made it possible for any
one who wished to make a statement 
subsequent to the hearings to send it to 
Washington. We have failed to find any 
genuine opposition to statehood for 
Alaska among the Alaskan people. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I know where the 
opposition has come from. It has not 
come actually from the people of Alaska. 
Of course, there are some persons there 
who sincerely believe they should not 
assume the responsibilities of statehood, 
but they are in the minority. But I 
know who works up the propaganda in 
opposition to statehood. It comes from 
about 900 miles south of Alaska. 

Mr. MURRAY. Some of the ablest 
and most successful businessmen in 
Alaska appeared at the hearings and 
gave very forceful statements in favor of 
statehood. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Of course. Every .. 
one was invited to attend the hearings. 

Speaking of population, Alaska has a 
greater population than most of the 

present States had when they were ad
mitted to the Union. 

Mr. MURRAY. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I shall make one 
other point. There are in Alaska 100,-
000 persons who, I believe, would declare 
their allegiance to the State of Alaska the 
day Alaska is admitted to the Union, but 
who have purposely maintained their 
residence in other States for the purposes 
of voting, and because of taxation and 
social security. They are persons who 
live and work in Alaska and who, to all 
intents and purposes, should be counted 
as Alaskans. 

With reference to taxation without 
representation, as the Senator from 
Montana has pointed out, our fore
fathers fought the War of the Revolution 
because of taxation without represen
tation. The people of Alaska pay taxes, 
and they want to assume the responsi
bilities of statehood. 

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. CoR
DON] and I are members of a subcom
mittee of the Committee on Appropria
tions which handles the appropriations 
for Alaska. I think that to grant state
hood to Alaska would relieve the Federal 
Government of a great financial burden, 
which Alaskans are willing to accept. 

I say to Senators on the other side of 
the aisle, who have been talking about 
balancing the budget, that I think grant
ing statehood to Alaska would be a great 
help in that direction. 

Yes, I say to the distinguished junior 
Senator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL], whom 
I observe on the :floor, there is also oil in 
Alaska, but no one knows exactly what 
to do about it, because the affairs of 
Alaska are conducted from Washington. 

As the Senator from Texas under
stands, the people of Alaska desire to 
make their own laws to control the de
velopment of their own natural resources 
and to develop the area, but that cannot 
be done until it can be known exactly 
what kind of contracts can be made with 
the State from year to year. 

I know of many persons who desire to 
go to Alaska and make investments, but 
they do not know what is likely to hap
pen if they should go there. Senators 
may recall that a former Secretary of 
the Interior planned to make an Indian 
reservation of the whole Territory. 
People do not know exactly what to ex
pect from the Federal Government. 
But once Alaska becomes a State, it will 
be possible to provide rules and regula
tions and to enter into contracts with 
the State for the development of the 
resources. 

Certain interests have been trying for 
a long time to develop a pulp-paper mill 
in Alaska, but one of the reasons why 
they are afraid to go there and invest 
was that they were not certain of their 
rights, whether their contracts would be 
good, whether their investments would 
prevail. It is high time that we take 
the bull by the horns, as they say in 
Texas. and decide what we are going to 
do about the question, and whether we 
wish to develop a great land which has 
enormous resources, a land which, if it 
were compared with the size of the 
:United States, would reach from Maine 



3070 CONGRESSIONAL ·RECORD--SENATE March 11 

to Florida, if the Aleutian Islands w-ere 
included. 

There are people ·who think of Alaska 
as a land of Eskimos, ice and snow, and 
igloos. They may have read such pro
trayals of Alaska and come to the con
clusion that that was all there was to 
Alaska. I am willing to make a wager 
that this afternoon the temperature in 
the capital of Alaska is .higher than the 
temperature in the Capital of the United 
States. Alaska is a vast land. It has 
three kinds of weather . . The south
eastern part has a climate much like 
that of Puget Sound and the coast of 
Oregon. The climate of another part 
of Alaska is very similar to that of the 
Middle . West. Then,- of course, there is 
a ·great area comprising the frozen 
north, in which area gr.eat natural re
sources lie under the ground. 

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield to the Sen-
ator from California. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The distinguished 
Senator from Washington has been call
ing attention to the platform of theRe
publican Party and its pledge for state
hood for Hawaii. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator is 
correct. I read it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. And also the pledge 
for statehood for Alaska under a proper 
enabling act. I wish to say that the 
majority leader is supporting statehood 
for both Hawaii and Alaska. However, 
when the distinguished Senator talks 
about a party pledge, I wish to inform 
him that I have been studying the sub
ject for the past 20 years, and during 
that period, although a Democratic ad
ministration held full power in the ex
ecutive branch of · the Government, and 
for 18 ·years in the legislative branch as 
well, yet, despite the pledges repeatedly 
made in Democratic platforms, the state
hood i8sue was never even brought to a 
vote in the Senate until a few years ago. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I do not disagree 
with the Senator in the statement he has 
made. The question is so nonpartisan 
that ·the Senator from California and I 
are both supporting statehood for Hawaii 
and Alaska. I merely read the last plat
form pledges. I did not go back beyond 
that. I think the Republican Party is 
following out the platform it adopted at 
the convention, namely, it 'would support · 
statehood for Hawaii and let Alaska go. 

I am opposed to such action, whether 
it is a Republican or Democratic policy, 
I have always been an advocate of Alas
kan statehood. · At the four · Democratic 
conventions which I have attended I 
always endeavored to have a plank for 
Alaskan statehood included in the party 
platform, just as the Senator from Cali
fornia has been fighting to get a pledge 
of statehood for Hawaii in the Republi
can platform. I do not think this is a 
party issue. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I did not raise the 
issue. I merely wished to point out that 
the Republican administration has been 
in power for a little more than 1 year. 
It has a very_ narrow margin in both the 
House and the Senate; in fact, it has no 
margin at all in the Senate. Despite 
that fact, in the month of March we are 
having considered leitslation providing 

statehood for both of these great Terri
tories. The Democratic Party was in 
power for 20 years, with overwhelming 
majorities in some of the Congresses; 
nevertheless, the issue of statehood for 
Hawaii and for Alaska was never brought 
to a vote in the Senate. . 
. Mr. MAGNUSON. - I think the Sena
tor from California is . correct in his 
statement. He and I have probably been 
car-rying on the fight for statehood with 
equal vigor in the inner circles of our 
respective parties in order to get such 
objectives included in the party plat
forms, because we believed in statehood 
for Hawaii and Alaska. I merely read 
the platform of last year. We in the 
Democratic Party finally . got the party 
to agree to such an objective. I was on 
the platform committe·e of the Demo
cratic Party Convention. There were 
people from all over the country, South
erners, Northerners, and others, who 
were against statehood. There was quite 
a contest. I do not know whether the 
Senator from California himself had 
such a fight in getting a plank pledging 
statehood for Hawaii included in the 
Republican platform; but I had one so 
far as the Alaska statehood plank was 
concerned. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator may 
be assured, as I have given assurance to 
the Senate on several occasions, that the 
bill granting statehood to Alaska, if it 
is not tied to the statehood for Hawaii 
bill as proposed by the Anderson amend
ment, will be brought up, and the Sen
ate will have the opportunity to vote on 
the question of statehood for Alaska. I 
personally hope the bill granting state
hood to Alaska will pass this body and 
the other bo~y and will become law. 
However, I believe it is sounder proce
dure to let both these great Territories 
stand on their own merits so far as 
statehood is concerned, and have each 
presented to the Senate of the United 
States individually, and not have them 
tied together as a package bill. 

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] made it very clear in his ex
planation the other day that there are 
some Senators who favor statehood for 
Hawaii but not for Alaska, that there 
are some Senators---and of course they 
have a perfect right to take such a posi
tion-who favor statehood for Alaska 
but not for Hawaii; that there are some · 
Senators who favor statehood for both 
of them, and that there are also some · 
Senators, as is their right, who oppose 
either of them being made States, and 
who will vote to _consolidate them ·be
cause they think that is the best way to 
kill the chances of both. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am not sure of 
the accuracy of the last statement, al
though I am sure there are some who 
ate against granting statehood. I feel as 
does the Sena.tor from California; but I 
am glad to have the Senator from Cali
fornia make the statement which he has 
made. Some of us feel that if we do not 
vote for the Anderson amendment, this 
may be our last opportunity to vote for 
statehood for Alaska. The Senator from 
California assures us that, so far as· his 
side of :the Senate is concerned, wbich is 
all he can spe~k for, we will have an op
portunity to vote for statehood for Alas"! 

ka . . B.ut I do not.know why we cannot 
vote for Alaska statehood now. . I do 
not .seen any logical reason for not vot
iilg for it now. I think both Hawa1i and 
Alaska are ready. fo.r statehood. It is 
true, as the Senator from California has 
stated, that there are some Senators who 
would like to vote for statehood for 
Hawaii and not for Alaska, and vice 
versa, and there are some who do not 
want to .vote for statehood for either. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. If the Senate 

should .reject the Anderson amendment 
this afternoon, it would then have the 
opportunity to vote on the question of 
granting statehood to Hawaii, which has 
been the subject of a great deal of de
bate. If the Senate should enter into 
a unanimous consent agreement to 
vote finally tomorrow on the passage of 
the Hawaiian bill, I give the Senator 
assurance that immediately following 
the vote on the Hawaiian bill I shall call 
up the Alaskan bill. If the Senate could 
come to an agreement on a division of 
time within the next few days, I should 
be prepared to propound a unanimous
consent -request to have the Senate vote 
on the Alaskan bill itself. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I appreciate the 
generosity of the Senator from Cali
fornia. I am sure those of us who sup
port the bill will propose such an ar
rangement to the -Senators who are on 
the Democratic policy committee.-. I per
sonallr would consider such an arr_ange
ment satisfactory. I wish to vote on 
bills for statehood for both Alaska and 
Hawaii, and I shall -vote "aye," a loud 
"aye," in favor of statehood. -If I vote 
fo~ statehood for Hawaii and Alaska, I 
thmk I shall have fulfilled my duty, as 
I see it. · -

I hope Sena~ors will listen to the very 
generous proposal made by the majority 
leader. I have long known of the views 
of the Senator from California on the 
statehood issue. Sometimes people ac
cuse us of being somewhat influenced by 
geographical considerations in our feel
ing about statehood; but, after all, -the 
Senator from ·California and I know 
about the people involved. San Fran
cisco is connected with the social and 
economic life of Hawaii, and my State ia 
connected_ in that respect with Alaska. 
I know the Senator from California has 
sometimes been called the Senator fro"m 
Hawaii, and I have been called the Sen
ator from Alaska, · m.ail)ly because most · 
of the problems of the areas are referred 
to us, since Alaska and Hawaii have no 
representation in this body, 
· Mr. KNOWLAND. Will the Senator 
yield further? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Those of us who 

live on the Pacific coast have a more inti
mate knowledge, perhaps, of conditions 
in the two Territ~ries. The distinguished 
Senator from Washington [Mr. MAGNU
SON] · and his collP.ague [Mr: JAcKSON] 
come from the State nearest to Alaska, 
and my colleague (Mr. KucHEL] and I 
from the State of California, and the dis
tinguishe_d Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
~ORDONJ and his c~lleague [Mr. MoRSEl. 
represent the States which are nearest 

. 
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to Hawaii, so we know the people of 
·those Territories, they having been good 
neighbors of ours, we have watched-the 
people of those Territories tlosely over 
the years, and we know that .they have 
the necessary qualifications and_ char
acter, have served their apprenticeship, 
and deserve to be admitted into the sis
terhood of States. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. . The Senator is 
correct. There is also a very funda
rr.ental issue involved. Hawaiians and 
Alaskans pay taxes just as every citizen 
on the continent does, but they d-o it 
without having representation. I think 
that is a fundamental issue. 

I wish now to put into the RECORD one 
of the finest editorials I have seen on 
the pending question, published in the 
Fairbanks Daily News-Miner. The edi
torial goes back some 177 years and 
points- out what the Alaskan resident 
pays in taxes, and the wages which are 
paid him. The article is entitled "Taxa
tion Without Representation." I ask 
unanimous consent to have the article 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REc- . 
oRD, as follows: 

(From the Fairbanks News-Miner of 
February 10, 1953] 

TAXATION WITHOUT REPRESENTATION 
Some 177 years ago, our forefathers found a 

burden of taxation imposed without equal 
representation to be unbearable. 

Today, the residents of Alaska are carrying 
the most unfair burden of taxation ever 
shouldered by American citizens. Not only 
is this burden heavier than that being im
posed on citizens of the United States, but 
it is imposed entirely without proper repre
sentation. Alaskans have no voting repre
sentative in Congress, they cannot vote for 
the President of the United States, and they 
cannot elect their own Governor. 

The present administration has apparently 
decided that Alaska is not ready for state
hood, and therefore Alaskans cannot enjoy 
the full rights of an American citizen. There 
are many who agree with the decision that 
Alaska is not ready for statehood. 

But, certainly, that does not prevent the 
United States from granting Alaskans some 
compensation for living under the American 
flag without the full rights of citizens of a 
democracy. We ~ere in Alaska not only pay 
our full share of Federal taxes, without rep
resentation, but we pay more than our full 
share. In land far from the continental 
United States, where the cost of living is 
necessarily very high, we pay income tax far 
out of proportion to the benefit we derive 
!rom our income. 

For a man with a family, $400 or $500 per 
month is only a living wage in Alaska. For 
a man· with a large family $600 per month 
is not a luxury income. That's just the bare 
essentials of life. 

Yet the bite Uncle Sam takes out of that 
salary is· just as heavy as the cut he takes 
!rom a man earning $600 per month in south
ern California. The man down south has a 
big income. The man up here is just earning 
a living, and giving Uncle Sam money he des
perately needs himself. 

The same goes for business concerns, and 
corporations. They pay heavy Federal taxes, 
on gross income that does not begin to pro
vide the profit the same income would pro
vide in the States. The tax structure in 
Alaska is set up in a manner th_at virtually 
prohibits a concern from properly expanding, 
and setting up a bank balance that ynll pro
vide a cushion for even 1 year of tough times. 

The administration says that Alaska is not 
yet ready for statehood. BUt how 1s the 

Territory ever to become ready? How can we 
get people to settle and populate this Terri
tc;>ry wh,ile the Federal Government is de
priving them of their rights as American 
C-itizens, and discriminating against them by 
imposing an unfair tax burden? 
. Alaskans are not asking big privileges. 
But why-can't the Federal Government make 
some tax concession that will enable Alaska 
tc;> b~ild up to statehood status? Alaskans 
are earning these concessions. In fact, the 
spirit of the American Constitution is di
rectly contrary to the principle of taxing 
citizens who have no voice in Federal affairs. 

The All-Alaskan Chamber of Commerce 
has endorsed a program of tax equality for 
Alaska. Numerous legislators and prom
inent citizens have urged such a program. 
But Congref?S ignores these pleas, and con
tinues a policy of discrimination. 

This tax equality need not be in the form 
of outright exemptions, If Congress finds 
such a thing distasteful. But how about 
granting exemptions to Alaskans on the 
basis of money they invest in permanent 
housing, or homestead development in the 
Territory? And how about granting business 
concerns income-tax exemptions for the 
amount of money that is plowed back into 
plant expansion, and business expansion? 

Alaska cannot long prosper at the whim 
of Federal spending. There are the resources 
!or real, solid development in Alaska, but 
it will take courage and hard work to de
velop them. And it will take cooperation 
and fairness from the Federal Government, 
not discrimination. 

We would heartily welcome any Congress
man or congressional committee that might 
come to the Territory to seek firsthand the 
tax inequalities that now exist. 

Many Americans shed tears over the pllght 
.of European subjects in colonial areas, Arabs 
and other unfortunate people who have yet 
to win the full rights accorded citizens of a 
true democracy. 

But right here in Alaska, living under the 
American fiag, are more than 150,000 people 
who have no voice in the Federal Govern
ment, and who are meeting an unfair Fed
eral tax bill every year. It is a clearcut 
case of taxation without representation-and 
the burden is heavier than the one our fore
fathers overthrew in the days of '76. 

We seem to be more helpless than our 
forefathers. We can't even afford a modern
day version of the Boston Tea Party to pro
test--not with black tea selling for 11 cents 
per ounce in the Territory. 

Alaskans who are interested in seeking 
equitable taxation for the Territory are urged 
to write to the proper authorities in Wash
ington. Those who are too busy to write 
could mail this editorial to an otncial. 

Here are names of persons in Washington 
who are in a position to do something about 
the unfair taxes in Alaska: 

Delegate E. L. BARTLETT, 1029 House Otnce 
Building, Washington, D. c. 

Senate Finance Committee, Senator Eu
GENE Mn.LIKIN, chairman, Senate Otnce 
Building, Washington, D. C. 

House Ways and Means Committee, Repre• 
sentative DANIEL A. REED, chairman, House 
Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

Here are members of the two commit
tees: 

Senate Finance Committee: Senators Eu
GENE D. Mn.LIKIN, HUGH BUTLER, EDWARD M. 
MARTIN, JOHN J. Wn.LIAMS, RALPH E. FLAND
ERS, GEORGE W. MALONE, FRANK CARLSON• 
WALLACE F. BENNE'l"l', WALTER F. GEORGE. 
HARRY F. BYRD, EDWIN c. JOHNSON, CLYDE R. 
HOEY, ROBERT s. KERR. J. ALLEN FREAR, JR._ 
RUSSELL B. LoNG. 

House Ways and Means Committee: Rep
resentatives DANIEL A. REED, THOMAS A.. 
JENKINS, RICHARD 1\I. SIMPSON, ROBERT W. 
KEAN, CARL T. CuRTIS, NOAH M. MAsoN. 
THOMAS E. MARTIN, HAL HOLMES, JoHN W. 
BYRNES, ANGIER L. GOODWIN, ANTONI N. SAD• 
LAK• HOWABD H. BAxEB. THOMAS B. CURTIS• 

VICTOR A. KNOX, JAMES B. U'IT, JERE COOPER. 
JOHN D. DINGELL, Wn.BUR D. MILLs, NoBLE J. 
GREGpRY_.. A. SIDNEY CAMP, AIME J. _FORAND. 
HERMAN P . . EBERHARTER, CECn. R. KING, 
THoMAs J. O'BRIEN, HALF BoGGs. 

I o '' 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
also ask unanimous consent to ~ have 
printed at this point in the RECORD my 
previous statement on this subject. At 
that time I submitted exactly the same 
statement as the one I submitted this 
time, for none of the facts in the case 
have changed. My statement is very 
brief, and it sums up my feelings in re
gard to this subject . . In printing the 
statement,· I do not wish to have printed 
the colloquy I had then with various 
other Senators. 

There being no- objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
(From the CONGRESSIONAL REcoRD Of Febru

ary 4, 1952] 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I had in
tended to withhold until tomorrow my re
marks 'about Alaskan statehood. There are 
many things which I should like to say 
about it. However, inasmuch as the debate 
today has dealt with some features of the 
economic possibilities of Alaska, I thought 
it might be well at this point, when we are 
not quite ready to recess, to give the Sen
ate the benefit of whatever information and 
knowledge I have with respect to Alaska. 

I suppose I know Alaska as well as does 
any other Member of the senate. I suppose 
I know Alaska better, aside from those who 
come from Alaska as Delegates, than any 
other Member of either the House or the 
Senate. I have sometimes been accused of 
being very selfish in my advocacy of state
hood for Alaska, on the theory that I would 

· then be joined by two other Senators, and I 
would then be known as the Senator from 
Alaska. 

Because of the close proximity of my State 
to Alaska and the economic, cultural, and 
political ties between our State and Alaska, 
when the problems of Alaska have reached 
the Senate I have participated in the dis
cussion of most of them. I believe I know 
something about this Territory, and what its 
economic possibilities are. 

First· of all, Alaska has three kinds of 
weather. First, there is the temperate zone, 
in the southeastern section. In the north 
is the cold area, the fiat area, as it levels off 
toward the Arctic Circle. In the Aleutians 
there is a type of weather which is not de
scribable by seasons. It does not change 
very much from one season to the next, as 
some of us who served in the Aleutians dur
ing World war II can very well testify. It 
is not very good weather. As my friend the 
Delegate testified, the islands are barren. 

Too many persons who do not know a 
great deal about Alaska have too many opin
ions about it. Perhaps that arises from our 
training in childl:;taod. We remember that in 
our schoolbooks there were stories of Eskimos 
and igloos. We got the impression that 
Alaska was a land of ice and snow, filled with 
nothing but Eskimos. That is true of only a 
small part of the Territory. I wish we had 
a larger map before us. The Eskimos live 
in the north. They are a very interesting 
group of natives. Most of us do not know 
much more about Alaska than what we have 
read in our schoolbooks. As I say, it is a 
country with three kinds of weather. I do 
not know whether my friend from Missis
sippi [Mr. STENNIS] knows this or not, but 
the capital of Alaska has a warmer winter 
climate than does the Capital of the United 
States. That is d11Hcult to believe, but it is 
true. That situation arises because the 
Japanese current swings toward the coast 
and warms the southeastern area. 

-
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There Is an area of many thousands of 

. square miles with not much agriculture, ex· 
cept in the valleys. It is a mountainous 
area. High mountains rise precipitously, 
particularly north of Juneau. My friend the 
Senator from Mississippi· has no doubt seen 
pictures showing the glaciers coming down 
to the sea, presenting walls of ice. Some of 
the mountains are from 15,000 to 17,000 feet 
in height. That represents one portion of 
Alaska. 

Alaska is a great forest land. Its timber 
has been untouched, m ainly, in my opinion, 
because Alaska has not been a State, and 
because we have never been able to settle 
the question of title rights to that vast 
amount of timber, which is so much needed 
in any effort we may make, whether it be 
economic or military. 

• • • • 
Another thing about statehood for Alaska 

which has never been .pointed out is that 
it would help in the development of north
ern British Columbia, which is a great un
tapped section. I refer to the area north of 
Prince George, running into Alaska. That 
is an area greater in extent than Oregon, 

· Washington, and California combined. 
I should like to point out some further 

facts which show that Alaska is a great deal 
like the Scandinavian countries. Its poten
tialities are similar to those of Norway and 
Sweden. The climate is cold in the north, 
and there is a vast waterline. It has the 
small valleys that one finds in Norway. In 
Norway the land sustains a population of 
three or four million people, and in Sweden 
a population of six or seven million. 

Some years ago when we were developing 
the Matanuska area a wag remarked that if 
we had some way of getting hold of 100,000 
Swedes and Norwegians and took them up to 
Alaska we would never have to worry about 
Alaska again. 

When one considers the amount of agrl· 
cultural land available, a careful survey will 
show that there is almost twice as much 
such land available in Alaska as there is in 
Norway . . Yet Norway supports a population 
of approximately 3,500,000. Many Scandi· 
navians live in Alaska because it reminds 
them a great deal of their home country, 
and they know how to live there. 

• • • • • 
I wish to add one more point. Some of 

the resources· of Alaska are still unknown. 
-Any of -us who has listened to those who 
do know, namely, mining engineers, is fami~· 
iar with the fact that Alaska has a great 
mineral potentiality, and that it has vast 
mineral resources which have not yet been 
touched. Even now Alaska provides a great 
amount of the strategic metals which are 
needed by the United States. 

A fourth facet should be considered. In 
Bering Sea, I will say to my good friend from 
Mississippi, is a great Continental Shelf. It 
is shallow and extends out several hundred 
miles, I believe, before it drops off. That Con· 
tinental Shelf has a greater fishing poten· 
tial than all of the grand banks of the world 
combined. Its possibilities have never been 
exploited. Salmon have been taken along 
the coast when they come up to spawn, but 
the real fish potential of that 'Continental 
Shelf has never been explored. The Japanese 
had done a little of it before World War II. 
That Continental Shelf will be a part of 
Alaska. That alone will bring in sumcient 
revenue to operate the Government of Alas· 
ka, 1! the potential is properly exploited. 

Reference has been made to the fact that 
Alaska 1s not contiguous to the United States. 
I cannot understand such an ·argument. 
When california was admitted into the 
Union it was more di1D.cult to get from Cali
fornia to the seat of Government in Wash
Ington than it was to get from Alaska to 
Slam. or p~haps Tibet. Alaska today: is a 
part of the United States. I do not know 
how many airplanes are scheduled out of 

Seattle alone every day to Alaska. The har· 
boris filled with ships sailing to Alaska. We 
now have a highway to Alaska. I hope that 
some day a railroad will be built to Alaska. 
Such a railroad would pay for itself within 
a short period of time. Then we would see 
Alaska develop fast. A .railroad to Alaska is 
not a new idea. I invite the attention of 
Senators to the fact that in 1906 there was 
projected the construction of a railroad by 
the old Harriman interests in New York. It 
was actually financed. The plans called for 
the railroad to cross Alaska and to cross the 
Bering Strait into Asia. The plans are still 
in existence in New York. They called for 
tunnelling under Bering Sea. Such a plan 
is as feasible today as it was in Hl06, because 
Alaska is separated from Asia by only 50 
miles of shallow water. That will come some 
day when there is peace in the world. We 
must not blind ourselves to the facts. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Washingt on yield to me? . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SMITH of 
North Carolina in the chair). Does the Sen. 
ator from Washington yield to the Senator 
from California? 

Mr. M AGNUSON. I shall yield in a moment. 
Mr. President, if we had applied to the 25 

or 30 States which entered the Union the 
same criteria or anywhere near the same cri· 
teria which now are sought by some to be 
applied to the great development of Alaska, 
not one of those 25 or 30 States would be 
a State today. Some of the greatest inter· 
national airports in the world are located in 
Alaska, and they are closer to some of the 
other points in the world than are the air. 
ports in the 48 States. In my opinion, Alas:. 
ka has a greater future than does any other 
geographical territory which has been ad
mitted into the Union; and, of course, we 
were very glad to have the other States ad. 
mitted. 

• • • • • 
Mr. President, there are many more com· 

pelling reasons for the admission of these 
Territories into the Union as States, al· 
though I shall not discuss those additional 
reasons this evening. However, we should 
at least consider what the people of the 
United States-not the Members of Con· 
gress-think about the granting of statehood 
to Alaska and Hawaii. · 

In this connection let me refer to the Gal· 
_lup poll of February 2. I agree that Dr. Gal
Gallup has sometimes been in error in regard 
to elections; but even if we assume that he 
is 10 percent in error either one way or the 
other in regard to the question of the grant
ing of statehood to Alaska and to Hawall, 
it is evident that his figures still are quite 
close to the thinking of the people of the 
United States. In the Gallup poll we find 
set forth what the people of the United 
States thought, as of February 2 of this year, 
about the admission of Hawa.11 and Alaska 
as States into the Union; and I call this 
matter to the attention of au Members of 
Congress: 

"The gap which often exists between pub
lic sentiment and congressional action is 
well illustrated by the fight over statehood 
!or Hawaii and Alaska. 

"At repeated intervals during the past 11 
years institute surveys have found over

..whelming sentiment for admitting Hawaii 
into the Union. The most recent test, just 
completed, finds a 6-to-1 vote of approval. 

"The story on statehOod for Alaska is simi
lar-the latest test shows a 9-to-1 ratio in 
favor." 

Mr. Pr.esident. .even 1! .we assume that 
Dr. Gallup is incorrect by .10 percent or by 

.20 percent, the !aet still remains that the 
great majority of the_ people of the United 
States favor the grantin,g of statehood. 

In formulating the Gallup poll, this ques
tion was asked: 

••would you favor or oppose having Hawall 
admitted as a Stat~ .in the Union'l" 

The result was as follows: 
In 1941, 48 percent were in favor, 23 per

cent were opposed, and "29 percent had no 
opinion. 

In 1946, 60 percent were in favor, 19 per
cent were opposed, and- 21 percent had no 
·opinion. 

In 1950, 71 percent were in favor, 12 per
cent- were opposed, and 17 percent had no 
opinion. 

Today, 69 percent are in favor, 11 percent 
are opposed, and 20 percent have no opinion. 

The second question asked in connection 
with the poll was: 

· ~would you favor or oppose having Alaska 
admitted as a State in the Union?" 

On that question the result was as follows: 
In 1949, 68 percent were in favor, 7 per

cent were opposed, and 25 percent had no 
opinion. 

In 1950, 81 percent were in favor, 8 per
cent were opposed, and 11 percent had no 
opinion. 

Today, 76 percent are in favor, 8 percent 
are opposed, and 16 percent have no opinion. 

So I think the people have spoken very 
forcefully on this matter. 

Then Dr. Gallup points out other potent 
arguments, a-s follows: 

"In his state of the Union message last 
month, President Truman recommended 
statehood for the two Territories, as he had 
in many previous messages to Congress. 

••The platforms of both the Republican 
and Democratic Parties in 1948 pledged state
hood for the two Territories. 

"The House of Representatives in 1950 ap
proved statehood." 

Then Dr. Gallup points out what has hap-
pened in connection with that question. 

• • • • • 
Mr. President, inasmuch as today 76 per

cent of the American people favor the grant
ing of statehood to Alaska, and only 8 
percent are opposed, and inasmuch as the 
President of the United States has strongly 
recommended the granting of statehood to 
Alaska, and inasmuch as the platforms of 
both political parties also contain strong 
pledges for the granting of statehood, and 
inasmuch as the House of Representatives 

·has voted for statehood, it seems to me there 
·is rather substantial opinion in favor of 
granting statehood to Alaska. 

I do not have immediately before me the 
result of the referendum held in Al-aska re. 
garding this question, but I assure the Sena
tor from Mississippi that I shall place it in 
the REcORD tomorrow. The vote was not so 
overwhelming as the result indicated by the 
Gallup poll; nevertheless the referendum 
taken in Alaska was strongly in favor of the 
granting of statehood to Alaska. 

• • • • • 
Most of the votes in opposition to the 

granting of statehood to Alaska came !rom 
·my own home town of Seattle, and were 
stirred up by a very small group of people 
who for a long time have been able to go to 
Alaska, make fortunes, help to develop 
Alaska-and I do not blame them-and who 
would like to have things remain as they 
are, in the status quo, without change. 
That 1s the source of the opposition. I do 
not say anything is wrong about that; some 
of those persons have been very gOod citizens 
of my State and have also been very helpful 
in . connection with the development of 
Alaska. But, because it has been so profit· 
able -for some of them in connection with 
mining, fishing, and other commercial ac
_tivities, they would prefer to preserve the 
_status quo. They live in Seattle, go to 
Alaska in the summertime, and then return 
·to Seattle. I could discuss the matter of 
the manfpulation of that campaign in great 
detail. 

• • • • • 
Many of the people realized that statehood 

.would entail greater obligations so tar as 
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they were concerned, but they were willing 
to assume the obligations. Some of them 
may possibly have argued, "Perhaps I do not 
want to assume these extra obligations, but 
there has been a great deal of money spent 
on this question, too." I do not say that 
the money spent amounted to as much as 
has been spent on certain senatorial or gu
bernatorial campaigns, but a very substan
tial interest was manifested on both sides. 
There was one group composed of people 
who wanted to maintain the status quo. I 
can remember that at one time there were 
Alaskans who did not even want a highway 
to Alaska. They argued, "It will spoil our 
country, we will get a lot of tourists, and a 
great many people will come to Alaska." 
But the clear-thinking people know that 
Alaska possesses great resources; they want 
to make it easier for people to come to 
Alaska, and they feel that statehood will 
make it much easier for them to do so, and 
to live and to hold their heads high, if they 
care to come there. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I do 
not wish to discuss too many of the de
tails in the case of Alaska. I suppose I 
could spend all day discussing many 
things about Alaska, including its po
tentialities and its people, who are very 
fine people, indeed. A great many of 
them went to Alaska to make their 
homes, and they have developed the 
Territory. They need to be placed in 
such a position as to enable them to feel 
that they are not second-rate citizens, 
that they are not paying taxes without 
representation, and that they can man
age their own affairs, so that anyone 
who goes to Alaska and wishes to help 
develop its natural resources, will have 
an opportunity to do so under the rules 
of the game the people of Alaska them
selves formulate, in the way of laws and 
regulations. 

Mr. President, I know of no reason to 
oppose statehood for Alaska, whether 
statehood be provided by the amend
ment of the Senator from New Mexico 
or by the separate measure suggested by 
the majority leader. 

I know of no one who is actually op
posed to statehood for Alaska, unless it 
is a person who may have some economic 
interests which he believes might be hurt 
by the granting of statehood to Alaska. 
I have heard some of my close friends 
advance the argument that if Alaska be
comes a State, heavier taxes might be 
levied on those who have economic in
terests there. Mr. President, I cannot 
believe that the Legislature of Alaska, 
when it becomes a State, will not be fair. 
I cannot believe that it will levy inequi
table taxes on those who wish to develop 
the mine, fish, and forest resources of 
Alaska. 

As a matter of fact, when Alaska be
comes a State and when Alaskans have 
the right to make their own rules and 
regulations, I think they may be much 
more favorable to the investment of out
side capital than is now the case, for at 
present those who are prepared to invest 
outside capital in Alaska do not know 
from year to year what will happen if 
such investments are made there. 

To my friends who oppose statehood 
for Alaska for the reason I have just 
stated, I have said "I think you will be 
much better off in the long run, once 
statehood is granted to Alaska, because 

you know Alaskans, and Alaskans know 
you, and all of you are very fine people, 
and you will not kick each o~her around, 
taxationwise and otherwise." 

Mr. President, I think the same may 
be said of the people of Hawaii. Many 
of them have made their living there 
and now are retired. After statehood is 
granted, the people of the present Terri
tory will know from year to year where 
they stand. 

. So, Mr. President, I see no reason to 
oppose the granting of statehood. The 
people of the Nation favor it. The peo
ple of Alaska favor it. Those of us who 
know Alaska favor it. As good repre
sentatives of the people of the United 
States, and as those who indirectly 
represent the people who live in Alaska, I 
believe we should give them a chance to 
assume the responsibility which they say 
they wish to assume. 

Incidentally, the granting of statehood 
to Alaska will remove many burdens 
from our shoulders. 

I am sure that the Congress, under 
the able leadership of such distinguished 
legislators as the senior Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. CoRDON]. who has worked 
so hard on this matter, will be able to 
work out an enabling act which will 
provide a proper atmosphere in which 
Alaska can grow and thrive. Mr. Pres
ident, I guarantee that when that is done, 
in the next 10 or 20 years Alaska will 
become one of the great States of the 
Nation. 

I yield back the remainder of the time 
allotted to me, Mr. President. 

Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. Mr. Pres
ident--

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BAR
RETT in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Oregon yield time to the Senator 
from Nebraska? 

Mr. CORDON. I yield to the Senator 
from Nebraska such time as he may 
desire to have. 

Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. I thank 
the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
body of the RECORD an article entitled 
"Something Just a Little Bit Different," 
which was printed in the Ord Quiz, of 
Ord, Nebr., on March 4, 1954. The 
tenor of the article is revealed in the 
first two lines, reading as follows: 

The two Leggetts-

The Leggetts are the owners of the 
Ord Quiz, who recently visited Hawaii, 
as many other Americans have-
who went to Hawaii, came home firmly con
vinced that those islands should be given 
their statehood now. 

The article gives the reaction of some 
of the persons who have gone to the 
Hawaiian Islands, from central Ne
braska. 

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

SoMETHING JUST A LITTLE BIT DIFFERENT 

The two Leggetts who went to Hawaii came 
home firmly convinced that those islands 
should be given their statehood now. 

We did not go there with this attitude, 
but reached it after many discussions with 
people we met. and quiet investigations o! 
our own. · 

Those people feel as American as you and 
I. They feel like citizens. They think as 
we do. They love our baseball. They worry 
over the same items daily. They make a 
living. They pay big taxes, yet they get 
no vote. They do not gripe about this con
dition but merely point out that it isn't 
fair, a remark more native to us than any 
other they could make. 

More than 50 years ago the Hawaiian Is
lands were promised statehood. But always 
the issue becomes a football for politicos, and 
is shoved aside. So they wait, and patiently 
try again for the realization of their big 
dream. 

Many of those who have built homes there 
have been unable to buy the ground under 
their house but have had to lease it because 
of the Territorial status and its legal snarls. 

During the most recent war, citizens of 
the islands werE' rigorously screened, yet in 
every case their loyalty proved to be unim
peachable, especially that of the Niseis. A 
few of the imported omcials of the tra-de un
ions do not have this spotless record, and 
they may lean communistically. But the 
longshoreman, the dockworker, the pine
apple worker, the little-business men, they 
were truly patriotic, and proved it time after 
time. And they had occasions for so prov
ing which you and I were never given. 

One and all, they earnestly talked to us 
about statehood. They have studied our 
history in their excellent schools. They fol
low our Senators in their daily debates. They 
read the same wire services in their news
papers, and they drive the same cars on the 
same type of highways. Their markets are 
full of our products; their beauty shops are 
busy as ours. 

Their children, too, talk about "our fore
fathers, who came on the Mayflower." 

They have a lovely culture of their own 
which is dying out, because 12,000 amiable 
people have welcomed the nearly 600,000 
aggressive ones from other parts of the world 
who have sought this beauty land and set
tled there. There are opportunities there. 

They take care of their old in well-run 
homes where they are happy to go. They 
fish, they boat, they golf, they love the 
movies. 

What is their crime that we keep pushing 
aside their request to become one of us? 
They pay more income taxes now than 12 of 
our mainland States. 

They would be so proud to be a State. 
We forget what a privilege this statehood is, 
until we listen to their sincere pleas. 

Please consider it favora.bly. 
When we are touring, we are fascinated 

by the sight of cattle growing, an industry 
we feel Nebraskans do so well. 

In Texas, we enjoyed a goodly view of 
the famous King ranch for a day or two, as 
the guests of the Kleburgs. We duly scruti
nized the grass, the rolling plains, the water, 
the humpy Santa Gertrudis cattle which they 
created to combat their worst enemies, heat 
and worms. 

Through Arizona and New Mexico, through 
Wyoining and California we viewed the 
sparse grass, the rocks, the cactus, the moun
tains, the great distances, and considered 
Nebraska grazing superior. 

So on Hawaii, the big island, when they 
began to talk about the second largest cattle 
ranch in the world clinging to that black 
volcanic ground, we were amused again. 
Lava rocks were everywhere, mountains were 
steep. True, the grass was lush, where it 
was. But the cattle did look big and hand
some, even when the funny paniolas lassoed 
them snugly to rowboats and rowed out in 
the harbor to help them be fastened into 
slings for hoisting on to boats. Queer to see 
the cattle flying through the air with a belt 
under their middles. 

Then I got thinking, the Leggetts were 
flying through the air with a belt around 
their middles, too. 
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Mr. BUTLER of Nebraska. Mr. Pres
ident, I wish to endorse much of what 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
washington [Mr. MAGNUSON] has just 
had to say regarding the people of 
Alaska, as well as the people of Hawaii. 

I am still firmly convinced in my 
own mind that it would be more busi
nesslike for us to handle statehood for 
each of these Territories by means of a 
separate bill; but I shall do all I can to 
aid in the effort to obtain statehood for 
Alaska, whether provision for Alaskan 
statehood is included in the Hawaiian 
statehood bill, or whether by means of a 
separate bill we provide for statehood 
for Alaska. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the Sen
ator from Florida [Mr. HoLLANDL 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Florida is recognized. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, every 
Member of the Senate, and certainly 
every person in the State of Florida who 
is interested in the pending subject, 
knows that I have long been an ardent 
advocate of the admission of both Hawaii 
and Alaska to statehood in the United 
states. I still am such an advocate, and 
I propose to do every reasonable thing 
within my power to secure the admission 
of both these fine Territories-for many 
reasons which I do not care to discuss 
at this time, because those reasons are 
not appropriate to the argument now 
being made. 

So far as the relative merits of the two 
Territories are concerned, I am quite pre
pared to say that I think these merits 
are well established; and, so far as I am 
concerned, I believe there is no sub
stantial difference between the heavily 
meritorious cases which have been made 
for the admission of both of them. 

In commenting on the need for ad-
mission to the Union, let me say that I 
believe Alaska's need for admission to 
statehood is by far greater than that 
of the Territory of Hawaii-for many 
reasons, but particularly because Alaska 
must have public lands of its own and 
must have a right to establish a legal 
climate of its own, before it can hope 
to invite to itself and to the development 
of its great resources the persons and the 
capital it so badly needs. 

But, Mr. President, we are now dis
cussing very practically the question of 
how the admission to statehood of either 
or both of these fine Territories can best 
be enhanced and speeded by means of 
the legislative proposals now before us. 

So far as the Senator from Florida is 
concerned, he feels that there is no ques
tion that the adoption of this amend
ment would very greatly hinder instead 
of enhance the probabilities of early ad
mission to statehood of Hawaii, and 
would not enhance the probabilities of 
early admission to statehood of Alaska.
He is intensely sorry that such is the 
case. 

I note the presence in the Chamber 
of my distinguished friend from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON]. I Wish to say 
to him that .his point yesterday was ably 
and properly made; that there is abun
dant precedent for the Congress to cou
ple together two Territories in admitting 
them to the Union, in the event that the 

circumstances of the case at the time, in 
the judgment of the Congress, merit such 
consideration. However, I think the 
Senator from New Mexico, eminently 
fair as he always is, conceded that there 
is even greater precedent for the admis
sion in other ways-that is, by single 
consideration, or consideration other 
than by pairs-of Territories which are 
knocking at the door of the Union and 
seeking admission to statehood. 

The whole question is, What is the 
situation presented at the time to the 
Congress, when two Territories are being 
considered, as to whether they should 
be admitted together or not? What sit
uation would best promote the early con
sideration of meritorious cases and early 
action upon such cases? No matter 
how many others may disagree with him, 
the Senator from Florida feels very keen
ly that the coupling together of the two 
cases of Hawaii and Alaska at this time 
would only play into the hands of those 
who are opposed to the admission of 
either of those fine Territories; and he 
believes that when the vote is taken it 
will be found conclusively that practi
cally every Senator who opposes admis
sion of either or both of these fine Terri
tories to statehood will vote in favor of 
the motion to attach the Alaskan case 
to the Hawaiian case at this time. 

It ought to be rather evident that sup
port from that source-and it is an hon
orable source-is abundant reason, in 
the opinion of distinguished Senators 
who take that position, for them to take 
such a position. But when they take 
that position, and when they say to us
not one of them, but many of them-off 
the floor and on the floor, but privately, 
that the coupling together of these two 
fine Territories will mean not only a 
vastly better chance to beat the admis
sion of either of them but, in the opinion 
of some of those distinguished Senators, 
a guaranty of the defeat of both these 
Territories in their legitimate claims for 
statehood at this particular session of 
Congress, I think it is incumbent upon 
every Senator who is the friend and sup
porter of statehood for both these fine 
Territories to stop, look, and listen, and 
see why it is that that is the position
almost unanimously, if not entirely so
of those who are opposed to the admis
sion of either Territory. 

As for me, I feel that there is a clear 
case to the effect that if the pending 
amendment is adopted grave uncertainty 
will be introduced as to the successful 
outcome of this proposal. I feel that 
the case is so clear that I shall certainly 
oppose the amendment. I do so with 
great regret and reluctance, because, so 
far as Alaska is concerned, I do not think 
I need to say to the people of Alaska 
that I am their strong friend and that 
I propose to do everything I can to help 
them. However, I do not think they 
would want me to do something which 
I thought would not only not help them, 
but would hurt the chances of another 
Territory, whose claim I am sure they 
wish to have considered on its own mer
its. I am sure that, without exception, 
the fine, sportsmanlike people whom I 
found in Alaska would subscribe to the 
theory that friends of Alaska who con
scientiously believe that they would not 

only not be -helping Alaska, but would 
be hurting Hawaii-and, indeed, hurting 
both-by the approval of such an amend
ment, should certainly disapprove it, and 
should state clearly their reasons for so 
doing. 

I invite attention to the point that if 
the Hawaiian statehood proposal is al
lowed to move ahead reasonably to its 
conclusion with the singleness which 
now prevails, there can be no serious 
question about the success of Hawaii 
and the success of the great majority of 
the Members of both Houses who are 
fighting for the admission of Hawaii to 
statehood at this particular session of 
the Congress. 

In the first place, the House has 
passed, by a heavy vote, the Hawaiian 
statehod bill. The Senate now has the 
bill before it, by itself. The bill deals 
with statehod for Hawaii alone. I re
gret that it does not include Alaska, with 
the approval of the committee and with 
the approval of a great raajority of the 
Members of the Senate. I know that the 
efforts in committee to attach Alaskan 
statehood to the bill failed. I know that 
the committee is seriously divided on 
the issue. I know that the Senate is 
seriously divided. So far as I am con
cerned, I think the inclusion of Alaska 
would greatly complicate the situation 
and render much more uncertain the 
outcome of the effort to admit Hawaii, 
which is now approaching fruition. 
The result would almost certainly be de
feat; 

Apparently a heavy majority of Mem
bers of the Senate are now ready to vote 
for statehood for Hawaii if Hawaii is 
kept by itself. There are no substantial 
differences between the bill pending here 
and the bill which passed the House of 
Representatives, with respect to Ha
waiian statehood. There is no sound or 
substantial reason why any serious dif
ference should arise in conference. So it 
seems clear to the Senator from Florida 
that we are on the threshold of success 
in one of these efforts, if only we continue 
moving toward our present goal, namely, 
the admission of Hawaii, and immediate
lY afterward take up the question of the 
admission of Alaska. I need not assure 
the Senate that I shall be just as ardent, 
if not more so, in support of the claim 
of that fine Territory and its people for 
admission to statehood. 

What are some of the grave uncer
tainties which will be brought into the 
picture if the pending amendment pre
vails? First is the fact that, apparently, 
if it does prevail, it will prevail by a very 
slender majority. There seems to be an 
edge for those who support the amend
ment-at least at the present time-of 
1 or 2 votes. That is what I am told. I 
have not canvassed the situation. That 
is what informed newsmen and some in
formed Senators have told me. 

I need not say to my distinguished 
friend from New Mexico and to other 
Senators who are fighting for the amend
ment because they think they are help
ing Alaska by promoting this amend
ment, that an amendment adopted by 
the slenderest possible majority in the 
Senate and which is contrary to the ac
tion or lack of action on that subject by 
the House, stands a very poor chance of 
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surviving in the conference, because on 
the very face of it, it is clear that the 
Senate itself is closely divided upon the 
subject. 

Mr. President, if Alaska is added to 
the pending bill, it will certainly tend to 
increase, and it may even double, or 
more than double, the debate and the 
t ime for consideration of the bill upon 
the floor, and might by that very fact 
enhance the uncertainty of any favor
able consideration in conference, or the 
chance of getting any legislation passed 
on this subject. 

Mr. President, I call to the attention 
of the Senate the fact that the distin
guished Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON], has already stated, as is 
shown in the REcORD, that the Rules 
Committee of the House, which would not 
have controlling jurisdiction, of course, 
over a bill coming to the House from the 
Senate, but which neverthless consists 
of many of the most important and the 
most powerful Members of the House, 
has declined to allow a bill on Alaskan 
statehood to come to the floor of the 
House. 

I call attention to another matter. 
If the amendment is adopted it will 
greatly increase the long delay which at 
very best will exist in connection with 
the amendment between the time the 
vote is taken today and the time of the 
final passage of the measure. I regret 
that there will be a long delay. I know 
perfectly well that there are several tax 
matters which will require the attention 
of the Senate, some of them for a long 
period of time, and also the several ap
propriation bills will consume much 
time. I know perfectly well that the 
question of reciprocal trade will require 
the attention of this Senate, because the 
act as it now exists will expire at the 
end of th~s year, and we cannot take 
the chance of its passing out of existence 
by letting its consideration come down 
to the closing hours of the session. 

So I wish to call attention to the fact 
that, able as was the argument of the 
distinguished Senator from New Mexico, 
able as were the arguments of both Sena
tors from Washington, and able as was 
the argument of the senior Senator from 
Montana, that the real gist of the Alaska 
statehood bill has not yet · been opened 
up to the Senate, and that the RECORD 
does not show what it contains. I know 
it contains details which mak_e it quite 
a long bill and quite an exhaustive bill. 

It happens that nearly all of the Ter
ritory of Alaska consists of public land 
and that the land is under the jurisdic
tion of two separate agencies, benevo
lent agencies, perhaps, but not quite so 
sound in their administration of these 
lands as would be the handling of those 
lands or a large portion of them, if they 
were to come under the legal jurisdic
tion of the people themselves who have 
made that very fine Territory their home. 

What reason is there for believing 
that those important and able and in
fluential Members of the House of Rep
resentatives will not find effective means 
of making their position-which I deeply 
regret and which I would change· if I 
could-from controlling the conferees of 
the House· and their position when the 
bill gets to conference?. 

Then I would call again to the atten
tion of the Senate the fact that was 
mentioned by my able friend from New 
Mexico, that the position of the admin
istration is not known in this matter. 
Whereas the administration has made 
the pending measure a preferred bill and 
has asked for early consideration of it, 
no one knows-at least no one in the 
Senate knows, or if anyone knows he has 
not communicated his knowledge to 
me-what will be the attitude of the 
administration. I am not talking about 
a veto or an approval of such legislation. 
I am talking about whether or not the 
administration will quietly take those 
effective positions which sometimes we 
regret can be taken by an administra
tion, but which nevertheless can be 
taken, which influence so greatly the po
sition of conferees, particularly on a 
closely divided matter such as this will 
be if it has Alaskan statehood attached 
to it. 

Even the most ardent friends of the 
amendment know that if the amendment 
is ad6pted it will be adopted by the nar
rowest of margins, and that nearly half 
of the votes will come from Senators who 
are opposed to statehood for Hawaii and 
Alaska. 

Mr. President, it is quite clear that 
the uncertainties which would be 
brought into this situation by the adop
tion of this amendment are great. 

Let me mention further uncertain
ties. Another uncertainty is the excel
lent prospect of freezing the bill entirely 
in conference. That is not my sugges
tion. That is not a statement made by 
me. That statement was made to me by 
some Senators who are opposed to state
hood, both for Hawaii and Alaska, but 
whose voices have not been heard in 
debate. They tell me they believe the 
adoption of the Anderson amendment 
will mean that the bill will die in confer
ence. 

Mr. President, I do not know whether 
they are better advised than are my dis
tinguished friends who agree with me 
that Alaska should be admitted, but who 
nevertheless are supporting the amend
ment. I assume that my distinguished 
friends who support the bill have good 
reasons for thinking that they can pass 
the bill with both Territories in it. 

However, I have been a keen observer 
of situations in the Senate, in the nearly 
8 years I have been a Member of it. 
Some of the men whom I have found 
most able to call the shots-including 
Senators, members of the press, and 
others-as to what will occur in confer
ence and what will also happen in the 
House of Representatives, say the adop
tion of the amendment will kill the bill 
for both fine Territories at this time. 

It is a rather peculiar position to find 
strong friends of Alaskan statehood, 
such as the distinguished Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] and the 
distinguished Senator from Montana, to 
find them pulling in the same harness 
and standing shoulder to shoulder with 
a large group of Senators who are op
posed to statehood for either Territory. 
I know the sincerity of my distinguished 
friend from New Mexico. I find, on 
checking the yea-and-nay vote when 
the Senate last considered Alaskan 

statehood and sent the bill back to 
committee, that my distinguished friend 
from New Mexico voted the same way 
I did, namely, not to send the bill back 
to committee. 

However, I call the attention of my 
distinguished friend from New Mexico 
to the fact that, if he will look at the 
vote, he will find it prevailed at that time 
by the narrow margin of 45 to 44. He 
will also note that on that occasion, of 
the majority of those voting at that time, 
24 out of 45 voting to adopt the recom
mital of the Alaska bill were Senators 
from our side of the aisle; that is Demo
cratic Senators. Today, in supporting 
the inclusion of Alaska, they are in the 
position of Johnnies come lately, and 
they cannot claim to be in the same po
sition that my distinguished friend from 
New Mexico and I are in, because we 
have consistently supported statehood 
for Alaska. 

I remember when the Alaska measure 
concerning statehood was considered, it 
was sought to be complicated by the in
clusion of Hawaii but we Democrats op
posed that action then. I thought we 
were sound in our position. That was at 
a time when the Senate was under Demo
cratic control. I take the position that 
if we could not add Hawaii then without 
complicating the situation, on the basis 
of consistency-and I do not believe that 
consistency itself is always a virtue
Senators who vote for the inclusion of 
Alaska at this time would do what we 
would have done if we had voted for the 
inclusion of Hawaii, namely, add great 
complications to the chance of passage 
of the measure. We had a good chance 
of success, indeed we almost did it, but 
we found that the bill was sent back to 
committee by a vote of 45 to 44. I have 
no reason to think that any of my good 
friends have changed their minds. Most 
of them are still fighting statehood for 
both Alaska and Ha wail. 

Mr. President, Senators should and will 
stand up and be counted when they have 
a position on any question, but I am not 
going to ignore the fact that that was 
their position then and I believe it is their 
position now. I shall not ignore the fact 
that the leadership on this side of the 
aisle voted at that time to recommit the 
bill, and it will be interesting to see what 
the leadership on this side of the aisle 
will do with reference to this particular 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I think I have about 
come to the end of the discussion. It 
seems to me to be very clear that we now 
have a substantial majority in favor of 
statehood for Hawaii, and if we sit steady 
in the boat we shall get through with the 
problem, and I think the very fact that 
we get through with it will enhance the 
opportunities for the passage of the 
Alaska statehood bill. If it does not, I 
shall be sorry. I cannot control the atti
tude of those who are in power at the 
other end of the Capitol, and neither can 
any other Member of the Senate. We 
must realize that we are not the only 
part of the lawmaking body. If they 
want to beat it as a single bill, of course, 
they can. If they feel that keenly about 
it, they will fight both of the statehood 
efforts just as surely if we tie the two 
together and send the bill to the House 
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in the hope that the House will change 
the position of its leadership, as was 
thoroughly manifested in the position of 
the Rules Committee. 

Mr. President, I think all of us real
ize that this is a most peculiar situa
tion, and we may !1-S well realize that 
those who favor statehood for Alaska 
and Hawaii and who vote to adopt the 
amendment are doing so with their eyes 
open, and they must recognize the fact 
that they are visiting great uncertainty 
upon the success of the Hawaiian state
hood bill, and neither they nor anyone 
else can foretell with any certainty what 
will happen. They may think we can get 
both bills signed. If that be the case, 
no one will rejoice more than will the 
Senator from Florida. He expects to 
vote for statehood, but in his conscience 
he feels that we shall be striking pos
sibly not a death blow, as some persons 
predict it will be, but certainly we shall 
be voting to make more uncertain the 
passage of statehood for either Territory 
by voting for the amendment. 

In closing, Mr. President, I desire to 
invite attention to the fact that if this 
amendment be adopted it will be adopted 
by the most curious looking team we 
have seen in the Senate for a long time
a team composed of those who are com
pletely against statehood alined with 
those who are strongly in favor of state
hood for both Territories. 

This is the first time I have seen the 
Senator from New Mexico throw him
self with such devotion into a cause as 
to which he must realize, because he is 
a man of great justice and just as great 
conscience, that he is supporting a meas
ure which does visit great uncertainty, 
at the very least, upon its successful 
outcome. 

I say to my distinguished friend, and 
to those who feel as he does, make no 
mistake about it, that on this side of the 
aisle among the Senators who will vote 
for the amendment are Senators who in 
the depths of their conscience-and they 
are entitled to their convictions-be
lieve that it is unwise from the coun
try's standpoint to extend statehood to 
either of the two Territories involved. 
They are certainly entitled to their po
sition. 

We who are friends of statehood for 
both Hawaii and Alaska should, I think, 
look very carefully before we join that 
kind of a team and take a step which 
I think will be disastrous in its future 
effects. 

Mr. President, I have said more than 
I intended to say. I do not expect to 
speak later upon the merits of the bills 
providing statehood for either Alaska 
or Hawaii, so permit me to say, again, 
briefly, that I am strongly in favor of 
statehood for both Territories. 

I fully appreciate the fact that the 
Senate has a right to tie the two bills 
together if it shall so desire, but my study 
of history and my observation of the sit
uation lead me to the belief that that has 
been done only when it was thought it 
would assure success, or, at least, greatly 
enhance the chances of success. From 
what I have seen in nearly 8 years of 
service in the Senate, it seems to me we 
are, instead, visiting much graver un
certainties upon a successful outcome, 

which is assured if we will just go ahead 
and confine the issue to Hawaii, pass the 
bill, let it go to conference, get approval 
of both Houses, and then send it to the 
President, and later-and the majority 
leader has said, immediately, for that 
matter-take up the bill providing state
hood for Alaska, which I shall favor as 
warmly as I favor statehood for Hawaii. 

Mr. President, I hope the Senate will 
refuse to adopt the amendment. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from Vermont. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, in favor 
as I am of statehood for both Hawaii and 
Alaska, I cannot too strongly express my 
opposition to the proposed amendment 
to tie the two bills together. 

As has been so ably pointed out by the 
Senator from Florida, the adoption of 
the amendment proposed by the Senator 
from New Mexico would undoubtedly 
mean a very close vote on the admission 
of both Territories, if, indeed, it would 
not result in killing the prospects for 
statehood of both Hawaii and Alaska. 

There are Members on the floor who 
are in favor of statehood for Hawaii; 
indeed, I believe the majority of the 
Members are in favor of statehood for 
Hawaii. I believe a majority of the 
Members favor statehood for Alaska. 
Yet there are those who are opposed to 
statehood for Alaska and those who are 
opposed to statehood for Hawaii, and it is 
very likely that if they join forces, among 
them they may have sufficient votes to 
defeat the admission of either Hawaii or 
Alaska into the Union at this time. 

Mr. President, I am very sorry the 
amendment has been proposed. We have 
the promise of the majority leader, the 
Senator from California [Mr. KNow
LAND], that he will place the Alaskan 
statehood bill before the Senate after the 
Hawaiian statehood bill is disposed of, in 
the event they are not joined together 
and the Senate should be forced to vote 
on both at the same time. In the event 
they are joined together, I expect to vote 
for the admission of both Territories. I 
do not expect to be on the winning side, 
although it is very likely that the vote 
will be very close. 

I cannot understand why the Senator 
from New Mexico, who is usually so right 
in hi.s premises, can be so wrong in this 
instance. We can interpret the pro
posed amendment as a method to defeat 
statehood for both Hawaii and Alaska. 
I hope the amendment will not be 
adopted by the Senate, and I hope that 
Alaska and Hawaii may be permitted to 
become two great States of the American 
Union. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
yield myself as much time as I may need. 

With reference to the point made by 
the distinguished Senator from Florida 
[Mr. HoLLAND], that this amendment is 
supported by a very strange team, the 
most curious team he has seen in the 
Senate for a long time, I may remind 
the Senator from Florida that he and 
I were on the same side of a question 
about a year ago, when, by a vote 
of 45 to 44, the Alaskan statehood bill 
was sent back to the committee. If the 
Senator from Florida really wishes to 
see a strange team, all he has to do is to 

look at the team which sent the Alaskan 
statehood bill back to committee, be
cause exactly the same thing happened 
then that is -happening now. Persons 
who have different points of view agreed 
with reference to a specific motion. As 
I examine the RECORD now, I observe 
that while the Senator from Florida and 
I were on the same side of the question 
at that time, sponsoring statehood for 
Alaska, many of the Senators who he 
now regrets may join with me, joined at 
that time with the leader of the majority 
in trying to dispose of that bill. 

I think it is essential that Sen.ators 
study the history of the proposal just 
a little, and try to ascertain why some 
of us thought it desirable to join the 
two bills together. I hold in my hand · 
part I of the hearings on Hawaii. It is 
a rather slender volume. It consists of 
a brief session before the Subcommittee 
on Territories and Insular Affairs of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, held on Friday, March 6, 1953, 
at 4: 15 in the afternoon, with three 
members of the subcommittee present. 
With no Democratic member of the sub
committee present, the subcommittee 
proceeded to hold a quickie hearing, and 
then closed the subject of hearings for 
Hawaiian statehood. I thought that 
was regrettable. I thought there should 
have been held the type of hearings that 
subsequently were held. Those hear
ings are now designated as part II of 
the hearings on statehood for Hawaii,
and are a little more substantial than is 
part I. 

I may say, further, that there were 
reasons why some Senators were dis
turbed by this action. We thought it 
was truly an effort to make certain that 
the question of Hawaiian statehood 
should come before Congress, and that 
Alaskan statehood should not. I do not 
quarrel with that position, because the 
recommendation of the administration 
had been that only Hawaii should be 
brought into the Union at this time. 
But I wish to point out that when there 
were pending before the Senate Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
Senate bills 49 and 51, which were bills 
providing statehood for Hawaii, and 
Senate bill. 50 which was a bill providing 
statehood for Alaska, the committee, in 
accordance with its usual practice, asked 
each agency of the Government for a 
report on statehood for Alaska at the 
same time it asked for a report on state
hood for Hawaii. 

I find in the very short hearing held 
on Friday, March 6, 1953, that Thruston 
B. Morton, as Assistant Secretary, acting 
for the Secretary of State, was able to 
give a report on Hawaiian statehood. 
But up to this time, 13 or 14 months after 
the time when reports on Alaskan state
hood had been asked for, not lline from 
1 Government agency has been sent to 
the Senate Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs on the subject of Alaskan 
statehood. There has not been one re
port received saying that Alaskan state
hood is not in accordance with the pro
gram of the President. There has not 
been one report received saying that the 
Department of the Interior believes it to 
be unwise to surrender its hold over 375. 
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million acres of land. Not 1 word has 
been received from 1 Government agen
cy, even though the committee officially 
asked for a report 13 or 14 months ago. 

In the light of such a happening, peo
ple begin to wonder what is going on~ 
Many times Government departments 
will report adversely on bills. Recently 
I have received some adverse reports on 
bills I have introduced, so I know it is 
possible to write either favorable or un
favorable reports. But, somehow or 
other, no agency has felt competent, af
ter 13 months of study, to decide wheth
er statehood for Alaska is good or bad, 
which leaves Congress to shoot in the 
dark, without a word from the executive 
branch of the Government. I think that 
is wrong. In previous years, when bills 
have been referred to Government agen
cies reports have been returned either 
favoring or opposing the bills, and I be
lieve that is what should have happened 
in the case of the bill pertaining to 
Alaskan statehood. 

It was because we could not learn one 
word as to what might be the attitude 
of the administration that it was felt best 
to tie the two statehood bills together. 

A suggestion has been made that if 
my amendment should happen to be 
agreed to this afternoon, it would be by a 
slender majority. I merely wish to say 
that if anything could have been more 
slender than was the majority by which 
the Alaska bill was sent back to the com
mittee on a previous occasion, when the 
vote was 45 to 44, I do not know what it 
could be. That vote, Mr. President, 
doomed the Hawaiian statehood bill. 
Many Senators pleaded then that Sena
tors on both sides of the aisle who real
ly desired statehood for Hawaii should 
have allowed the Alaskan statehood bill 
to come to a vote in the Senate; and if 
by their votes they did not defeat Alaskan 
statehood, they then would have had the 
assurance of a vote on Hawaiian state
hood. But that could not be done. The 
bill had to go back to committee. WhY, 
I do not know. 

Just as the distinguished Senator from 
Florida [Mr. HoLLAND] has referred to 
the discussions now taking place in the 
Senate, there were discussions then, to 
the effect that it was undesirable to have 
a vote on the floor of the Senate on the 
subject of Alaskan statehood, because 
the bill might pass. There were Sena
tors who could vote to recommit, but who 
could not vote against the bill. It is 
hoped that this time there may be an 
opportunity to vote on both Alaskan and 
Hawaiian statehood. It will be by no 
more slender majority, if it carries, than 
the majority last time. Nor will it be 
by a more slender majority than was the 
decision of the committee to hold hear
ings on Alaskan statehood. That motion 
was carried by a vote of 8 to 7. It might 
be well to determine why the vote was 
·a to 7 to hold hearings on Alaskan state
hood. These actions are often taken by 
slender majorities or margins. 

I do not question the wisdom or even 
the propriety of the Senators who are 
trying to prevent the Alaskan statehood 
bill from coming up at this time. I do 
not know why they take that position, 
but anyone has a right to do so. By the 
same token, I think that we Senators 

who have offered the amendment to join 
the Alaskan statehood bill to the 
Hawaiian statehood bill have a right to 
our opinion. We do not say that we are 
right. We may be badly fooled. But I 
believe the only way these Territories 
will ever be admitted into the Union will 
be by the method of joining together the 
bills providing for their admission. 

I certainly have tried hard to obtain 
statehood for both Territories. As I 
have stated previously, during the 81st 
Congress I conducted hearings on Alas
kan statehood. Those hearings were 
attended by some 50 or 60 persons, who 
had .flown from Alaska to Washington, 
and who were under great pressure to 
return home, because it was expensive 
for them to be here. Therefore, sessions 
of the committee were held during the 
morning and the afternoon, and an effort 
was made to be certain that those per
sons would have an opportunity to pre
sent their points of view, and then to 
return home as soon as we had taken 
action upon the question. But _as soon 
as the Alaskan hearings were closed, 
and the group sponsoring Hawaiian 
statehood could be ready, hearings were 
held on Hawaiian statehood. At that 
hearing no effort was made to exclude 
anyone. Every opportunity was given to 
allow persons to express their points of 
view on the question of Hawaiian state
hood. 

But let me say that when the Alaskan 
statehood hearing was underway there 
were two significant pieces of testi
mony-which I could cite if I had a copy 
of the hearing before me now-two that 
I believe were the most significant state
ments made before our committee. One 
statement was given by the Governor of 
New Jersey at that time, former Gov
ernor Driscoll, in which he urged as 
strongly as he could that statehood be 
given to Alaska. The other testimony 
was extremely interesting. It was given 
by the Chief Executive of the State of 
California at that time, who is now the 
Chief Justice of the United States, and 
who had flown across the continent at 
his own expense in order to raise his 
voice in behalf of statehood for Alaska. 

I thought it was extremely important 
testimony. It was the type of testimony 
which was needed to prove that the ef
fort which was being made in behalf of 
statehood for both Alaska and Hawaii 
was nonpartisian or bipartisan. I suggest 
to my Republican friends that they take 
a few minutes to review the testimony 
given by the then Governor of the great 
State of California, who is now honored 
by a great position of trust as Chief Jus
tice of the United States. 

I do not desire to detain the Senate 
longer at this time. I admit that the 
complexities which arise when we go into 
a question of this nature make strange 
teams, but there are those of us, like the 
Senator from Florida [Mr. HoLLAND], 
who have fought for statehood for both 
Territories, though when it comes to a. 
decision as to how the event should be 
accomplished we may differ. I wish to 
say that the Senator from Florida has 
been as enthusiastic for statehood for 
both Alaska and Hawaii as he can be. I 
certainly have no complaint as to the 

loyalty and devotion he has shown to
ward statehood for both Alaska and 
Hawaii. But we come to a point where 
we have to use our judgment as to what 
may be the best route by which to achieve 
that objective. In_ the 81st Congress we 
tried to accomplish statehood for Alaska 
singly, but by putting it off, perhaps too 
long, we then ran into what my friends 
from the South would term a protracted 
debate. The bill came up so late in the 
session that we were unable to complete 
action on it. 

In the 82d Congress we tried again. A 
motion was made early to bring the bills 
to the floor. That was done, but in our 
zeal to get to a vote we did not have hear
ings. There were Members of the Senate 
who felt we should have held hearings, 
and we would have held hearings in the 
82d Congress if we had not been pressed. 
It was desired to get the bill to the floor 
earlier, so it would not run into the 
threat of a filibuster or prolonged debate. 
At that time it was recommitted to the 
committee for hearings, and then it was 
too late to have the bill considered and 
finally passed. 

This time we have tried to tie the two 
Territories together. If it is not possihle 
to grant Statehood to the Territories 
separately late in the session, or early in 
the session, perhaps it can be accom
plished by joining the bills together, 
which I learned, in my study of the his
tory of the admission of other States, 
proved to be an effective procedure in 
the admission of the States of New Mex
ico and Arizona. Whereas singly they 
were denied statehood-more than 60 
years in the case of New Mexico, and a 
long time in the case of Arizona-finally, 
by pooling their friendships, resources, 
and appeal, both Territories were able 
to attain statehood. 

Now, having seen Hawaii and Alaska 
statehood fall round after round, we feel 
we have a right to proceed by joining 
the two Territories together in an en
deavor to accomplish for them what we 
accomplished for the 47th and 48th 
States. 

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. While I was ad

dressing the Senate, I had a colloquy 
with the distinguished majority leader, 
in which he pointed out that he was in 
favor of statehood for both Hawaii and 
Alaska. He assured the Senate he would 
be glad, in his position as majority 
leader, to move to bring up the Alaskan 
statehood bill immediately following a. 
vote on the bill providing statehood for 
Hawaii. 

Mr. ANDERSON. May I interrupt the 
Senator from washington to say that 
the yea-and-nay vote on the motion to 
recommit the Alaskan bill to the com
mittee shows that the distinguished ma
jority leader voted, as did the Senator 
from Florida [Mr. HoLLAND] and I, 
against recommittal, because he was a 
sincere friend of statehood for Hawaii, 
as well as a supporter of statehood for 
Alaska. He recognized the danger to 
Hawaiian statehood, I am sure, when the 
-Alaskan bill was recommitted. I wish to 
add that word of commendation for the 
action of the Senator from California. 
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Mr. MAGNUSON. I also commended 
the distinguished Senator frqm Cali
fornia. I have for a long time known of 
his views. :He has been in favor of 
statehood for both Hawaii and Alaska. 

I am wondering if the Senator from 
New Mexico, who sat in on ali the hear
ings and who has had a great deal of 
background in the controversy over both 
bills, will agree to the statement that it 
seems to those· of us who support state
hood for Alaska that this may be our 
last chance to vote on that question, 
despite the desire of the s 'enator from 
California, because of the situation 
which we can say, unofficially, exists in 
the House Rules Committee.' We do not 
speak for the House Rules_ Committee, 
and I know the Senator from California 
cannot -speak for that Committee, but 
those. of us who are in favor of state
hood for Alaska and Hawaii, and who 
would just as soon vote on the bills sepa
rately or together, feel we must -vote on 
statehood for Alaska now or we will not 
have a chance .to do it. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I agree ·with the 
·statement of the Senator fram Washing
ton. - He and I both served in the House 
of Representatives, and he and I know 
that, regardless of what may happen in 
the Senate, if the House Rules Commit
tee desires to hold the bill for a while 
and prevent a vote on it, it can succeed 
in doing so. That can happen. If the 
Senate should approve Hawaiial) state
hood alone, the bill wou~d go to the 
House, and tqere would be very quick 
concurrence there. If the Senate then 
too~ up the Alaskan bill and passed it, 
it would go to the House, and the House 
would evidence the same disdain toward 
it that it has displayed toward the House 
bill which ·was introduced by a splendid 
Representative, Mr. SAYLOR, of Pennsyl
vania. It was reported by a Republican 
committee and endorsed . by Republican 
members of the Rules Committee, who 
pleaded . that it be brought to the fi.oor 
pf the House, and yet the Rules Com
mittee does not giv_e even the courtesy 
of a cold glance in its direction. ~hat 
is exactly what would happen. 

Any Senator who votes to keep the 
Hawaiian bill separate, as any Senator 
has a perfect right to do, should know 
that if the Hawaiian bill should pass 
alone, even though the distinguished ma
jority leader proceeded immediately to 
bring the Alaska statehood bill before 
this body-, and even though it might pass 
in the Senate by an overwhelming ma
jority, the Alaska bill would never see 
the light of day in the other House, be
cause the House Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs itself cannot make 
any impression on th~ House Rules Com
mittee. - It cannot possibly bring the 
Alaska bill up. 'J;he · Ruies Committee 
knows it is dead, and it intends to keep 
it dead. Anybody who deludes himself 
into believing that by voting to keep the 
bills separate any Member in the House 
of Representatives will be given a chance 
to vote on Alaskan statehood is, I be
lieve, fooling himself. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I appreciate having 
the Senator's views. 

If the Senator will yield further, re
gardless of whether our. fears · in regard 
.to the House procedure, which procedure 

· ihe Senator from New Mexico and I 
· know so well, turn out to be justified or 
, l,lnjustified, at least w~ know we have a 
chance to vote for Alaskan statehood if 
we join the bills together, and we_ can 
sta~d up and be counted, regardless of 
how some of us feel about the legislative 
PI:OCedure in the _ House. We feel that 
we riow have a chance to vote for state
hood for Alaska. 

Mr. ANDERS-ON. That is exactly my 
position. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President-
Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I yield 

to my colleague, the Senator from In
diana, whatever time he ma.y . desire. 

The PRESIDiNG OFFICER (Mr. PuR
TELL in the chair) . The Senator from 
Indiana is recognized. 

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. Presid~nt, I 
had intended to vote for the amend
ment of the Senator from New Mexico, 
because I have always felt that if we 
were going to grant statehood to Ha
waii, we should also grant stateho'od to 
Alaska. 

However, the majority leader has as
sured me that we shall be given an op
portunity to vote separately for both 
Hawaiian statehood and Alaskan state
hood. Upon his assurance that we shall 
be given that opportunity, I wish the 
RECORD to show that I shall vote against 
the amendment of the Senator from 
New Mexico; but I also wish the RECORD 
to show that I am 1n favor · of statehood 
for Alaska, as well as statehood for Ha
waii. I do not think we should give 
statehood to one, without giving it to the 
other. Certainly one is just as deserv
·ing as the other, and I understand we 
shall be given an opportunity to vote 
for statehood for both of them. 
· Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Indiana yield to me? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I yield.· 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Let me say to the 

Senator from Indiana, who was absent 
from the Senate, because of his trip to 
Indiana, to attend the funeral of a great 
citizen of his State, Will Hays, that I 
have said that the Alaskan statehood 
bill will be brought up promptly, follow
ing the action on the Hawaiian state
hood bill. Personally, I favor statehood 
for both Hawaii and Alaska, and I . be
'lieve the Senate ls entitled to have an 
opportunity to vote on separate state
hood bills for each of those Territories, 
on the merits. On the pther hand, I 
have a very deep conviction that to. tie 
together the two statehood bills would, 
in fact, injure the chances of passage of 
either of them. -

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, as 
I have said, I had intended to vote for 
the amendment of the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], because if 
we grant statehood to. one of these Ter
ritories, I believe we should grant state
hood to the other. In my opinion we 
should grant statehood to both of them, 
and should do at the same time, or at 
least during the same year. · 

On the other hand as a result of the 
majority leader's assurance, I know that 
we shall have an opportunity to vote for 
statehood for -Alaska, by means of a 
separate-bill, -after we vote on the ques
tion of statehood for Hawaii. I wish 

-the .RECORD .to show my attitude on this 
question.' 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, if 
. the Senator from -Indiana will yield ·for 
-a question, let me ask whether he recog
nizes that a favorable vote by the Sen
ate on a . bill conferring statehood on 
Alaska .might be futile ·if the House 
of Representatives Committee on Rules 
would not permit the Alaskan statehood 
bill to come to the floor of the House. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I gather tliat if the 
able majority leader, the junior Senator 
from California, representing the admin
istration, wishes the Senate to have an 
opportunity to vote on both statehood 

-bills the administration will talk to the 
House of ·Re-presentatives' Rules Com
mittee and will see to it that there is 
·an opportunity for favorable action in 
Congress on both bills. At least, I am 
proceeding on. that premise. 
· Mr. ANDERsON. I hope the admin
-istration has great powers of persuasion, 
because the Alaskan· statehood- bill has 
-been "on ice" in the other body for 
9 solid months. 

Mr. CAPEHART.- I should dislike to 
think that a committee would use its 
powers in that way. I should dislike to 
think that, in effect, I would be voting 
contrary to the way I had intended to 
vote. · I assure my colleagues that I am 
sincere in wishing to vote for statehood 
for both. Territories, and I think we 
should vote for statehood for both of 
them, if we are going to provide for 
statehood for either one. · 

Mr. ANDERSON. Certainly no one
least of all myself-questions in the 
slightest the sincerity of the Senator 
from Indiana. 
- Mr. CAPEHART. I realize that. 

Mr. ANDERSON. But if he had served 
in the House of Representatives, as I 
have, and if he had observed the opera
tions there, ·under both Democratic and 
Republican administrations, he would 
share the fears I entertain. 
, Mr. CAPEHART. · I am happy to ac
cept the word of the administration that 
it will permit statehood to be granted to 
both Alaska and Hawaii, ·equally, and 
that we will be given an opportunity at 
this session to vote for statehood for 
both of them. 

Mr. SMATHERS. · Mr. President, if 
the Senator from Indiana will yield to 
me, let·me say I wonder whether he will 
state whether the administration haS 
given a ·commitment regarding statehood 
for Alaska. 

Mr. CAPEHART. _ I cannot answer the 
question, other than to say that the able 
majority leader has assured me he will 
do what he can to give the Senate an 
opportunity to vote for statehood for 
each of these Territories. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Does my colleague 
from Indiana believe that the statement 
of the majority leader is also a commit'!' 
ment for the administration? 

· Mr; CAPEHART. I hope it is; but, o! 
course, I do not think that necessarily 
follows. The majority leader is present, 
and he can speak for himself. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, my 
assurances, which I · have given on 2, 
·or, I believe, actually 3 or 4 occa
sions, · in the · Senate-and my primary 
and principal responsibility is as ma-

. 
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jority leader in the Senate of the United 
States-have been that the Senate will 
have an opportunity to vote on the Ha-' 
waiian statehood bill. 

Following what I hope will be the de
feat, this afternoon, of . the amendment 
submitted by, the distinguished senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], I am 
willing to try to obtain, if it is possible 
to do so, an agreement to vote in several 
days' time-and I hope such an agree
ment can be obtained-on the bill con
ferring statehood upon Alaska. It is 
my hope that we shall be able .to vote 
promptly on that bill. 

I have made that statement not only 
on ·my own responsibility, but at there
quest of the Senator from Florida, who 
raised the question several days ago. 
I told him I had the authority of the 
Republican policy committee to assure 
him that a place would be found on the 
calendar, and found very promptly, for 
the Alaskan statehood bill. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I thank the Senator 
from California. However, the Senator 
frem Indiana referred to the adminis
tration. I already knew the position of 
the majority leader, but I wondered 
whether he was committing the admin
istration in favor of the Alaskan state
hood bill. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. No; but I think the 
Senator from Indiana is quite correct 
when he says the administration feels 
that each of these statehood bills should 
stand on its own merits. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Has the adminis
tration indicated that it would favor, 
and would exercise its influence in favor 
of, passage of the Alaskan statehood 
bill? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. No. That has not 
been indicated, nor did I purport to say 
so in any of the statements I made. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Can the Senator 
from California say that the administra
tion will favor the Alaskan statehood 
bill? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. No; but I can say 
that, so far as I am concerned, if these 
two statehood bills are passed, I will do 
everything I can to urge the administra
tion to approve both bills. I cannot take 
the responsibility of going beyond that 
point. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I should like to ask 
the Senator from Indiana whether he 
thinks that Senators who are in the posi
tion I am in may properly interpret the 
fact that the administration has not 
given any indication that it favors state
hood for Alaska, but definitely has said 
it favors statehood for Hawaii, to mean 
that the administration might act to 
oppose the admission of Alaska as a 
State, when the Alaskan statehood bill 
goes to the House of Representatives, and 
therefore might keep that bill from ever 
receiving favorable action on the part of 
the Rules Committee of the House of 
Representatives. 

Mr. CAPEHART. I hope the admin
istration will favor statehood for Alaska, 
and I have no reason to believe that it 
will not; neither have I been told by 
representatives of the administration 
that it would not. But regardless of 
that, let me say that if I am given an 
opportunity to vote for statehood for 
Alaska-and the majority leader has 

assured me that I shall be given such an 
opportunity-! will vote for statehood 
for Alaska. · · 

Mr. SMATHERS. If the majority 
leader is going to support statehood for 
both Alaska and Hawaii, what is to be 
gained by handling both proposals in 
separate bills? · Will it make any differ- · 
ence whether we wait 1 week or 4 weeks 
or 6 weeks to get the second statehood 
bill? Why not vote at this time on both 
statehood proposals? 

Mr. CAPEHART. I am . frank and 
honest when I say that I am cooperating 
with my administration.in this instance. 
So I snail wait to see what needs to be 
done later. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DoUGLAS] whatever time he may require. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from lllinois is recognized. 
. Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, if I 
were primarily to consider the imme
diate and narrow economic interests of 
my own State, I would vote against both 
statehood for Alaska and statehood for 
Hawaii. Both these Territories have very 
small populations. They have to be sure 
certain prospects for growth, but in all 
probability they will continue to be rela
tively small States, once they are ad
mitted. Their admission would increase 
the already disproportionate power of the 
small States in this Union. We some- · 
times forget that the 8 Mountain States 
have a total population of only a little 
more than 5 million, or only about 3% 
~ercent of the total population of the 
country. However, they have 16 Mem
bers of the United States Senate, or 
one-sixth of the entire number. 

There are certain other small States 
with very small populations, each of 
which has two Senators. It will be 
found, I think, that approximately 12 
small States control one-fourth of the 
total vote in the Senate, although they 
have less than 5 percent of the popula
tion. The addition of 4 more Sena
tors from 2 more small States would 
further increase this disproportionate 
power of the small States. 

While we are very fond personally of 
Senators from the small States, and they 
add greatly to the personal ability of the 
Senate, upon occasion they make us pay 
a high price for their presence. They 
exact subsidies. They impose tariffs. 
They get through large appropriations 
for various purposes because of their 
massed political power. We of the large 
States, which pay a very large fraction 
of the total income, corporation, and ex
cise taxes of the country, pay dearly for 

. their political power. 
Nevertheless, I do not see any way of 

settling this question. The power of the 
small States in the Senate is the result 
of an agreement which had to be reached 
in order that a Federal Union might be 
established. We all remember that the 
Constitutional Convention of 1787 was 
deadlocked for weeks on the question as 
to the relative power of the small and 
the large States. 

The large States, then being Massa
chusetts, Pennsylvania, and Virginia, 
wanted representation in the legislative 
body or bodies according to population. 
The small States, being New Hampshire, 

New Jersey-interestingly enough
Delaware, Maryland, and North caro
lina, wanted equality of -representation. 
It was on this point rather than upon 
the question of the relative powers of the 
National Government and •the various 
State governments that the · Constitu- · 
tional Convention of 1787 seemed to be 
deadlocked. It was not until the dele
gates from Connecticut, the State from 
which our present distinguished Presi-
ding Officer [Mr. PURTELL] comes, pro
posed their Connecticut compromise that 
the deadlock was broken. That com
promise ~ailed for one .House based upon 
equality of representation of the States, 
and the .other House based upon repre
sentation accordipg to relative popula
tion. In addition, there was an alloca
tion of powers, with the Senate being 
given primary powers over foreign affairs 
and the House primary powers over ap
propriations and taxes. 

Interestingly enough, as we all know
although many people in the country 

. do not ,know it-this is the one ·feature 
of the Constitution which cannot be 
amended. It can be changed only by 
unanimous consent, which of course, 
would never be giv:en. So we have riveted 
into the Constitution the terrific power 
of the small States. 

Some people ask why we should fur
ther compound the abuse, why we should 
add further to the disproportionate 
power of the small States. I confess 
that this question has given me a great 
deal of concern in all the years that ·this 
issue has been before us. However, I 
have come to the conclusion that the na
tional interest is in favor of admitting 
both these Territories, and admitting 
them at the same time. 

I have two reasons for reaching this 
conclusion. The first is that both these 
Territories are of tremendous impor
tance from the standpoint of military 
strategy. Both Alaska and Hawaii are 
outposts of the United States. · The in
habitants of these Territories have been 
loyal citizens in the past, but I can well 
imagine that if they are continually 
frustrated and denied entrance into the 
Union, they may not have the same burn
ing loyalty to the country that they 
would have if they were full-fiedged, 
first-class citizens. 

So I say that the ·national interest, 
from the standpoint of military secu
rity, requires their admission, and I am 
willing to waive the narrow and imme
diate economic interest of my State in 
behalf of the national interest. 

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I hope the Sena

tor is not overlooking the possibility that 
Alaska may prove to be not one of the 
small· States, but a most important State. 
It has a remarkable opportunity for 
growth. 

For example, I remind the Senator 
that it has natural resources of a char
acter which could hardly be appreciated 
if a person had not visited the area. 
There is now being contemplated above 
Haines, a gigantic waterpower project 
whereby water taken from the Yukon 
will be dropped quickly and provide the 
greatest block of the cheapest electric 
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current known anywhere in the entire 
world. That block of power will be util
ized, if the project goes through, by the
Aluminum Company of America. It will 
bring its ore from South America and 
transport it to Alaska. Why? Because
power will be so cheap that it will be able 
t-o afford to do so. It is contemplated 
that there will be a-town of 30,000 below 
that one waterfall. I think it is impos
sible to realize how greatly Alaska could 
grow under statehood. 

If the Senator will indulge me for a 
moment or two longer, farther to the 
we3t is the great Copper River site, where 
close to 1 million kilowatts of power could 
be developed. 

A short distance from that site is the 
Susitna project, a !-million kilowatt 
project. These enormous projects would 
be of great benefit to the area. 

To these can be added the possibility 
of industrial development, which I think 
is outstanding. Close to Skagway, where 
the Aluminum Company of America is 
expected to develop power, there lies the 
greatest interesting body of iron ore that 
I know anything about, in the Klukwan 
project. It cannot be handled now, but 
beside it are the materials with which 
a very fine industrial project can be 
built. 

While I appreciate the desire of the 
Senator from illinois to go along in the 
interest of national defense, I believe the 
time will come-and that he and I will 
live to see it-when Alaska will be self
sustaining and become a very wonderful 
State, because of the development of its 
enormous natural resources and because 
of its power. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I devoutly hope that 
the Senator from New Mexico is correct; 
but after listening to his very eloquent 
and humorous comments on the social 
role of- the real est-ate swindlers yester
day, I wonder if perhaps he is not allow
ing his optimism to color his sober 
judgment. 

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. The question 

which interests me is, Is there some 
mystery about statehood? Why cannot 
some of these magnificent projects be 
developed now, without statehood, or un
der what we may call a commonwealth 
status? Is there something magical 
about statehood which makes all these 
projects blossom out of thin air? That 
is an aspect of the problem which I do 
not quite understand. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I ·do not wish to an
swer for the Senator from New Mexico, 
but sometimes it is argued that since we 
gave dominion or commonwealth status 
to Puerto Rico, we should do likewise in 
the case of Hawaii and Alaska. I think 
that argument involves some misunder
standing of the relative situations in the
three Territories. 

As I imderstand, in Puerto Rico there 
was at one time a strong nationalistic 
sentiment. As a means, perhaps, of find
ing a method of living with this nation
alistic sentiment, and of diverting-it into 
constructive channels, the idea of com~ 
monwealth status was created, so that 
the Puerto Rican people might enjoy the 
benefits of the free-entry of Puerto Rican 

sugar into the United States without 
having tariffs imposed upon it, and in 
order that they might have the advan
tages of alliance with the United States, 
and yet not be an organic part of the· 
United States, which many residents of 
Puerto Rico did not desire. 

I think I am correct in saying that 
in the case of Alaska and Hawaii there 
is no nationalistic movement in either 
of those Territories. The people r.f 
those Territories want to be organic 
parts of the American Union. They do 
not want to copy the methods of the 
British Commonwealth. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator further yield? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. I do not believe 

the Senator's observations are quite 
relevant to my question. I was talking 
about the development of the great 
projects referred to by the Senator from 
New Mexico. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I shall be glad to 
yield time to the Senator from New 
Mexico to discuss that question. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. If there are ad
vantages economically, I do not see why 
the Aluminum Company of America or 
any other company is not as free, under 
the dominion or commonwealth status 
as under statehood, to proceed with such 
development. I do not quite see why 
statehood should make such a great 
difference. 

~.1r. ANDERSON. I was trying to find 
in the hearings the testimony with re
spect to increases in population follow
ing admission to statehood. However, I 
believe that in the case of Alaska it 
would be pertinent to point out that if. 
the Territory were a State people could 
deal with a government that was close 
at hand. They do not want to come to 
Washington to deal with the Depart~ 
ment of the Interior, or with what some 
persons are unkind enough to call a 
beaurocracy; they prefer to deal with 
a State govenment which is close at 
hand and anxious to develop its own 
resources. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Under the pro
posed dominion or commonwealth status 
the government would be in Juneau or 
Sitka. In any event, it would be in 
Alaska. People would not have to come 
to Washington. That is how I under
stand the alternative, which I believe 
the junior Senator from Florida is 
thinking of proposing. I do not quite 
understand the magic of statehood from 
an economic point of view. I recognize 
the sentimental idea the Senator from 
Illinois _ is discussing, but I did not 
understand that that is what the Sen .. 
ator from New Mexico had in mind. 

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. LONG. With regard to common

wealth status, one of the thi-ngs I have 
greatly admired about the people of 
Hawaii-and I assume the statement ap
plies also -to Alaska-is that they do not 
want the preferred status which the 
people of Puerto Rico enjoy at this time. 

A former resident of Texas wrote a 
letter to me when I was in Hawaii." He 
pointed out that there were great tax 
advantages in having a dominion or 

commonwealth status such as is enjoyed 
by the people of Puerto Rico. For one 
thing, the people of Hawaii are paying 
more than $100 million a year in taxes 
to the Federal Treasury; the same taxes 
collected under a status of government 
similar to that of Puerto Rico would 
remain in Hawaii. 

I was particularly impressed by the 
fact that the people of Hawaii want full 
status as American citizens and they 
want to share the burdens and respon
sibilities of the Federal Government. 
They do not want to ride free on the 
backs of the American taxpayers and 
expect Americans to make sacrifices and 
pay the burdens of their government 
any more than they expected Americans 
to fight alone to defend their islands. 

The Senator knows that patriotic 
fighting men from Hawaii made one of 
the grea test records in the last war in 
fighting for this Nation. They do not 
want to receive benefits without paying 
their share of the taxes and without 
sharing the responsibilities. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I believe the Senator 
from Louisiana is quite correct. But I 
also believe the same attitude holds true 
so far as the residents of Alaska are 
concerned. 

There is a second point that I should 
like to mention. Both Hawaii and a 
large part of Alaska are composed of 
citizens other than of Anglo-Saxon stock. 
The major portion of the population of 
the Hawaiian Islands is oriental, and it 
has also a large Polynesian admixture. 
There is quite a large percentage of 
Indian and Eskimo stock in Alaska. 

Some people may regard that admix
ture of races as a detriment. I do not 
so regard it. I do not believe that 
democracy can be exercised only by the 
so-=-called .Anglo-Saxon stock. I believe 
democracy is a system of universa,l ap
plication, although perhaps we may need 
a certain stage of economic and intel
lectual experience for its full develop
ment. I believe that if we grant state
hood to both Territories we will prove 
to the people of Asia that we do not draw 
a race or color line, as the hostile propa
gandists would have them believe. 

Therefore I have decided to vote for 
statehood for both Territories. 

Now I direct my attention to the par~ 
liamentary situation and procedure 
which confronts us. I believe the Sen
ator from New Mexico has put his finger 
on the reason why he has joined the 
two Territories into one bill, nameiy, that 
if they are separated, even though the 
majority leader of our body fulfills his 
pledge-which I am sure he would-and 
brings up the Alaska bill separately in 
the Senate then even though such a 
bill were to be passed by the Senate, and 
even though the Members of the House 
wished to pass it, it could be defeated 
by being bottled up by the Rules Com
mittee. 

We must recognize the fact that the 
great reform of the House in 1910, led 
by Norris and Murdock, while it de
throned the Speaker as a czar, enthroned 
the Rules Committee as the dominant 
oligarchy. 

As I understand the parliamentary 
situation to be, if we join Alaska and 
Hawaii together in holy matrimony, and 

' 
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send them ·over to the House indissolubly 
linked together, even if the House passes 
statehood for Hawaii only, the matter 
will go to conference, and the conference 
report will have to be considered by the 
House and cannot be bottled up by the 
Rules Committtee. As I understand it, 
such a conference report will, initially 
at least, be a privileged matter. 

I believe that to be a correct statement 
of the parliamentary procedure in the 
House. In the way proposed by the Sen
ator from New Mexico the matter can be 
presented to the membership of the 
House, and it will not be possible for the 
Rules Committee to defy the will not only 
of the Senate but of the House itself. 

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
Mr. LONG. Although I do not propose 

to vote for the amendment, if the amend
ment should be adopted, I would hope 
that following a conference the House 
would agree to the bill. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I naturally hope so. 
Mr. LONG. There is no reason why 

the House should not do so. Such a 
motion would take precedence. I would 
hope that the House would agree. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. In any event I wish 
to point out that the membership of the 
House will not be as helpless in dealing 
with Alaskan statehood if we join 
Alaskan with Hawaii as it would be if 
we compelled it to consider the two bills 
separately. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I yield 
myself a few minutes. Just how many 
I will take, I cannot say. 

Mr. President, in the debate to date 
there has been presented a remarkable 
front of Senators who are favorable to 
the granting of statehood to Hawaii and 
to Alaska. I listened yesterday to the 
address delivered by the junior Senator 
from Washington [Mr. JACKSON] on 
Alaska and its potentialities. I am 
sorry he is not in the Chamber at this 
moment, because I should like to say 
to him what I now say for the RECORD, 
namely it was a · magnificent job, and 
I wanted the opportunity publicly to 
congratulate him on his speech and its 
presentation. 

ISSUE ONE OF BEST PROCEDURE 

The cause for Hawaii has been pre
sented to the Congress many times. 
The Senator from Oregon gave a brief 
outline of it last Thursday, a week ago 
today, in his opening presentation of S. 
49, Statehood for Hawaii. There have 
been little if any factual data presented 
in the Senate up to now which offers a 
sound, factu~l ba~is for opposition to 
Hawaiian statehood, or to Alaskan state
hood. But I believe we ought to deal 
squarely with the issue before us. We 
are not considering, here and. now, 
statehood for Hawaii versus statehood 
for Alaska. We are not even consider
ing statehood for Hawaii and Alaska 
versus no statehood for Hawaii and 
Alaska. 

The immediate question is a procedu
ral one. Those who favor statehood for 
both Territories have proposed an 
amendment to S. 49, the Hawaiian bill, 
to tie the Enabling Act for Alaska to it 
and thus join the two Territories in a 

single Enabling Act. Those who oppose 
statehood for both Alaska and Hawaii 
are supporting that effort to join the two 
bills. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Oregon yield? 

Mr. CORDON. I shall be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, person
ally, I have strong convictions that I 
should vote for both the Hawaiian and 
Alaskan statehood bills. I definitely am 
in favor of both bills. If it is admin
istrative policy to tie the two together, I 
have such high regard for my President 
and such high regard-as high as a man 
could have--for the distinguished Sena
tor from Oregon, that if it is his recom
mendation to me that I should vote 
against the tying of the two together, I 
shall do so. But I wish to assure him 
that I definitely want to vote for Alaskan 
statehood, and I shall do my utmost in 
this body to see that we have an oppor
tunity to do so. 

I have talked with the majority leader 
within the past hour, and I asked him 
specifically what assurance I might have 
as to his efforts to try to get the Alaskan 
statehood bill before the Senate for con
sideration in the event I cast a vote 
against its being consolidated with the 
Hawaiian statehood bill. I, for one, shall 
cast a vote this afternoon against the 
incorporation of Alaska with Hawaii in 
one bill. When I do that, I shall be doing 
it with high regard for the President and 
for the Senator from Oregon. I shall, 
of course, be disappointed in the event 
I have no opportunity to vote for the 
Alaskan bill before this session shall 
close, but I want everyone to know how 
I shall vote this afternoon. I shall vote 
for the Hawaiian statehood bill as a sep
arate bill. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I high
ly appreciate the statement made by the 
Senator from Minnesota. It is as forth
right and to the point as his thinking 
always is. I wish to say to the Senator 
that his views and mine are together. 

I shall vote for statehood for both the 
Territories. I shall do everything I can 
do on this floor and everywhere else to 
advance statehood for both Territories. 
I shall not do anything that might result 
in withholding statehood from one Ter
ritory in order to advance the other. I 
have the same feeling and the same posi
tion with respect to both. 

FATE OF STAT&HOOD ~ DOUBT 

I do not know, Mr. President, what will 
be the result of the vote. I do not know 
what will happen should the amend
ment be agreed to. I am fearful of the 
situation that may develop. There is no 
need for creating a question of the kind 
which in all probability will result if the 
vote is favorable to the proposed amend
ment. I regret that the amendment · is 
before the Senate. I regret that we may 
not have for Hawaii the same treatment 
we accorded Alaska in 1952, namely, con
sideration of the single issue of state
hood for the Territory standing alone 
on its own merits. 

I think, Mr. President, that we need 
to understand where we are, what we 
are doing, and, possibly, · where we are 
going. 

In the first place, many persons have 
stated that both Territories are ready 
for statehood. Some persons have said 
that each is as ready as is the other. I 
agree that both Territories are now 
ready for statehood. I allege that there 
is no basis of comparison with respect to 
one being more or less ready for state
hood than is the other. 

CASE STR<?NG FOR STATEHOOD FOR BOTH 

Factually, a better case, immediately, 
can be made for Hawaii than can be 
made for Alaska, as of today. Poten
tially, a better case can be made for 
Alaska than can be made for Hawaii, in 
my humble judgment. Hawaii has a 
long record of proved adequacy in self
government. Hawaii has a presently de
veloped economy. There is relatively 
little left in Hawaii in the way of unde
veloped natural resources, as far as we 
can know at the present time. 

On the other hand, Mr. President, the 
Territory of Alaska has but recently rel
atively speaking, shown a real interest 
in its own economic and political de
velopment. 

I see in the gallery at this time, Mr. 
President, a former Governor of the Ter
ritory of Alaska, Dr. Ernest Gruening. I 
desire at this time to commend him for 
the job he did, not only as Governor of 
Alaska, but as an evangelist for Alaska. 
Governor Gruening had a very great deal 
to do with the awakening in Alaska of 
that type of civic zeal and responsibility 
which is essential if self -government is 
to be realized and to achieve success. 

Although he is of another political 
affiliation, I am happy to commend Dr. 
Gruening at this time upon the job he 
did as Governor of Alaska. I have seen 
him stand up and slug it out with his 
own superiors in the Federal Govern
ment when he was fighting for the good 
of Alaska. I was proud of him then; I 
am proud of him now. 

ALASKA'S POTENTIALITIES GREAT 

Mr. President, the potentialities in 
Alaska are enormous. They are beyond 
our conception at this time. How long 
it will take to develop them, no one 
knows. But this we do know: statehood, 
when it comes to Alaska, will accelerate 
greatly the development and realization 
of those potentialities. The history of 
every State, after attainment of state
hood, is proof of this fact. 

The people of Alaska today are alive, 
awake to their responsibilities. They are 
vocal as to their desires. This civic 
awareness was not the case 10 years ago, 
nor 15, or 20, or 30, or 40 years ago. 

In Hawaii, however, the situation 
which I have stated to be true of Alaska 
today was the case 40 or 50 years ago. 
Thus, the situation with respect to Ha
waii and Alaska differs. There is a highly 
developed economy in Hawaii. There is 
an undeveloped but most promising econ
omy in Alaska. We need to do nothing 
with reference to Hawaii except to hand 
them · the reins of their government, 
make second-class citizens into first
class citizens, and sew another star on 
the American flag. 

CHANGES NEEDED ~ ALASKA 

On the other hand, Mr. President, 
there are some thirigs that are left un
done in Alaska. Some 99 percent of the 



'3082 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE- March 11 

total area of Alaska today is owned by 
the Federal Government, and not by the 
people of Alaska. More than one-third 

. of the surface of Alaska is today with
drawn from any sort of use under which 
its resources can be developed by the 
people. The result is that the potential 
wealth of Alaska is locked up, is "frozen," 
a;o to speak, by the policies of the Federal 
Government in the past. 

There has been absentee landlordism 
in. Alaska over the years. There we see 
bureaucratic paternalism at its fantastic 
worst. We have seen the dreams of the 
starry-eyed do-gooders tried out and 
forced on the Territory and its people. 
We have seen the efforts of strong people 
fail-people who have gone into the 
area with the pioneer spirit, who were 
willing to go there and fight their way 
through, as their forebearers won the 
West. These people were in every way 
responsible, yet year after year and dec
ade after decade their efforts to open up 
the Territory and develop its great re
sources were frustrated, until one could 
not but marvel that there was any spirit 
left in them. 

GREAT NATURAL RESOURCES OF ALASKA 

Mr. President, the spirit is there; it is 
alive today. A marvelous future is in 
store for Alaska. But, Mr. President, it 
was necessary for the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs to review 
the records on Alaskan statehood and to 
remake an Alaskan statehood bill. We 
had to keep in mind that the Territory 
of Alaska is entirely different in its 
·potentialities. So far as natural re
sources and the effects of the natural 
resources are concerned, it has a differ
ent future from that which most of the 
other States have had. With few excep
tions, the States which have come into 
the Union heretofore have been primar
ily agricultural areas. This is not the 
case with AlaskaL 

Agriculture in Alaska probably will 
always be a relatively .subordinate part 
of the economy. Alaska's mineral re
sources probably are the greatest asset 
of the Territory. The fisheries of its 
streams and off its coast are another 
great natural resource. The vast forests 
of Alaska are a third. Agriculture prob
ably will be in fourth place. It is of 
relatively little consequence now. 
Therefore, Alaska could not be opened 
up by the passage of a homestead law, 
no matter how much might be granted 
to the homesteader. Alaska is not that 
kind of country. Its resources have to 
be reached in a different way. 

BILL MAKES STRONG STATE POSSmLE 

The committee toiled many days and 
many weeks to draft a bill which would 
answer the practical necessities of the 
jus~ now awakening economy in the 
Alaskan Territory. I believe the com
mittee's version of S. 50 is a good bill; it 
offers strong hope for a strong, prosper
ous State of Alaska. 

We know the situation in Hawaii. 
But, Mr. President, we are now faced 
with the question: What shall we do to 
achieve the end which is desired by Sen
ators who favor statehood for both 
Territories; and the end which a major-

ity of the people in both Territories 
desire? A majority of the committee 
believed that the end of statehood for 
Alaska and Hawaii could best be 
achieved by bringing to· the fioor of the 
Senate separate bills, and obtaining 
action on Hawaii first and then on 
Alaska. 

A record of strong opposition to state
hood for Alaska was made on the fioor 
of the Senate in 1952. That record can 
be read today. It was recognized by the 
majority of the committee that as of 
now at least there is no reason to be
lieve that that opposition has lessened 
rna terially. 

NO RECORD OF OPPOSITION TO HAWAn 

There is no such record of opposition 
with respect to Hawaii. Hawaiian state
hood has never been up for consideration 
officially by the Senate before this year. 
With respect to Hawaii, we could have 
the hope that the overwhelming weight 
of public opinion throughout the coun
try in favor of statehood might have 
weight with the Senate. The Territory 
has been knocking at the door of Con;. 
gress, asking for equality in statehood 
for a full half century and more. It was 
our belief that there had been built up 
in the United States sufficient public 
opinion to give great aid to Congress in 
determining its action on a Hawaiian 
statehood bill. Action on the Alaska bill 
would have followed as a matter of 
course. 

So it was the considered judgment of 
the committee that the matter should be 
approached by first getting a vote on the 
Hawaiian bill. No political considera
tion was involved. We could see no rea
son in 1954 for following what has been 
termed "A balanced admission ratio." 
The balancing of States, one against the 
other, arose by virtue of necessity in the 
days when part of the United States had 
slavery and part was free territory. 
Then it could be argued that it was 

·necessary, when new States were to be 
admitted, that they should enter the 
Union in pairs, one in the free area and 
one in the slave area. But that matter 
was settled long ago. 

PURPOSE UNPRECEDENTED 

I am indebted to the junior Senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], with 
the able assistance of the junior Sen
ator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], for a 
history of the admission of the States 
throughout the years. After the era of 
slavery, unquestionably politics had con
siderable to do with the admission of 
States; but at no time, so far as I am 
aware, was there a tying together, as is 
suggested in this instance, when the only 
thing that could be accomplished, if suc
cessful, would be the failure of both 
Territories to gain admission. 

A curious situation exists. There are 
Senators who oppose statehood for Ha
waii; others oppose statehood for 
Alaska; some oppose statehood for both. 
But if it is insisted that the issue be 
forced by having a single bill which pro
vides, in title I, for Hawaiian statehood, 
and, in title II, for Alaskan statehood, 
then, of necessity, there must be a prej
udice to each of the parts. Each will 

inherit the disabilities and opponents of 
the other, as well as keeping its own dis
abilities and opponents. 

The majority of the committee 
thought it unwise to follow this practice. 
I believe the majority of the committee 
feel as does the senior Senator from 
Oregon: That is, statehood should come 
to both Territories at the earliest possi
·ble -moment. However, if it cannot 
come to both, then let it come to one, and 
we will continue to do everything in our 
power to bring statehood to the other as 
soon as possible. That approach seems 
to me to be a commonsense one. I 
believe it is the approach that the people 
in both Territories would prefer. 
SE~ARATE BILLS OFFER BEST CHANCE FOR BOTH 

I can see, Mr. President, a better 
chance for statehood for both Hawaii 
and Alaska in this Congress, if a 
measure for each is brought before the 
Senate on its own merits and passed on 
its own merits. Then those who sup
port them can turn their efforts to get
ting whatever is necessary to be done in 
the other branch of Congress, and also 
administratively, if that be necessary. 

It seems to me that that is the com
monsense approach to the matter. I 
believe that is the only answer that the 
Senate can make in good conscience to 
the pleas of these two Territories for 
statehood. 

I hope the amendment of the Senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] will 
be rejected, and that the Senate may 
-proceed· along the lines which the com
mittee has presented to it. The result, 
I am convinced, will be of advantage to 
both the Territory of Hawaii and the 
Territory of Alaska. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
have been advised by the Senator from 
New Mexico that no other speakers on 
this side of the question are available at 
this time, but that it is expected to have 
a quorum call at a quarter to four, so 
that the Senate might proceed with the 
vote. I do not know whether it is de
sired to recess now until that time, or 
to proceed with other business. -

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. 
SCHOEPPEL in the chair). The clerk Will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none and 
it is so ordered. · ' 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from California will state it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Will the Chair 
state what the time situation is? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is informed that, dividing the time 
consumed by the quorum call between 
the two sides, the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] has 11 minutes 
remaining and the Senator from Oregon 
£Mr. CoRDON] has 41 minutes remaining 
of the time allotted to them. 
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Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I yield 
to my colleague, the distinguished ma
jority leader such time as he may desire. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, the 
debate which has proceeded for a con-. 
siderable period is drawing to a close, 
and the future of two great Territories, 
each of which in time is destined to be 
a state of the Union, may be resolved, 
so far as the immediate future is con
cerned, by the vote this afternoon. I 
have pointed out in the debate hereto
fore that I intend to support the bill 
for statehood for Hawaii, and the sub
sequent bill providing for statehood for 
Alaska. I must say, in all frankness, 
that I fully concur, however, in the 
statements of the distinguished Senator 
from Florida [Mr. HoLLAND] that the 
tying of the two bills together will not 
accelerate statehood for either Terri
tory, but, to the contrary, is more likely 
to delay statehood for both. 

I think that issue should be very clear 
to the Senate and to the Nation. 

Mr. President, it is interesting to note 
some of the statistical material regard
ing the admission of new States in the 
past. The fact is that Hawaii has been 
an organized Territory for a period of 
time longer than that during which any 
other Territory was required to serve 
an apprenticeship, prior to admission to 
the Union. 

The present population of Hawaii, 
based on the 1952 estimates furnished by 
the Bureau of the Census, is 522,000. 
-That is larger than the population of a 
number of the present States, as recorded 
by the Census Bureau. Based on the 
1950 census, the population of Nevada 
was 160,083; Wyoming, 290,529; Dela
ware, 318,085; Vermont, 377,747; and 
New Hampshire, 533,242. New Hamp
shire is the first State in this list whose 
1950 population exceeds the present pop
-ulation of Hawaii. 

Of course, Mr. President, from a popu
lation point of view, Alaska is not quite 
in the same class. The present popula
. tion of..Alaska, based on the 1952 Census 
Bureau figures, is 182,000, which places 
Alaska ahead of Nevada, from the 
standpoint of population, but below any 
of the other existing States of the Union. 

Although I believe the population fig
ures warrant giving Hawaii priority con
sideration, I do not believe that Alaska's 
lack of as large a population should nec
essarily foreclose her from statehood, for 
an examination of the population figures 
for the several States at the time of their 
admission to statehood, following their 
Territorial status, reveals the following: 
New Mexico, 327,000; Arizona, 204,354; 
Utah, 276,749; Washington, 357,232; 
Michigan, 212,267; North Dakota, 109,-
983; South Dakota, 384,600; . Idaho, 88,:. 
548; Montana, 142,924; Florida, 87,445; 
Wyoming, 62,555; Mississippi, 75,448; 
and Arkansas, 97,574. 

· Let me say parenthetically that down 
to that point, Hawaii has at present a 
larger population than did any of the 
States I have mentioned so far, at the 
time when they were admitted to the 
Union as States. 

At the time of admission as a State, 
Oklahoma had a population of 1,657 ,155. 
Oklahoma is the only State in the entire 
list which, at the time when she was 
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admitted as a State, had a larger popu
lation than the present population of 
Hawaii. 

Next on the list is Indiana, which at 
the time of admission as a State had a 
population of 147,178; Missouri, 66,586; 
Ohio, 45,365; Colorado, 194,327; Ne
braska, 122,093; Wisconsin, 305,391; Ore
gon, 52,465; Dlinois, 55,211; Minnesota, 
172,023; Iowa, 192,214; Louisiana, 76,556; . 
Kansas, 107,206; Tennessee, 105,602; 
Nevada, &,857; and Alabama, 127,901. 

So, Mr. President, the record is very 
clear that, so far as Hawaii is concerned, 
only one organized Territory, now a 
State, had a greater population; and 
even so far as Alaska is concerned, at 
least half the States I have enumerated, 
and perhaps more, had, at the time of 
their admission to the Union, smaller 
populations than the present population 
of Alaska. 

Although I may say that, particularly 
since the 1948 election, I have not placed 
too much stock in polls, yet I believe 
there are important reasons why the 
1948 polls were not accurate, and why, 
in the case of polls on the statehood 
question, the percentage figures do not 
vary very much. 

In connection with the pending ques
tion, let me point out that the Gallup 
poll, as published in the Washington Post 
on January 10, 1954, reads in part as 
follows: 

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

Favor, 78 percent. 
Oppose, 8 percent. 
No opinion, 14 percent. 

Mr. President, the polls which have 
been taken, insofar as Alaska is con
cerned, show substantially the same re
sults. I should like to point out how 
these polls have varied over the years. 
The 1941 poll showed that 48 percent of 
the persons responding to the poll were 
in favor of statehood for Hawaii; 23 
percent were opposed; and 29 percent 
had no opinion . 

In the 1946 poll the figures were as 
follows: 60 percent were in favor of 
statehood for Hawaii, 19 percent were 
opposed, and 21 percent had no opinion. 

In the 1950 poll, 71 percent were in 
favor of statehood for Hawaii, 12 percent 
were opposed, and 17 percent had no 
opinion. 

In the 1952 poll, 69 percent were in 
favor of statehood for Hawaii, 11 percent 
were opposed, and 20 percent had no 
opinion. 

In the 1953 poll, 72 percent were in 
favor of statehood for Hawaii, 14 per
cent were opposed, and 14 percent had 
no opinion. 

As of the time when the last poll was 
taken-! refer to the Gallup poll which 
was published in the Washington Post 
on January 10; 1954-the result showed, 
as I have said, that 78 percent of the 
persons polled were in favor of statehood 
for Hawaii, 8 percent were opposed, and 
14 percent had no opinion. 

In the case of Alaska, the results of 
the polls have been as follows: 

In 1949, 68 percent of the persons 
polled were in favor of statehood -far 
Alaska, 7 percent were opposed, and 25 
percent had no opinion. 

In 1950, 81 percent of the persons 
polled were in favor of statehood for 
Alaska, 8 percent were opposed, and 1L 
percent had no opinion. 

In 1952, 76 percent of the persons 
polled were in favor of statehood for
Alaska, 8 percent were opposed, and 16 
percent had no opinion. 

In 1953, 78 percent of the persons 
polled were in favor of statehood for 
Alaska, 10 percent were opposed, and 12 
percent had no opinion. -

And as of the time when the last poll 
was taken and the results were published 
in the Washington Post on January 10, 
1954, 81 percent of the persons polled 
were in favor of statehood for Alaska, 
7 percent were opposed, and 12 percent 
had no opinion. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the entire article by George 
Gallup be printed at this point in the 
RECORD as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
THE GALLUP PoLL-ALASKAN, HAWAIIAN STATE

HOOD BoTH OvERWHELMINGLY BACKED 
(By George Gallup) 

One of the first issues on the agenda for 
Congress this session is the controversial 
question of Hawaiian statehood. 

If the American people were deciding, 
however, there would be little controversy. 
The latest institute survey shows a nearly 
10 to 1 majority in favor of admitting Hawaii 
to the Union. 

Through the country, Gallup poll reporters 
asked a representative cross section of the 
people this question: 

"Would you favor or oppose having Hawall 
admitted as a State in the Union: 

Percent 
JFavor--------------------------------- 78 
Oppose------------------------------- 8 
No opinion---------------------------- 14 

The public favors statehood for Alaska 
by an even greater majority. In response 
to a simllar question about our northwest
ern Territory, 81 percent favored admittance 
of Alaska as a State, 12 percent had no 
opinion, and only 7 percent were opposed. 

Although opposition to this bill is ex
pected to come from Republican Congress
men-Alaska being a normally Democratic 
area--Republican voters throughout the 
country show a greater majority of approval 
of the proposal than either the Democrats 
or Independents. 

The breakdown by parties is as follows: 

Favor Op
pose 

No 
opin
ion 

----------1--------
Percent Percent P ercent 

D emocrats_ __________________ 78 8 14 
R epu blicans__________________ 85 5 10 
Independents_______________ 82 9 9 

If Hawaii should become a State this year, 
it would be with a background of 14 years' 
support by the public. Here is the trend: 

1941_------------------------ -
1946_-------------- --------· --
1950_-------------------------
1952.- ----------------'--------
1953_------------------------
Today------------------------

0 No 
Favor ppose opinion 

Percenl 
~ 
60 
71 
69 
72 
78 

Percent Percent 
23 29 
19 21 
12 17 
11 20 
14 14 
8 14 
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Alaska has had similar public support over 
the years. Here are the figures: 

Favor Oppose op~on-
----------1---------

Percent Percent Percent-
1949__________________________ 68 7 25 
1950__________________________ 81 8 11 
1952- ------------------------- 76 8 16 
1953__________________________ 78 10 12 
Today------------------------ 81 7 12 

Opposition to the Hawaii bill is looked for
from Democratic quarters, as Hawaii's politi
cal complexion has been Republican. Sen
ate Majority Leader KNowLAND, of California, 
said last year that Hawaii is entitled to 
priority over Alaska because of the time it 
has been a Territory, the amount of taxes it 
pays and other factors. 

Hawa11 became a Territory in 1900, Alas
ka in 1912. Hawaii's population at the time 
of the 1950 census was 499,794, whereas Alas
ka had 128,643. 

Mr. KNOWL...t\ND. Mr. President, a 
number of Senators on both sides of the 
aisle have already stated that the two 
great national political parties have de
clared themselves in favor of statehood 
for Hawaii and statehood for Alaska. 

So far as Hawaii is concerned, there is 
an unequivocal pledge on the part of 
both the Republican Party and the Dem
ocratic Party for immediate statehood. 
So far as Alaska is concerned, the Repub
lican platform has been referred to as 
being favorable to statehood for Alaska 
under a satisfactory Enabling Act. Men 
may differ as to whether the statute un
der which it is proposed that Alaska 
come into the Union is satisfactory ac
cording to their views. I believe the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs, under the able leadership of the 
distinguished Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
CORDON], has done an excellent job. He 
and his colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle have done a fine piece of work in 
preparing the bill which has been re
ported from that committee. It is my 
personal belief that the Senate could in 
good conscience support both the state
hood bill for Hawaii and the statehood 
bill for Alaska. 

I have already made it clear on the 
floor of the Senate on numerous oc
casions that if these two bills are not 
tied together at this point, the Senate 
will have a very early opportunity to 
vote on statehood for Alaska. I think 
the Senate is entitled to such opportu
nity. I believe that great Territory is 
entitled to have the issue of its own 
statehood decided without being tied as 
a tail to the Hawaiian kite, so to speak. 

There are very valid reasons for the 
admission of both these Territories. It 
is true that there are some who may 
favor Alaska for one reason or another 
but who do not favor Hawaii. Ther~ 
may be some who favor Hawaii but do 
not favor Alaska. There may be some 
who are prepared to vote for the admis
sion of both of them, as is the Senator 
from California. There may be some 
wit~ equally valid reasons, who do not 
desire to vote for either one of them 
But it seems to me that it is more or~ 
derly procedure to allow both these bills 
to stand on their own merits and be voted 
up or down on that basis. 

I believe that for the sake of the REC• 
ORD we should review the legislative his-

tory of the Hawaiian statehood bills with 
respect to which there have been House 
and Senate developments. 

In the 80th Congress, a Republican 
Congress, on January 3, 1947, House bill 
49 was introduced by Mr. FARRINGTON 
and referred to the House Public Lands 
Committee. 

On March 27 House bill 49 was re
ported with amendments-House Report 
No. 194. 

On June 30 the House debated, amend
ed, and passed House bill 49 by a vote 
of 195 yeas to 133 nays, as shown in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, VOlume 93, 
part 6, pages 7916 to 7923, and pages 
7927 to 7941. 

On July 1 House bill 49 was !:"eferred 
to the Senate Public· Lands Committee, 
and the bill died in the committee in that 
session. 

In the 81st Congress, on January 3, 
1949, House bill 49 was introduced by 
Mr. FARRINGTON and referred to the House 
Public Lands Committee. 

On March 10, 1949, House bill 49 was 
reported with amendments-House Re
port No. 254. 

On January 23, 1950, the House 
adopted House Resolution 218, provid
ing for consideration and general debate 
on House bill 49. 

On March 3 the House began debate 
on House bill 49, as shown by the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD, VOlume 96, part 3, 
pages 2782 to 2785. 

On March 6 the House continued de
bate on House bill 49, as shown in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 96, part 3, 
pages 2861 to 288-9. 

On March 7 the House passed House 
bill 49 by a vote of 262 yeas to 110 nays, 
as appears in the CONGRESsiONAL RECORD 
volume 96, part 3, pages 2947 and 2948: 

On March 8 House bill 49 was referred 
to the Senate Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

On June 29 House bill 49 was reported 
to the Senate with amendments-Sen
ate Report No. 1928. 

On August 26 minority views were filed 
on House bill 49-Senate Report No. 
1928, part 2. 

On September 13 House bill 49 was 
passed over on the call of the Senate 
Calendar. 

On December 15 House bill 49 was 
passed over on the call of the Senate 
Calendar. The proposed legislation died 
in that Congress. 

I shall not read all the entries but the 
history of the 82d Congress sh~ws that 
the bill dealing with statehood for 
Hawaii was passed over on the call of 
the Senate Calendar, and it ultimately 
died in that Congress. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
entire record may be printed in the 
RECORD at this point as a part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the history 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
asfollows: ' 
LEGISLATIVE HISTORIES ON HAWAIIAN STATE-

HOOD BILLS ON WHICH THERE HAVE BEEN 
HOUSE AND SENATE FLOOR DEVELOPMENTS 

EIGHTIETH CONGRESS 
January 3, 1947 ~ H. R. 49 introduced by 

Mr. FARRINGTON and referred to House Pub
lic Lands Committee. 

March 27: H. R. 49 reported with amend-
ments. (H. Rept. No. 194.) · 

June 30: House debated, amended, and 
passed H. R. 49 by a vote of 196 yeas to 133 
nays. (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, VOl. 93, pt. 6, 
pp: 7916-7923, 7927-7941.) 

July 1: H. R. 49 referred to Senate Public 
Lands Committee. Legislation died in this 
Congress. 

EIGHTY-FIRST CONGRESS 
January 3, 1949: H . R. 49 introduced by 

Mr. FARRINGTON and referred to House Public 
Lands Committee. 

March 10: H. R. 49 reported with amend
ments. (H. Rept. No. 254.) 

January 23, 1950: House adopted House 
Resolution 218 providing for consideration 
and general debate on H. R. 49. 

March 3: House began debate· on H. R. 49. 
(CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, VOl. 96, pt. 2 pp. 
2782-2785.) I 

March 6: House continued debate on H. R. 
49. (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, VOl. 96, pt. 2 pp. 
2861-2889.) I 

March 7: House passed H. R. 49 by a vote 
Of 262 yeas to 110 nays. (CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, VOl. 96, pt. 3, pp. 2947-2948.) 

March 8: H. R. 49 referred to Senate In
terior and Insular Affairs Committee. 

June 29: H. R. 49 reported with amend
ments. (S. Rept. No. 1928.) 

August 26: Minority views filed on H. R. 
49. (S. Rept. No. 1928, pt. 2.) 

September 13 : H. R. 49 passed over on call 
of Senate Calendar. 

December 15: H. R. 49 passed over on call 
of Senate Calendar. Legislation died in this 
congress. 

EIGHTY-SECOND CONGRESS 
January 8, 1951: S. 49 introduced by Mr 

O 'Mahoney (and others) and referred to Sen~ 
ate Interior and Insular Affairs committee. 

May 8: S. 49 reported with amendments. 
(S. Rept. No. 314.) 

May 17: S. 49 passed over on call of Senate 
Calendar. 

May 21: Minority views filed on s. 49. (S. 
Rept. No. 314, pt. 2.) 

June 21: S. 49 passed over on call of Senate 
Calendar. 

July 23: S. 49 passed over on call of Senate 
Calendar. 

October 11: S. 49 passed over on call of 
Senate Calendar. 

January 24, 1952: S. 49 passed over on call 
of Senate Calendar. 

July 2: S. 49 passed over on call of Senate 
Calendar. Legislation died in this Congress. 

EIGHTY-THIRD CONGRESS 
January 7, 1953: S. 49 introduced by Mr. 

CoRDoN (and others) and referred to Senate 
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee. 

March 2: H. R. 3575 introduced by Mr. 
SAYLOR and referred to House Interior and 
Insular Affairs Committee. 

March 3: H. R. 3575 reported with amend
ments (H. Rept. 109). 

March 9: House began debate on H R 
3575 (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, VOl. 96 pt. 2 • 
pp. 1760-1790.) ' • 

March 10: House passed H. R. 3575 with 
amendments by a vote of 274 yeas to 138 
nays. Previously, a motion to recommit bill 
was rejected by a vote of 182 yeas to 227 
nays. (CONGRESSIONAL REcORD, VOl. 99 pt. 2 
pp. 1799-1830.) ' ' 

March 11: H. R. 3575 referred to Senate 
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee. 

January 27, 1954: S. 49 reported with 
amendments. (S. Rept. No. 886.) 

February 26: S. 49 made unfinished bust
ness of Senate. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President a 
very strong and valid - argument was 
made by a number of Senators the other 
day relative to statehood for Alaska. 
The argument was that we gained that 
grea~ Territory from the then Imperial 
Russia. In more recent years Commu
nist Russia has been making certain 
noises as though it would like to reassert 
a claim to Alaska. There are very valid 
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reasons why this country should show 
to the world that these two great Terri
tories are to be an integral part of the 
American Union of States, and that we 
have no intention of discussing with any 
foreign power their disposition in any 
other way, any more than we would con
sider such discussion with respect to any 
other part of the American Union. 

If we are really interested in the de
velopment of these 2 great Territories 
as 2 States of the Union, I think we can 
achieve that end result by voting against 
the amendment of the Senator from New 
Mexico to consolidate the 2, and then 
vote for statehood ;for Hawaii, which on 
2 other occasions bas been fully debated 
in the House of Representatives. · 

In my judgment the House of Repre
sentatives would be prepared to act 
promptly upon the question of statehood 
for Hawaii. We have a two-House 
legislative body. Certainly the other 
body is entitled to debate and take up 
in an orderly manner a measure relat
ing to statehood for Alaska. It is my 
sincere conviction that a statehood-for
Alaska bill can subsequently be passed 
by this body. Of course no one can give 
assurances as to what will happen to 
such a bill if and when it reaches the 
other body, because in the normal pro
cedures of representative government 
the other House is entitled to debate and 
vote on it. 

Mr. President, in my judgment we 
would jeopardize both bills if we were 
to tie them together. I have also a very 
firm conviction that when one of these 
great noncontiguous Territories is once 
admitted to the Union, we shall acceler
ate the ultimate admission of the other 
great Territory. Though it might con
ceivably be delayed beyond this session 
of Congress, in my judgment it "!~ill not 
be delayed for very long. I predict that 
if Hawaii is admitted this year, if Alaska 
does not follow at this session of Con
gress, it will follow certainly within a 
period of 2 years. If we tie the two pro
posals together we are likely to lose both 
Territories to statehood now, and it may 
be a much longer period before either 
one will be admitted as a State of the 
Union. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, 
will the distinguished Senator from Ore
gon yield to me 30 seconds? 

Mr. CORDON. I am happy to yield to 
my good friend the Senator from Vir
ginia. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. I do not wish to 
discuss the pending amendment. I 
merely wish to announce that tomorrow, 
as soon as I can obtain recognition, I 
plan to discuss the issue of communism 
in Hawaii, the extent to which commu• 
nistic leaders now dominate the entire 
economy of the islands, and why I be
lieve that if Hawaii gains statehood that 
condition will become definitely worse 
instead of better. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. ANDERSON] to add a new title pro-
viding for statehood for Alaska. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. How 

much time does the Senator from Ore-

gon yield to the Senator from South 
Dakota? 

Mr. CORDON. The Senator from 
Oregon yields to the Senator from South 
Dakota as much time as he desires. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from South Dakota 
is not limited. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, last sum
mer it was my privilege to visit the Ter
ritory of Alaska. In the fall of 1945 it 
was my privilege to visit the Territory of 
Hawaii. On both occasions I enjoyed 
the opportunity of visiting the principal 
portions of those Territories. I became 
acquainted with the character of the 
people, and with the enterprise they 
were showing in the development of 
their natural resources and in building 
and construction work. I had an oppor
tunity, also, to discuss with them .some 
of their plans for the future. It 1s my 
firm conviction that the people of both 
Territories deserve statehood. 

The history of our Nation discloses 
that it has grown by showing confidence 
in its westward expansion. There has 
not been a time when any Territory was 
proposed for admission to statehood but 
that some persons have expressed doubts 
about the capacity of the people of that 
Territory. Time has demonstrated that 
the Nation has grown as it has expanded 
its frontiers, and brought more Terri
tories into the Union. As the distin
guished Senator from California [Mr. 
KNOWLAND] has so well pointed out, each 
of these Territories has a larger popula
tion today than most of the other Terri
tories had when they were admitted into 
the Union. 

I am persuaded, however, because of 
conditions which exist in the other body, 
that if we tie the two Territories to
gether at this time we w.ill complicate 
the situation. Furthermore, we face the 
prospect that if the two Territories shaH 
be tied together we will insure the com
bined vote in opposition of those who are 
opposed to one Territory or the other 
and of those who are opposed to admis
sion of both Territories. 

Therefore the best chance of getting 
statehood for each of the Territories is 
to consider each proposal separately on 
its merits, so that the votes in opposi
tion may be only those of Senators who 
are opposed to the admission of a par
ticular Territory. 

Therefore I shall vote against the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
New Mexico in this particular instance, 
although I respect the diligence with 
which he has attacked the problem. 

When I was in Alaska last August the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER
soN] and the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. BUTLER] were there, representing 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. Other members of the commit
tee were also present. The Senator from 
Florida [Mr. HoLLAND], the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], the Senator 
from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS], and I 
were there as members of the Committee 
on Public works; The Senator from 
Mississippi and I also represented the 
Subcommittee on Real Estate and Mili
tary Construction of the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

We had an opportunity to understand 
and appreciate the diligence with which 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs was going into the problem in 
Alaska. We were privileged to partici
pate in one of the joint receptions which 
was held for them one evening. We also 
talked with many people, and read many 
of the articles which appeared in the 
press at the time. The subject has been 
well considered, and I appreciate the 
fact that the members of the committee 
have declared themselves in favor of 
statehood for Alaska as well as in favor 
of statehood for Hawaii. Mr. President, 
I want to see this objective accomplished. 
I hope it will not be stymied by the pro
cedural difiiculties which would arise as 
a result of the adoption of the amend
ment offered by the Senator from New 
Mexico. 

I thank the Senator from Oregon for 
yielding time to m_e. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I yield 
such time as he may need to the junior 
Senator from California. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, so that 
there may be no misunderstanding, I de
sire to say that I shall vote for statehood 
for Hawaii; I shall vote for statehood for 
Alaska; and I shall cast my vote in that 
fashion whether the bills are presented 
separately or whether they are tied 
together. 

The question which is now before the 
Senate does not touch the merits of the 
case for statehood for either Territory. 
The question now before the Senate is 
parliamentary in nature. It has been 
presented by my friend the able Senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], and 
it takes the form of an amendment to tie 
the two statehood proposals together in 
one bill. The Senator from New Mexico 
is in favor of statehood for both Hawaii 
and Alaska, and it is his sincere desire, 
in offering his amendment, to make it 
easier for each Territory to be admitted 
as a State. 

But,. Mr. President, we are confronted 
with an extremely paradoxical situation, 
because there are Senators who will join 
in supporting the amendment of the 
Senator from New Mexico for exactly 
the opposite reason, and they will vote in 
favor of his amendment, not because 
they want statehood for either Territory, 
but because they are opposed to state
hood for both. 

So, Mr. President, under the circum
stances. I think those of use who desire 
to vote for statehood for each Territory 
will best serve the purposes of each Ter
ritory by opposing the amendment of 
the Senator from New Mexico, ·and, after 
having discussed the merits of each one 
at a time, vote, first, on the issue of 
Hawaiian statehood, and then, as my 
colleague, the majority leader, has sug
gested, immediately following that, vote 
on the question of statehood for Alaska. 

I do not quarrel with those in this 
Chamber who take a different position 
regarding tl:le future status of the two 
Territories than that at which I have 
arrived, but I feel that in opposing the 
amendment of ~he Senator · from New 
Mexico I am lending what little strength 
I possess to having the Senate ultimately 
pass on the merits of .the question of 
statehood for both Hawaii and Alaska. 
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Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, 2 
days ago I inserted in the RECORD a list 
of the platform pronouncements ot the 
Republican and Democratic Parties on 
the question of statehood for Alaska and 
Hawaii. My attention has been called 
to the fact that I apparently ·omitted a 
portion of the Republican platform of 
1944 favoring home rule for Hawaii look
ing toward statehood. This was omitted 
by error and not by design. So I ask 
that the permanent RECORD be corrected 
so as to include in the list of platform 
announcements the plank of the Repub
lican -platf-orm of 1944 with respect to 
statehood for Hawaii. which reads as 
follows: 

HAW An 
. Hawait which shares the Nation's obllga. 
tions eq~ally with the several States, is en
titled to the fullest measure of home rule 
looking toward ·statehood; and to equality 
with the several States in the rights of her 
citizens and in the application of all our 
national laws. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
correction will be made. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator fr-om New Mexico ·yield for 
a comment? · 

Mr. ANDERSON. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I listened with in

terest to the remarks made by my good 
friend and colleague the junior Senator 
from California [Mr. KucHELl. and I 
should like to make my position clear. 
i think both Alaska and Hawaii are en
titled· to statehood, and I am delighted 
that we shall have a chance to try to 
tie them in together. If the combining 
of the two bills shall fail, I shall, of 
course, vote for the admission of Hawaii 
to the Union. But I hope the move on 
the part of the distinguished Senator 
from New Mexico will prevail,. because if 
it does not, regardless of what is said in 
this Chamber, or what Senators may 
think, we can be very sure that Alaskan 
statehood will not be taken up in the 
House of Representatives. As I under
stand, a measure there providing for 
statehood for Alaska has been bottled up 
in the Rules Committee for some months, 
and, consequently, this is the only oppor
tunity which we shall have to make sure 
that Alaska will be given consideration 
by the House. I sincerely hope the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
New Mexico will be agreed to, because I 
think statehood for both Territories is 
overdue, and I should like to see . them 
both come into the Union at the same 
time. 

However, Mr. President, I repeat that 
if the combination is defeated it is my 
intention to vote for the admission of 
Hawaii into the Union. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
have no additional request for time; and 
if the distinguished senior Senator from 
Oregon will permit, I shall be happy to 
yield the remainder of my time to the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WILLIAMs] 
or to the Senator from South Dakota 
[Mr. CASE]. 

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, if the Sen· 
ator from New Mexico will refer to the 
highway section of his amendment, I 
should like to say that the Subcommittee 
on Roads of the Committee on Public 

Works is working on the biennial high· 
way legislation, and I am wondering if 
there is anything in section · 21 of the 
Senator's amendment which should be 
considered in pending highway legisla
tion, or does it become a law to itself, 
regardless of what may be provided in 

I the new highway act? 
· Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
would say to the distinguished Senator 
from South Dakota that this language 
was placed in the amendment on motion 
of the junior Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. BARRETT], who had visited Alaska 

I and had been greatly· impressed by the 
need of highway construction. He pro
posed this language in order that the 
road needs of Alaska might . be ade
quately met . 

I think it is only fair to say that if 
the Alaskan statehood bill is added to 
the Hawaiian statehood bill as an addi
tional title, and the bill should then pass 
the Senate and go to the House, the lan
guage would be revised according to 
whatever the situation might be. 

Mr. CASE. Will the Senator state 
whether subsection <b> on page 35 would 
be special authorization in addition to 
whatever the new State might be en
titled to receive under the proviso be
ginning in line 17, on page 34? 

Mr. ANDERSON. That was the in
tention. The distinguished Senator 
from Wyoming suggested that for the 
next 15 years the proportion should be 
at the present level, which I think is 
something like 87% percent and 12% 
percent. Then, in addition to that, 
there came a motion that we put in 
definite sums, because the Federal Gov
ernment is now expending large sums 
of money on the construction program, 
probably more than the new State it
self could bear, but not more ·than the 
needs of the ·area for defense purposes 
require. 

It was felt that these sums could be 
usee! by the new State in conjunction 
with the Federal Government to bring 
about a better situation with reference 
to the highways of Alaska. 

Mr. CASE. I invite the attention of 
the Senator to the fact that in bills now 
pending before the Committee on Public 
Works the authorization for Federal 
secondary roads is very substantially 
increased over what is provided in the 
present law. The present law authorizes 
$50 ·million whereas one bill provides 
for $60 million, and another one for 
$80 million; so there would be a very 
substantial increase. Should not some 
provision to take care of the matter be 
inserted in the Senator's amendment. 
if it is to be adopted, or should it not 
be carried in the Alaskan statehood bill 
if it is considered separately. I merely 
bring the matter up so that the com
mittee may take cognizance of the facts. 

Mr. ANDERSON. The only . point is· 
that I do not know what the final action 
of the Public Works Committee may be. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. ANDERSON]. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President. a 
parliamentary inquiry. 
.. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. What is the par
liamentary situation as to time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-· 
ator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON] 
has 2 minutes remaining, and the Sen
ator from Oregon [Mr. CORDON] has 9 
minutes rem'aining. · 
· Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
understand it is · agreeable to the two 
Senators to yield the remaining time to 
me, for the purpose of suggesting the 
absence of a quorum. 
· Mr. ·CORDON: I am agreeable to 

yielding the remainder of my time. 
· Mr. ANDERSON. ! - overlooked the 
fact that I had agreed to yield 1 minute 
to the Senator from Kentucky. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from California has the floor. 

Mr: KNOWLAND. I yield to the Sen
ator from Kentucky. 

Mr. ·cLEMENTS. Mr. President, · in 
order to conserve the time of the Senate, 
I ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the body of the RECORD a statement I 
have prepared relative to statehood for 
Alaska. 

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR CLEMENTS 
When I was in Alaska last summer with 

Senators BUTLER,· MURRAY, ANDERSON, BAR• 
RETT, and JACKSON, at times I had the curious 
sensation of being in a b~tllng 20th century 
civilization and at the same t-ime having 
been returned to the storied West of our 
frontier days. 
· In Alaska, is a land which is typically 
western in so many ways. It is big. It 1s 
undeveloped. It contains magnificent re
~ources. It awaits the full_-scale application 
of American ingenuity, American capital, and 
American labor so these resources may be 
used for the benefit of all of our people. 

Let me state frankly, that at one time I 
had doubts as to the advisability of admit· 
ting Alaska as a State of this Union. Those 
doubts were based upon a lack of knowledge 
on my part regarding Alaska. · , 

Now, those doubts have been swept away. 
I have been in Alaska. With other members 
of 'the committee ·r traveled thousands of 
miles through the Territory last summer. 

We held formal hearings at Ketchikan, at 
Juneau, at Fairbanks, and at Anchorage. 
Equally important, 1! not more so, was the 
opportunity which was presented to talk to 
people informally on the streets and to 
meet them in their homes, to judge their 
character, to gain some insight into what 
they thought about the future of the coun
try they have chosen to make their home. 

In the first instance, let me report, that 
fn Alaska I found a dedicated people. A 
people facing many ditnculties, the kind of 
dl.fHculties which are always confronted in 
a frontier land, yet determined to overcome 
them. And overcoming them one by one. 

I found a people truly patriotic and de
voted to American ideas and ideals and prin
ciples. Of course, this was bound to be the 
case. After all, Alaska is inhabited by Ameri
cans. It is true there are many Alaskans 
who are the children or the grandchildren 
of those who went north in the gold-rush 
days and whose families have remained ever 
since. That fact is important. It demon
strates that in Alaska are to be found the 
things that. attract a . community of home
makers. That generation should sucoeed 
generation in calling Alaska home is surely 
proof that the country has the opportunities 
and ~he attractions to attract and to keep a 
stable population. Some Alaskans are of 
origlna_l American stock. They are the In
dians. the Aleuts, and Eskimos whose an• 

. 
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cestors came to Alaska in time immemodal. 
This is good American stock. The patriot
ism of these people . who are termed . the 
"natives"- of Alaska was amply demonstrated 
during World War II. Their sqns served 
with devotion along with all other American 
boys during the war. _ . 

However, the principal population increases 
in Alaska during the last several years have 
come about because of the migration from 
the States to the Territory of people from all 
over our country. Ex-GI's, those looking for 
new business opportunities, those who 
wanted to participate in the carving out of a 
frontier land-all these, and others, have 
joined the northward rush. They corh-e from 
every State in the Union. They are Alas
kans now. The Al-aska community is a sol
idly American coriununity. There is no Com
munist activi);y· Qf which we know. 

Without any desire whatsoever to exag
gerate, let me use one word descriptive of 
the resource potential of Alaska. Fabulous. 
In a world where natural resources are being 
depleted at an alarming rate--this is true 
in the United States too-Alaska contains 
mighty reserves which add immeasurably to 
the underlying strength of our country. 

For years Alaska has been the world's 
principal producer of canned salmon. For 
years Alaska gold mining has been fabled in 
song and ~tory. · . 

For years Alaska has produced practically 
all of the platinum and associated metals 
which are .mined under the American fiag. 

The other and doubtless greater resources 
have gone virtually unnoticed. 

Now ·an of that is changed. . 
Now we can almost see the wave of the 

future rolling toward Alaska. 
One great oil company has started to drill 

on public domain land under lease from the 
Department of the Interior. It is said other 
compariles expect to start active explorations 
E!OOn, some of th~m this year. Geologists, 
while- a ·notodously· conservative group, are 
enthusiastic over their prospects. -

The first pulp mill ever built in Alaska 
will start operations -at Ketchikan, . Alaska's 
southernmost city, in the . next month or so. 
Tongass National Forest, largest national 
forest in the United States, has sufficient 
timber to permit the operation of several 
more such mills .. And, happily, the timber 
which would be cut for such mills would 
not diminish the total available stand be
cause the cutting practices would, under 
regulations of the Forest Service, be geared 
for perpetual yield. Even now additional 
companies have started preliminary nego
tiations with the idea of building more of 
these pulp mills. They will provide a sound, 
year-round economy, for all of southeastern 
Alaska. When our committee met at Juneau, 
there appeared Before us as a witness an in
telligent, young man, Mr. Ralph Browne, who 
gave us a factual account of some of the 
mhieral possibilities of the Territory. His 
testimony was so valuable and the presenta
tion was so well made that I desire to call the 
attention of the Senate to what Mr. Browne 
had to say by incorporating his statement in 
my remarks. 

They are as follows: 

"STATEMENT OF RALPH BROWNE, JUNEAU, 
ALASKA 

"Mr. BROWNE. My name Is Ralph Browne, 
I live in Juneau, Alaska. For the past 5 
years I have been assistant general manager 
of the Alaska Development Board, a position 
from which I resigned recently. My resig
nation becomes effective on September 1. 
After that date I ain leaving for ·the west
ward to take on a similar position !or the 
Anchorage Chamber of Commerce. During 
the past 5 years I have had a wonderful 
opportunity to research Alaska's resources, 
Its economy, and its industrial opportu
nities. I had not planned to testify here to
day, owing to the activity at ·the· omce. 1 

wanted ~ to clear out my desk and get ready 
to move. 

"I have a: family here, Including three 
boys, and moving on such short notice in
v:olv_es a few problems. 

"First, I want it understood that I am 
not test_ifylng for the _Alaska Developmep.t 
Board. The Alaska Development Board is 
taking no stand . on the statehoOd issue. 
But in reading last night's papers, I noticed 
there seemed to be a few misunderstandings. 
Some people ·appear to be worried about the 
lack of industry in Alaska, and others gave 
the impression that southeastern Alaska is 
the tail that is wagging the dog, the rest of 
Alaska. They fear that in the event of 
statehood, with the cutbacks in defense 
spending, they might have to .support the 
rest of Alaska. Historically the rest of 
Alaska has contributed about three-fourths 
of the total wealth that has been produced 
in Alaska. 

"Speaking of the resources in Alaska, most 
people are inclined to think in broad general
ities. We say we have 1ots of minerals, lots 
of timber, lots of waterpower and this, that, 
and the other. I would like to outline a few 
things that now are underway in the Terri
tory, some of which you have heard and some 
of which I am sure you have not heard. 

"Beginning down at the lower tip of 
f?OUtheastern Alaska, or Sykline Island, at 
the head of Portland Canal, about 40 miles 
below Ketchikan, a group now are working 
on a deposit of strategic mica. East of 
Ketchikan, on the Duck Glacier, a large cop
per deposit is being opened. I will admit 
this copper deposit is just across the line 
from Canada, but all processing facilities 
will have .to .be located ·in the Territory, be
cause of the :terrain. The company that is 
handling this job is Grandview Consolidated 
Mining & Smelting Co., '77hich is pretty: sub
stantial as an outfit. · 

"The CHAmMAN. And thelr headquarters 
are where? 

"Mr. BROWNE. In New York and Vancou
ver. Above Ketchikan, an antimony property 
is being opened up under a defense minerals 
exploration loan. West o! Ketchikan, on 
Prince of Wales Island, one of the major 
steel companies in the United States · is 
planning to undertake a very thorough in
vestigation next year, including aerial sur
veys, as well as ground geographical studies. 
Here at Taku Harbor, southeast of Juneau, 
a group is coming in here this ~eek to take 
over a manganese property. In the same 
general area is a large-

"Senator ANDERSON. What grade of manga-
nese? · 

"Mr. BROWNE. The manganese Is running 
In the neighborhood of 39 percent. But I 
must point out it has been inadequately 
explored. I believe the thought behind tak
ing over this deposit is that it is a manga
nese silica and the same company is plan
ning to establish a silicon manganese plant 
in the northwest. This would be one source 
of supply. 
. "Senator ANDERSON. Does that have any 
relationship to the steel mlll proposed? 

"Mr. BROWNE. Yes. It is represented by 
the same company. In the Snettisham area 
there is a _large deposit of magnetite iron 
which is currently being developed by the 
United States Bureau of Mines. 

"Senator ANDERSON. We are not as fa
miliar with these areas as you are. When 
you say an area, will you try to identify it 
with a few spots? 

"Mr. BROWNE. And Sn~ttisham 1s south
east of Juneau, a matter of 20 or 25 miles. 
About 15 miles east of Juneau, on Jacobi 
Island, exploration currently is underway on 
a large copper-cobalt deposit. Recently they 
ran into some exceptionally high-grade ore. 
II: don't know the grades yet. The materials 
have been sent !or assay. They have not 
come back but it is massive and !rom the 
appearance you can tell _it _is . hi_gh grade. 

"I have seen samples of that. Just east 
of Thunder Bay, on Jacobi Island, which 
would be· about 90 miles east of Juneau, an 
aeri_al s·~ -..ldy recently was completed on large 
nickel and copper deposits in that area. 
The company plans to get in on the ground 
in the spring_. I know you have already 
heard something abo~t Klukwa,n . .. I have 
been intimately associated with the Kluk
wan project for some 3 years. Very few 
people realize the importance of that proj
ect to Alaska . . It is a tremendous deposit, 
we will say, of low-grade magnetite. . 

"Senate:· ANDERSON. When you say it is a 
tremendous deposit, would you give us some 
index by saying it is a fifth or a tenth or as 
much a.s the Mesabi Range, or something of 
that nature? Does it bear any relationship 
to these other well-known developments? 

"Mr: BROWNE. Various estimates as to the 
reserve's have been made ranging from mil
lions up to 6 billion tons. The range has 
not thoroughly been explored. This is one 
deposit in the range. The presence of that 
magnetite in that area is combined with cer
tain other ingredients which occur in the 
immediate vicinity, such as low-cost power, 
and all of the additive minerals. I should 
point out within a 300-mile radius are de
posits of tungsten, molybdenum, nickel, 
fluorite; limestone within 20 miles. In fact, 
there is no other place in the world where 
you have all the ingredients to enter in the 
alloy steel industry. Of course, there are 
other projects in the same area. Both, I 
think, will come along at the same time with 
the development of the power which can be 
generated by the headwaters of the Yukon. 
_ "Senator ANDERSON. But the necessary ad
ditive materials are right close at hand? 

"Mr. BROWNE. Within a 300-mile radius 
are all the additive materials. They are all 
accessible by roads or water transportation. 

"Senator ANDERsoN. That is the important 
thing. · They can be 300 miles straight up 
over a mountain· and would not be very 
much use to you. But these ax:e where you 
can get to them. 

"Mr. BROWNE. Yes, sir. They are accessible 
by highway into the area or by ocean trans
portation. 

"The preliminary development of the 
Klukwan project ·wm not have to wait until 
such time as this tremendous amount of 
power is brought into production. Fortu
nately, within a matter of 20· miles of the 
site of the Klukwan deposits are two power 
sites which could produce a sufficient 
amount of power to pt:oduee or to get the 
property into production and produce a lim
ited amount of ferroalloys. 

"Senator ANDERSON. Are they close at hand 
to the Klukwan project? · 

"Mr. BROWNE. They are within 25 miles. 
I think 23 miles is the exact distance. Those 
are being investigated this year. 
_ "Senator ANDERSON. Are you going to men
tion anything about a roadway from Haines 
that might lead over eventually to the -Alcan 
Highway? Is that of any importance? Is 
it possible or feasible? · 

"Mr. BROWNE. Well, of course, the highway 
now connects Haines with the Alaskan High
way, the Haines cutoff. 

"Senator ANDERSoN. Is it good? 
"Mr. BROWNE. Yes; it is a good road. 
"The CHAmMAN. I might say that the del-

~gation that was here in 1947 took a trip 
over that road from Haines. 

"Mr. BROWNE. The important thing, 
though, on the Klukwan project is the fact 
that any facility- located there will provide 
a market for these additive minerals. In 
~ost instances, you may have a deposit,. say, 
of molybdenite, there are several there in 
southeastern Alaska, that is not now eco
nomically feasible to go in ~~ond mine, for 
the small operator, and ship to the east, or 
down below, our west coast, to where the 
~~et 1Sr It is a matter 9f taking perhaps 
~ months for them to ge~ tQ 1ih~ smelter• 
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and in the meantime he still has to pay 
wages and buy food and so forth. It is just 
not feasible, but if a market is located here 
in the Territory for those materials, un
doubtedly a number of small operators could 
get into production. 

"Reviewing just briefly the pulp possibili
ties, you have heard of the Ketchikan pulp 
mill. You visited it. You have heard of the 
plans of the Japanese to establish a pulp 
mill at Sitka. I can assure you that they are 
most sincere about that. I have been in 
very close contact with the group. They 
have organized their Japanese company. It 
is called the Alaska Pulp Co., Ltd. They 
plan now to organize the Sitka Lumber & 
Pulp Co., which will be the American cor
porat ion. 

"Senator ANDERSON. We stopped at Peters
burg for just a minute, and St. Thomas. 

"Mr. BROWNE. Thomas Bay. 
"Senator ANDERSON. Is that a pulp pos

sibility? 
"Mr. BROWNE. That is one of the best sites 

in Alaska, I believe. You have adjacent 
waterpower, a plentiful supply of water, a 
suitable industrial soil, and you are in the 
heart of some of the choice t imber. 

"Mr. BRoWNE. You have heard of the 
Georgia Pacific Plywood Co., which hopes 
to build a pulp mill in the Territory. They 
have applied for a certificate of necessity. 
It has not yet been granted. But I spoke 
with one of the representatives just last 
week, and he assured me that if this cer
tificate of necessity were granted, they 
would get on to the right-of-way. Financ
ing is arranged. 

"The CHAIRMAN. Where is their headquar
ters? 

"Mr. BROWNE. Georgia Pacific Plywood, 
their representatives are in Portland. At
lanta, Ga., I believe, is their headquarters. 

"Senator ANDERSON. We do not want to 
leave out the Juneau area. 

"Mr. BROWNE. Georgia Pacific Plywood is 
the company considering the Juneau site. 
There again is an illustration, I think, where 
two Senators might help somewhat. A cer
tificate of necessity which Georgia Pacific 
has applied for has come back and offered 
them a 45-percent writeof!. The Ketchikan 
mill was given a 65-percent writeoff, a tax 
amortization of 65 percent. They have of
fered Georgia Pacific 45 percent, and they 
feel they are entitled to at least as much 
as the Ketchikan mill. It would involve a 
larger investment and so forth. 

"In Anchorage last week I talked with the 
French consul general from San Francisco 
who is currently making a tour around the 
Territory, and he expressed to me great in
terest in the forests here and asked about 
the possibilities of French companies en
tering the field. We are currently furnish
ing him with that information. 

"The CHAIRMAN. Did the French repre
sentatives say anything about whether they 
would finance it with French money or 
American aid money? 

"Senator ANDERSON. That is why I like it 
much better when you are dealing with the 
American dollars. 

"Mr. BRowNE. That- is true. Of course, 
sometimes markets are important. He 
thought the way France might enter the 
picture is in providing certain machinery 
and equipment to be used in the pulp mill 
and in turn grant long-term purchase con
tracts for its prOduction. 

"Going to the westward--
"'Senator ANDERSON. I would doubt 1f 

France was a great machinery prOducer com
parable to some of the other areas in the 
world. 

"Mr. BRoWNE. That is true. Going west
ward along the coast of Alaska, stopping first 
at the Lituya Bay-I am sorry I don't have 
a map here-here in Juneau, located here 
on the map, and Lituya Bay is about 120 
miles from there. The Geological Survey a 

couple of years ago had a party in that area 
and reported large bands of what appeared 
to be high-grade ilmenite. Of course, ilme
nite is the material from which titanium 
is made, and you know the vast advances 
made in titanium. 

"Senator ANDERSON. Is that not of some 
importance in the program of atomic energy? 

"Mr. BROWNE. I believe so. In any event, 
there is considerable interest in titanium. 
The largest deposit thus far known in the 
world is the Allard Lake deposit which is 
currently being developed by the Quebec 
Iron and Titanium Co., a subsidiary of Ken
necot. One group is planning on coming up 
here in the next 2 weeks to investigate that 
deposit on the ground. 

"Senator ANDERSON. I would like to ask 
you one question: What are you going to 
find at Anchorage that is a fascinat ion as 
the Alaska Development Board? 

"Mr. BROWNE. I think Alaska is all fas
cinating and I think there are a lot of pos
sibilit ies in that area. 

"The CHAIRMAN. There are a lot of people 
there, too. 

"Mr. BROWNE. People are one of the most 
valuable resources we have. 

"Going farther up the coast, from Katana 
down to Yakutat Bay is one of the petroleum 
provinces of Alaska. 

"Senator ANDERSON. Is that where Phillips 
Petroleum is leased? 

"Mr. BROWNE. Yes. Just recently the Geo
logical Survey reported finding a new large 
oil seep in the glacier area, a little farther 
to the southeast. 

"Senator ANDERSON. Will Phillips start 
building shortly, do you know? · 

"Mr. BROWNE. The drilling rig is on the 
ground, and I believe they hope to begin the 
first hole in just a matter of the next few 
days. 

"Senator ANDERSON. How deep do they ex
pect to go on that? 

"Mr. BROWNE. 10,000 feet, if necessary. 
"The CHAmMAN. Is that the Kerr-McGee 

Drilling Co.? 
"Mr. BROWNE. Yes. Kerr-McGee Oil Drill

ing Industries are doing the drilling. 
"Going up the coast a little farther, here, 

just back of the Katana area, are the Bering 
River coalfields. The Bering River coalfields 
contain the only deposits of metallurgical 
grade coking coal that are accessible to the 
Gulf of Alaska. There are some deposits far
ther north, but they are up in the Arctic 
Ocean and you are limited to the short ship
ping season. 

"The CHAIRMAN. Is there any development 
of that coalfield now? 

"Mr. BROWNE. There are a number of leases 
held by a Washington, D. c., group, and this 
group currently is negotiating with a New 
York concern to have them develop the fields. 
There is a large market for metallurgical 
grade coking coal not only in Japan but also 
on the Pacific coast. 

"The CHAIRMAN. Would the development 
of your iron ore require that coking coal? 

"Mr. BROWNE. No; it will not. Quebec 
Metallurgical Industries have been working 
on a number of new processes and one process 
is the introducing of hog fuel or sawdust, 
wood chips into the electric furnace in place 
of coal or coke. Just recently, on the Cop
per River at Wood Canyon, the Federal Power 
Commission granted a preliminary permit to 
Harvey Machine Wor.ks. It is one of the 
larger power sites lying wholly within the 
Territory of Alaska. It will take, I imagine, 
3 or 4 years to thoroughly investigate the 
possib111ties of that site. 

"Senator ANDERSON. Did I not understand 
that the Copper River site was being sur
veyed by the Bureau of -Reclamation? Are 
these two the same? 

"'Mr. BROWNE. It is the same site. Orig-· 
fnally it was reported by the Bureau ot 
Reclamation. But private industry now has 

:filed for a permit on the site and they will, 
conduct the investigation. 

"'Senator ANDERSON. Harvey? 
"Mr. BROWNE. Harvey. 
"Senator ANDERsoN. Is Henry Kaiser's 

group interested in that area? 
"Mr. BROWNE. They have expressed inter

est in it. 
"Senator ANDERSON. Did not Reynolds 

Aluminum also express some interest? 
"Mr. BRowNE. Reynolds has expressed in

terest in Alaska generally, but I don't be
lieve specifically on that one site. They 
may have. I am not aware of it. In the 
Cordova area, or in Prince Williams Sound, 
rather, which is the huge bay, the Texas 
Gulf Sulphur Co. recently had two represent
atives in the Territory and they went on La
Touche Island, a small island in Prince Wil
liams Sound, and looked it over. 

"The CHAIRMAN. That is southeast of 
Anchorage. 

"Mr. BROWNE. Southeast of Anchorage and 
due east of Seward. They went into La
Touche to look over a large copper deposit, a 
private deposit, and they were so impressed 
with it that they are currently negotiating 
for the property. Southwest of Anchorage at 
Seldovia, on the Kenai Peninsula, is a chro
mite property which is just going into pro
duction. 

"The CHAIRMAN. What was that? 
"'Mr. BROWNE. A chromite property just 

going into production. 
"Senator MURRAY. Are they just mining the 

chromite and shipping it? 
"Mr. BROWNE. Yes. It is under a DMA 

purchase contract. 
"Senator MURRAY. Has the Government 

contracted? ' 
"Mr. BROWNE. They have contracted to 

purchase 13,000 long tons. Incidentally, 
that is the largest deposit of chromite under 
the American flag. 

"Senator MURRAY. You say this is high
grade chromite? 

"Mr. BROWNE. Yes, Sir. 
"The CHAIRMAN. Will that compete with 

Montana, Senator? Is there any chromite 
in Montana? 

"Senator MURRAY. Yes. We have the larg- · 
est deposit of chromite in the world. 

"Mr. BROWNE. Due east from the deposit 
across Cook Inlet is a large copper property 
which is being investigated this year. When 
I say "investigated," I mean not investigated 
by the prospector or the property holder, 
but either by a Government agency, such as 
the Bureau of Mines, or in the event of a DMA 
application. But in most instances it is by 
private industry. I will point out each time 
that it is a Government investigation. 

"Below KOdiak Island at Sitkinak Island 
is a second copper property being investi
gated. Over here--

"Senator ANDERSON. May I go back to Cor
dova? You mentioned it a minute ago. I 
had a memorandum that the Kennecot peo
ple have had a party at Cordova all summer. 

"Mr. BROWNE. Kennecot is back in Alaska 
after an absence of about 20 years. They 
are back in Alaska and they are up in the 
Nebasna region at a large low-grade copper 
molybdenite sliver property at a place called 
Orange Hill. Their subsidiary mining com
pany is the Bear Creek Mining Co., with 
headquarters in Spokane. 

"Senator ANDERSON. Kennecot has been at 
Orange? 

"Mr. BROWNE. Yes; that is correct. 
••senator ANDERSON. I heard that. 
"Mr. BROWNE. In the Dillingham area is 

a mercury deposit currently getting into· 
production. 

"The CHAIRMAN. What was that? 
"'Mr. BROWNE. A mercury property at Dil

lingham. 
"'The CHAIRMAN. We get our mercury now 

from Spain or Portugal-most of it. 
"Mr. BRowNE. And up the Kuskokwim 

River, one ot the two great rivers in Alaska, 
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at a place called Crooked Creek, is another 
large mercury deposit currently getting into 
production. In the Russian mountains in 
the same general area-this is on the other 
side of the Alaskan Range-is a deposit of 
copper-nickel-cobalt that is being investi
gated by private industry. 

"Senator ANDERSON. We have been hearing 
stories how the mining industry in Alaska 
is pretty well shot. It seems to have had a 
shot in the arm, according to this. 

"Mr. BROWNE. That is correct. When they 
speak of the mining industry, they speak 
of the thing generally as the gold mining 
industry, and the impetus in recent months 
has been given to your base metals. 

"Senator ANDERSON. You would agree that 
gold is in for pretty hard sledding unless we 
do something about the price of gold? 

"Mr. BROWNE. That is correct. Stretching 
from the Alaska Peninsula, going up in the 
interior as far as Nelchina, down the Kenai 
Peninsula, is the Alaskan Peninsula, Cook 
Inlet, Alaska's petroleum province, and op
erating in that province this year are anum
ber of the major petroleum companies in 
the United States. Shell Oil Co. has four 
parties in the field, Union has been in, 
Standard has been in, and in addition we 
have a number of Alaska companies which 
have picked up acreage. 

"Senator ANDERSON. Are they exploring for 
oil? 

"Mr. BROWNE. Yes, sir; they are exploring 
for oil. This year they are doing geophysical 
and some topographic work, preparatory to 
actual drilling operations. 

"Senator ANDERSON. Then the lease given 
Phillips Petroleum did not cover all the area 
by a long ways, although it covered a lot of 
it, did it not? 

"Mr. BROWNE. I would say it covered just 
one province. 

"Senator ANDERSON. Was it not a million 
acres? 

"Mr. BROWNE. I think that is compara
tively small. 

"Senator JACKSON. One million out of 384 
million? 

"Mr. BROWNE. Three hundred and sixty
five. 

"Senator ANDERSON. If you try to buy an 
oil lease in the Snyder- area of Texas you 
would realize a million acres is not small, 
but quite a lot. 

"Mr. BROWNE. On the petroleum, I think it 
1s interesting to note that the search for 
black gold began in Alaska before the search 
for yellow gold. They were drilling for oil 
in the Alaskan Peninsula region in 1892. The 
first oil, of course, was brought out of there 
just about a hundred years ago. So it has 
taken a hundred years to get our oil explora
tion program into high gear. 

"In the Anchorage area, or you -can prob
ably say the rail belt area, first are two of 
the largest white birch stands located west 
of the Mississippi River. They are located 
directly across from the city of Anchorage, 
and in Talkeetna area which is about 30 or 
40 miles north of Anchorage. 

"A large birch veneer company has ex
pressed interest in those birch stands and 
samples are being taken out to be sent south 
for testing purposes. 

"The-coal deposits in the rail belt area, in 
the Nenana field, located just below Fair
banks, are now undergoing fairly rapid de
velopment. Coal production has increased 
from something like 475,000 tons in 1949 to 
almost a million tons this year, and official 
estimates place the demand in the neigh
borhood of 1 ~ million to 2 million tons in 
the next 3 years. 

"The CHAIRMAN. Can you tell us what 
coal is used for here? 

"Mr. BROWNE. Coal ls used principally for 
the generation of power. The· big consumer · 
1s the military. It is used in military pow
erplants. Investigations now are b~lng made 

into possibilities of utilizing this coal with "Mr. BROWNE. The population is sparse 
the low temper carbonization process to pro- there. That area has been unprospected 
duce a smokeless fuel and, second, your largely. We have known that samples of 
chemicals, your basic chemical, .phenol. materials such as tantalite and chromite 
Considerable interest has been expressed in have been brought out, but it is unpros
the possibilities of obtaining both of those pected and it is very difficult to envision the 
products from Alaska. future. 

"Your interests lie across the Pacific. In "I think that about rounds out my sum-
the Palmer area is a large copper prospect mary of industrial activities. 
which recently was looked at by the terri- "The CHAmMAN. Well, your testimony cer
torial department of mines. I understand a tainly has been very interesting to the mem
large Canadian company is interested in go- bers of the committee. We have taken more 
ing into that area to do further work. In time than we will be able to give the others, 
the Fairbanks area, a deposit of tungsten but I think it is highly important that the 
currently is being developed within a short committee get the information you have 
distance of the city and northwest of the given us. I think we may be in touch with 
city the Bureau of Mines is going in this you after you move over to Anchorage to 
year to look at a large manganese deposit. keep informed on the further developments. 
Going down the Alaska Highway to just over Senator ANDERSON? 
the Alaska line, in Canada, and I must men- "Senator ANDERSON. I was going to ask 
tion this because there is a direct relation him whether the Alaska Development Board 
with Alaska, on the White River at Lower has prepared a general summary of this 
Canyon, a large deposit of nickel-copper- whole situation, or will the testimony here 
cobalt was discovered last winter by Prospec- cover it in a general way? 
tors Airways, a Canadian company operating "Mr. BRoWNE. The development board has 
from Toronto. Associated in the venture, I not prepared a summary of it. 
understand, is Phelps-Dodge. They have "Senator ANDERSON. I do not know why 
pushed their explorations along the river to you should say you are not appearing for 
the Alaska line, and they hope to push across the Alaska Development Board, because, 
into the Territory early next spring. while you stated a personal opinion on state-

" A little below, farther down the Alaska hood, this is a lot of material that is not 
Highway at a point called Kluane Lake, HUd- for or against statehood, but is very friendly, 
son Bay Mining & Smelting has staked an it seems to me, to the general prospect of 
area 18 miles long, 3 miles wide, with nickel- Alaska. we are very glad to have it. At 
copper-cobalt and some platinum. They least I am very glad to have it." 
now have 350 men working on the area, dia- There are many impressions which abide 
mond drilling. The reason I mention that with the person who has made his first trip 
is because this whole transportation system to Alaska, as I did in 1953. First, if not nee
feeds into the Haines-Skagway area. For essarily foremost, is the tremendous size of 
these materials to get out of the country, the country. It is tremendous. Its area is 
they must come into Alaska, I am sure, with one-fifth that of the combined 48 states. It 
the advent of a large potential of low-cost conta1ns 586,000 square miles, or about 385 
electric energy to your processing facilities million acres. Its geography is as varied as 
located on tidewater in the Territory of might be expected in a land of that size. It 
Alaska. has magnificent mountain ranges, great river 

"The CHAmMAN. Before you leave Alaska valleys, and vast stretches of tundra in the 
entirely, and you are over in Canada now, Arctic. one must use more often than not 
and we are interested in that, because it has superlatives in attempting to describe Alaska. 
to come through Alaska, how about plati- East to west it stretches the distance from 
num over in the Territory of Alaska, and tin? the Atlantic to the Pacific coast; north to 

"Mr. BROWNE. Yes, sir. At Goodnews Bay south its range is equal to the distance be
there is a platinum operation and it is the tween the Canadian and Mexican borders. 
largest platinum operation in the United If the 3 largest State~Texas, Califor
States. Their figures regarding production nia, and Montana-were to be joined with the 
are kept secret by the Bureau of Mines so 
as to not reveal the operation of the indi- 3 smallest-Connecticut, Rhode Island, and 
vidual companies. Delaware-there would be room for them 

"Seward Peninsula, there are three tin in Alaska and to spare. The coastline is longer 
operations there, a large operation at Lost than that of all the coastal States. 
River, the United States Tin Corp., the On Cook Inlet is the second highest tide in 
Northern Tin co., and Zender Gold Mining the world. There are 12 mountains in the 
Co., and recently a defense minerals explora- Territory higher than California's Mount 
tion loan was granted a fourth company to Whitney, highest in the States, which is 
investigate tin possibilities at a point called 14,495 feet in elevation. The king of all of 
Bear Mountain. these and the highest mountain on the North 

"The CHAmMAN. What is the sum total of American Continent is Mount McKinley 
the area as to output? Is there any estimate with an elevation of 20,300 feet. It has been 
as to that, on all of the tin? said that none of the great mountains of the 

"Mr. BROWNE. The Bureau of Mines has world are so impressive as McKinley because 
not published any figures on the production it rises from such a low base. 
of tin. The southeastern coast of Alaska is said to 

"Senator ANDERSON. It is very small, 1s it be comparable to the Norwegian fiords and 
not? the 3-day ocean voyage from Seattle to 

"Mr. BROWNE. It is very small. It will, Juneau, capital of Alaska, is through the 
of course, increase when the mill at Lost famed inside passage which is in effect, ex
River gets into full production, and the pe- cept for the few places where the archipelago 
riod of exploration draws to a close and they opens to admit the open sea, a broad river. 
get into actual production at a few other When we :Hew north from Fairbanks to Bar
points. Just 35 miles northwest of Nome row last August it was to discover a land 
is a deposit of native bismuth. It is one entirely dissimilar from the southern coast 
of the new known occurrences of native or any other part of Alaska which we had 
bismuth on the continent. That currently visited. After tlying over the mighty Yukon 
is being looked at. River and its great valley, we crossed the 

"Exploration is going on this year on the Brooks Range and then for mile after mile 
Kobuk River that reaches through this point :flew over a fiat tundra filled with a multitude 
on the map, where there is a very large of lakes large and small. This was the land 
copper deposit. Of course you also have inhabited almost exclusively by Eskimos un
your Jade Mountain there. til 10 years ago when our Navy started to 

"The CHAIRMAN. That is up in the area prospect for oil in Naval Petroleum Reserve 
that was described a moment ago, where No. 4, a 35,000-square-mile principality in 
there is l!amily .fo~ each 8~ squ'u.'~ _ml!~s· .:..:~-- ~~-~lf. __ _!ncid~~-~Y. -~~~:it is true that the 
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Navy Department last fall suspended its drill-_ 
ing operations in the Arctic, it is far from 
a settled conclusion that oil in commercial 
quantities does not exist there. For all we 
know, this may yet prove to be one of the 
great oil storehouses of · the United States. 
Drilling, let it be noted, was discontinued 
after testing had been done in respect to the 
shallow areas, and the next pha-se of the 
program was to have been exploration of the 
deeper areas. It was there that geologists 
hoped that significant discoveries might be 
made. This is because the geologic forma
tion is said to be similar to that of the 
Canadian Provinces, where great oil discov
eries have been made in recent years. No 
man can truthfully say that any part of 
Alaska is without value. We do not know. 
Even those areas which are climatically most 
forbidding may later be found to be store
houses of natural wealth. 

What is the truth about Alaska's climate? 
It cannot be simply or briefly stated. Alaska 
has many climates befitting such a vast area. 
A point which cannot be stressed too often 
is that three-fourths of Alaska lies within 
the North Temperate Zone. That statement 
in itself answers many questions about 
Alaska's climate. The famous explorer 
Stefansson has throughout a lifetime, in 
which he has made the Arctic his study, 
given emphasis to a belief that Arctic cli
mate does not set up hurdles which cannot 
be surmounted by people from more south
ern latitudes. But what we should remem
ber here is that most of Alaska is not in the 
Arctic or even in the subarctic. Fairbanks, 
Alaska's second largest city, lies less than 150 
miles south of the Arctic Circle. Yet I was 
told by many Fa.irbanksans last summer that 
the climate there is far from intolerable. It is 
true that the average temperature in winter 
is lower than in any other American city of 
which I have knowledge; it is true that dark
ness in the winter extends for a longer time 
than in the cities to the south; it is true that 
winter comes a bit earlier and departs a bit 
later. But it is likewise true that nature has 
granted compensations: The humidity at 
Fairbanks is extremely low and there is vir
tually no wind there, making subzero tem
peratures much more bearable than other
wise they would be. It is also true that 
spring, summer, and autumn at Fairbanks 
are glorious even if short seasons with day
light extending through the night and with 
nature blossoming out in a profusion of wild 
:flowers and the crops which are grown in 
the Tanana Valley springing up so rapidly 
that it almost seems as if their progress can 
be noted by visual observation. 

Anchorage, now the largest city in Alaska, 
lies on the seacoast south of Fairbanks. Its 
winter temperatures are much more mod
erate than those of Fairbanks, and its sum
mer season is comfortable without being hot. 

CUriously enough, on the southeastern 
coast, which tends to be an area of heavy 
precipitation, summers are much cooler 
than at Fairbanks or at Anchorage, but 
winters are much warmer. According to the 
official records of the Weather Bureau, the 
average winter temperature at Juneau is 
comparable with that of Washington, D. c. 

So, climatically, Alaska has many varia
tions and all sorts of climatic conditions ex
cept those found in the subtropics or Tropics. 

A while ago I mentioned having :flown over 
the Brooks Range on the way to Barrow. 
That range was named in honor of the late 
distinguished geologist, Dr. Alfred H. Brooks. 
Many years ago he made a statement which 
I think can be pertinently quoted here: 

"Had the Pilgrim Fathers settled at Sitka, 
Alaska, instead of at Plymouth, they would 
have found a milder climate, better soil and 
timber, and more game, furs, and fish. In~ 
deed, pioneer life in southeastern Alaska was 
so much easier than that on the New Eng .. 
land coast, the question might be seriously 

raised whether the hardy enterprise of Purl
tan stock would have been developed under 
these more favorable conditions." 

Many minerals in great quantities are 
known to exist in Alaska. It has been said 
that coal is available in Alaska on the order 
of 110 billion tons. 

This week announcement has been made 
that a discovery of uranium has been made 
in the Territory. The extent and value of 
the find are unknown to me, but it well may 
be that Alaska can become a prime producer 
of uranium. 

Even if Alaska did not have this astound
ing natural resource base, we should know 
that it ha-s an ace in the hole which, in the 
long run, could well turn out to be the most 
iiuportant of all. I refer to its hydroelectric 
potential. Our l'iation's sources of hydro 
power are necessarily limited. So much 
further development will be possible and 
then no more. Alaska's streams remain to 
be harnessed. They cry for development. 
They are capable of producing vast amounts 
of electricity at low price. The Department 
of the Interior has officially estimated that 
the Ala-ska river systems could produce more 
than 50 billion kilowatt-hours of energy a 
year. "Nature has provided these power 
sites so lavishly," says the report, "that 
even the most remote corner of the country 
is easily within modern power transmission 
distance." Active investigation has already 
been made of the so-called Taiya project in 
southeastern Alaska. This would necessitate 
an agreement with the Dominion of Canada 
to tap water power there and utilize the re
sultant electric energy at Skagway. Wood 
Canyon in the Copper River is a natural. The 
Susitna River back of Anchorage will sooner 
or later-and I predict soon rather than 
late-be developed. And even the Yukon 
River at Rampart, distant though it may 
seem, will be harnessed because industry is 
drawn like a magnet to the source of cheap 
power. 

Gold mining will eventually come back. 
It has been hurt and badly under the handi
cap of mounting costs coupled with a fixed 
price for the product. But Dr. John Reed, 
the Department of the Interior geologist who 
is a specialist on Alaska, expressed to our 
committee here in Washington only a few 
weeks ago the belief that as much gold re
mains to be mined in Alaska as has already 
been taken out. 

In distributing her favors nature was in
deed kind to Alaska. Her wealth, as it is 
brought to utilization, will after all be the 
wealth of all the people of the United States. 
If ever a territory knocked at the mansion 
of statehood asking admittance was more 
bountifully endowed than Ala-ska is, I am not 
aware of it._ 

Minerals are not mined, :fish are not taken 
out of the sea, and hydroelectric projects 
are not built if there is not a motivating 
human force. Alaska has it. Over and over 
again as I traveled through the Territory in 
1953, I was struck by the character, the 
self-reliance, the will to do, and the com
pletely American characteristics of the 
Alaska population. It is a fascinating ad
venture upon which they have embarked 
with brave hearts and with determination. 
They are obliterating the frontier aspects of 
our last great western territory. They are 
determined to succeed. And, within limits, 
they are succeeding. The limitations which 
confront them and which have been present 
ever since we purchased Alaska from Russia 
in 1867 are restrictive and crippling. They 
are man-made limitations. They are in
herent in the Territorial status. They can 
be lifted only by dissolving that status and 
conferring statehood. No other answer will 
suffice. Continued territorialism will not do. 
I agree that it was never written in the 
bond that when Alaska became an organized 
Territory she should ultimately receive state
hood. But the implied promise was there. 
If not, I have misread my history. :Under 

. 

our system of government we have clearly 
and positively for an· the world to see made 
it known that we should never set up a 
system of colonies. When a territory was 
organized and the benefits of the Constitu
tion were extended to it, that constituted 
the implied promise of the Congress that 
when the period of pupilage had been served 
statehood should be granted. By every test 
which I know how to apply, Alaska has taken 
every required examination and has an "A" 
in every mark. 

There are only two organized Territories. 
They are Alaska and Hawaii. They are can
didates for statehood. What we are con
sidering now is statehood for Alaska on an 
equal basis with Hawaii, which are the only 
incorporated Territories of the United States. 

For many years the people of Alaska 
through their territorial legislature have 
memorialized the Congress to grant state
hood. The last such expression on this sub
ject came from the 21st legislative a-ssembly. 
House Joint Memorial No. 15, passed by the 
House of Representatives on February 14, 
1953, and by the Alaska Senate 6 days later, 
urged prompt enactment of an Alaska state
hood bilL I mention this particular me
morial because it was adopted by a legislative 
assembly controlled by the Republican 
Party. The desire for statehood in Alaska 
is nonpartisan. Very properly, it cuts across 
party lines. The devotion of Alaskans to the 
statehood cause, their enthusiasm, their 
hope that their rightful aspirations shall 
soon be heeded, were apparent to us of the 
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee as 
we traveled about Alaska last summer. As 
we met in the various communities, oppor
tunity was given for everyone who cared to, 
to appear before the committee. Witnesses 
for statehood outnumbered those who were 
opposed by more than 10 to 1. This senti
ment was even more pronounced as we 
visited with citizens in all walks of life who 
did not appear as witnesses. If there were 
any doubts in our minds as to the over
whelming sentiment of Alaskans on this 
issue they were surely laid to rest at the 
conclusion of these hearings. The strategic 
location Of Alaska is vital to our national 
defense. 

It will not do to leave Alaska in the lurch 
now. In good conscience we should con
sider Alaska statehoOd at the same time 
action is taken on statehood for Hawaii. 
Therefore, I urge support for the amendment 
offered by the junior Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. ANDERsoN] to make Alaska 
statehood title II of S. 49. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I suggest the ab
·senee of a quorum. 

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

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken 
Anderson 
Barrett · 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Burke 
Bush 
Butler, Md. 
Butler, Nebr. 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Case 
Chavez 
Clements 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Daniel 

.Dirksen 
Douglas 
Duff 
Dworshak 
Eastland. 

Ellender 
Ferguson 
Flanders 
Frear 
Fulbright 
George 
Gillette 
Goldwater 
Gore 
Griswold 
Hayden 
Hendric.kson 
Hennings 
Hill 
Hoey 
Holland 
Hunt 
Ives 
Jackson 
Jenner 
Johnson, Colo. 
Johnson, Tex. 
Johnston, S. c. 
Kefauver 
Kennedy 

Kerr 
Kilgore 
Know land 
Kucbel 
Langer 
Lehman 
Lennon 
Long 
Magnuson 
Malone 
Mansfield 
Martin 
May bank 
McCarthy 
McClellan 
Millikin 
Monroney 
Morse 
Mundt 
Murray 
Neely 
Payne 
Potter 
Purtell 
Robertson 
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Russell 
Sal tonstall 
Schoeppel 
Smathers 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, N.J. 

Sparkman 
Stennis 
Symington 
Thye 
Upton 
Watkins 

Welker 
Wiley 
Williams 
Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A 
quorum is present. The question is on 
agreeing to the amendment offered by 
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON] adding to the bill a new title 
providing for statehood for Alaska. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

note that it is now 1 minute before 4 
o'clock, and in the interest of complying 
with the unanimous-consent agree
ment, I believe the rollcall should not 
be started until the hour of 4 o'clock 
arrives. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
hour of 4 o'clock having arrived, all de
bate is concluded, pursuant to the unan
imous-consent agreement. The yeas and 
nays having been ordered, the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. JEm"'ER (when his name was 
called). On this vote I have a pair with 
the senior Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
McCARRAN]. If he were present and per
mitted to vote, he would vote "yea." If 
I were permitted to vote, I would vote 
••nay." Therefore, I withhold my vote. 

Mr. PAYNE <when his name was 
called) . On this question I am paired 
with the junior Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. PASTORE], who, if present 
and permitted to vote, would vote "yea." 
If I were permitted to vote, I would vote 
"'nay." Therefore, I withhold my vote. 

The rollcall was concluded. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 

that the Senator from Iowa [Mr. HrcK
ENLOOPERJ is absent by leave of the Sen
ate attending the session of the lOth 
Inter-American Conference at Caracas, 
Venezuela, as a congressional adviser on 
the United States delegation. 

On this vote the Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. HICKENLOOPER] is paired with the 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. GREENJ. 

- If present and voting, the Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER] WOUld vote 
"nay," and the Senator from Rhode 
Island [Mr. GREEN] would vote "yea." 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
GREEN] is absent by leave of the Senate, 
attending the sessions of the lOth Inter
American Conference at Caracas, Vene
zuela, as a congressional adviser on the 
United States delegation. 

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HUMPHREY] is absent on official business, 
and if present would vote "yea." 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc
CARRANJ is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
PASTORE] is absent on official committee 
business. 

I announce further that on this vote 
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
GREEN] is paired with the Senator from 
Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER]. If present 
and voting, the Senator from Rhode 
Island would vote "yea," and the Sena
tor from Iowa would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 46, 
nays 43, as follows: 

Anderson 
Burke 
Butler, Md. 
,Byrd 
Chavez 
Clements 
Daniel 
Douglas 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Frear 
Fulbright 
George 
Gillette 
Gore 
Hayden 

Aiken 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Bush 
Butler, Nebr. 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Case 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Dirksen 
Duff 

YEAS-46 
Hennings Malone 
Hill Mansfield 
Hoey Maybank 
Hunt McClellan 
Jackson Monroney 
Johnson, Colo. Morse 
Johnson, Tex. Murray 
Johnston, S. C. Neely 
Kefauver Robertson 
Kennedy Ru~ll 
Kerr Smathers 
Kilgore Sparkman 
Langer Stennis 
Lehman Symington 
Lennon 
Magnuson 

NAY8-43 
Dworshak 
Ferguson 
F~anders 
Goldwater 
Griswold 
Hendrickson 
Holland 
I ves 
Know land 
Kuchel 
Long 
Martin 
McCarthy 
Millikin 
Mundt 

Potter 
Purtell 
Saltonst all 
Schoeppel 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, N.J. 
Thye 
Upton 
Watkins 
Welker 
Wiley 
Williams 
Young 

NOT VOTING-7 
Green Jenner Payne 
Hickenlooper McCarran 
Humphrey Pastore 

So Mr. ANDERsoN's amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
move that the vote by which the amend
ment was agreed to be reconsidered. 
· Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I move that the motion to recon
sider be laid on the table. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from Texas to lay on the table 
the motion to reconsider. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill is 
open to further amendment. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

should like to address an inquiry to the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER
SON J and to other Senators on his side 
of the aisle. Has the distinguished Sen
ator any idea of how much additional de
bate there will be on the question of the 
final passage of the bill, as it has now 
been amended? 

Mr. ANDERSON. I think there should 
be some discussion of the provisions re
garding Alaska. It seems to me the dis
cussion on the bill should consume the 
remainder of this week, and that the 
vote should be taken early next week. 

I shall not try to commit any other 
Senator, but I am agreeable to having 
the vote taken early next week or, in 
fact, at any other time during next week. 
However, I believe the discussion of the 
provisions with regard to Alaska could 
easily be covered tomorrow and on Mon
day, at the latest, aside from general 
debate on the bill itself. 

I express myself as entirely willing to 
cooperate with the majority leader re
garding the time of bringing the bill to 
a final vote. · 

~. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, let 
me say to the majority· leader that we 
are spending billions af dollars in an 
effort to stem the tide of communism. 
and I wish to have at least 2 hours to
morrow to explain how, in my opinion, 
we plan to turn loose communistic aliens 
in the Hawaiian Islands, who can :flood 
our west coast and permeate the entire 
Nation. I do not think I can cover 
that subject in less than 2 hours. 

I do not wish to delay the debate; 
but, to my mind, this problem is one of 
the most important of all which face 
the Nation, particularly from the point 
of view of violating the Monroe Doc
trine and of constituting a peril to the 
entire west coast, as well as the whole 
Nation. Let me say that I could debate 
the issue for a much longer period of 
time, but I wish to have an opportunity 
to debate it for at least 2 hours. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from California yield to me? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 
Mr. SMATHERS. I know of several 

Senators who wish to address themselves 
to the subject of whether either of these 
Territories should become a State. I 
should not like to have the Senator from 
California try to cut off debate. I am 
sure he will not attempt to do so, but 
I wish to say that I know there will be 
some discussion of this subject, certainly 
during the early part of next week, if 
not during all of next week. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I had assumed 
there would be considerable debate. I 
was merely trying to ascertain-in order 
to be able to honor the commitment 
which previously has been made rela
tive to the New Mexico senatorial elec
tion contest-whether it would be feas
ible to attempt to agree to have the vote 
on the statehood bill, as now amended, 
taken by Wednesday, thus leaving avail
able for debate the remainder of today, 
all of tomorrow, and Monday and Tues
day, and all of Wednesday, up to the 
time of taking of the final vote, if such 
an agreement is made. 

So I wonder whether it will be pos
sible to obtain an agreement to have 
the vote on the question of final passage 
taken at, let us say, 4 o'clock on Wednes
day of next week. If such an agree
ment can be reached, we shall be able 
to clear the decks before taking up the 
New Mexico senatorial election contest. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
should like to say to the Senator from 
California that at least 10 Senators 
have informed me that they wish to 
debate the matter rather fully. I be
lieve the best thing would be to discuss 
the question of an agreement to vote 
early next week, after the matter has 
jelled somewhat. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I wish to have all 
Senators understand the situation, be
cause I should ·have liked to have some 
additional measures taken up, if it had 
appeared that we would have been able 
to dispose of them prior to the time of 
taking up the New Mexico senatorial 
election contest. However, it now ap
pears obvious that that will not be 
possible. 

Mr. President, I had previously given 
notice concerning a number of measures, 
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namely, House bill · 4557, Calendar No. 
504, to amend section 319 of the_ Com
munications Act of 1934, with respect to 
permits for constn.;.ction of radio sta.,. 
tions; House bill 4558, Calendar No. 505, 
to amend section 309 <c) of the Com
munications Act of 1934, with respect to 
the time within which the Federal Com.:. 
munications Commission must act on 
protests filed thereunder; and House bill 
4559, Calendar No. 506, to amend section 
501 of the Communications Act of 1934, 
so that any offense punishable there
under, except a second or subsequent of
fense, shall constitute a misdemeanor, 
rather than a felony. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from California 
yield at this point? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. We have ex

plored with members on this side of the 
aisle the attitude regarding those par
ticular bills. So far as I know, it is 
agreeable to them to have those bills 
brought up whenever the Senator from 
California decides he wishes to have the 
Senate consider them. If he cares to do 
so, he can bring them up this afternoon. 

I hope we can have definite informa
tion about the schedule for tomorrow and 
perhaps for Monday and Tuesday of next 
week, while we are waiting on the New 
Mexico senatorial election contest. I 
understood the distinguished majority 
leader to say that he planned to have 
debate continue tomorrow on the state
hood bill, and I understand that the jun
ior Senator from Virginia [Mr. RoBERT
soN] plans to speak for several hours on 
that subject. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Of course, as the 
distinguished Senator from Texas knows, 
regardless of what legislative business 
may then be pendil:..g, the distinguished 
Senator from Virginia will not be fore
closed-nor will any other Senator
from debating the Hawaiian statehood 
bill. We shall be in session tomorrow, 
and the Senator from Virginia and any 
other Senators will have an opportunity 
to continue the debate on the question of 
Alaskan statehood. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. However, 
many Senators wish to make plans. Does 
the majority leader plan to bring up any 
measures tomorrow, other than the 
statehood bill and the three bills he has 
just mentioned? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes. In addition 
to the three bills I have already men
tioned-and, so far as I know, they are 
noncontroversial, or certainly they are 
relatively so-there is one measure about 
which there is some controversy. The 
Senator from illinois [Mr. DouGLAS] had 
asked that I give at least one day's notice 
regarding that measure, and I did so 
yesterday, for I then thought we might 
actually reach debate and possibly the 
vote on that bill today. However, in 
view of the present hour, it is my inten
tion to ask that that bill-it is the so
called gas bill, House bill 5976, Calendar 
No. 821, to amend section 1 of the Nat
ural Gas Act-be made the unfinished 
business. Then, on tomorrow, we can 
proceed to debate that bill and the three 
other bills I have just mentioned. 

Let me say that I ·do not intend to. 
have the Senate take up this week the 

so-called wool bill, Senate bill 2911, cal
endar 1047, to provide for the develop
ment of a sound and profitable domestic 
wool industry under our national policy 
of expanding world trade, to encourage 
increased domestic production of wool 
for our national security, and for other 
purposes. I gave to the Senator from 
Louisiana assurances about that bill. I 
should like to be prepared to have it 
taken up on Monday next, or as soon 
thereafter as possible. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I have no desire to delay disposition 
of the unfinished business, the statehood 
bill. I wish to suggest to the majority 
leader that if we are ever to dispose of 
it, we shall have to continue to consider 
it for a while. If, instead, we are to 
take up the so-called wool bill or the so
called gas bill, and other controversial 
measures, we shall find ourselves still 
discussing the statehood bill in July, and 
even thereafter, when we should be 
home. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Of course, Mr. 
President, because of the fact that the 
New Mexico senatorial election contest 
will soon come before the Senate, I be
lieve we should attempt to clear the 
decks of some of the other legislative 
proposals, if it is possible to do so. 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 
ACADEMY 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate a message from the House of Rep
resentatives announcing its disagree
ment to 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, 
and requesting a conference with the 
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I move that the 
Senate insist upon its amendments, 
agree to the rquest of the House for a 
conference, and that the Chair appoint 
the conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Vice President appointed Mr. SALTON
STALL, Mr. BRIDGES, Mr. FLANDERS, Mr. 
RussELL, and Mr. BYRD conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

INSTRUCTION OF TWO CITIZENS 
OF KINGDOM OF THAILAND AT 
UNITED STATES MILITARY ACAD
EMY 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 

Senate the amendments of the House of 
Representatives to the joint resolution 
<S. J. Res. 34) authorizing the Secretary 
of the Army to receive for instruction 
at the United States Military Academy at 
West Point two citizens and subjects of 
the Kingdom of Thailand, which were 
to strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 

That the Secretary of the Army 1s au
thorized to permit within 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this joint resolution, 
two persons, citizens and subjects of the 
Kingdom of Thailand, to receive instruction 
at the United States Military Academy at 
West Point, N. Y., but the United States 
shall not be subject to any expense on ac
count of such instruction. 

SEC. 2. The Secretary of the Navy is au
thorized to permit within 1 year after the 
enactment of this Joint resolution, upon 
designation of the President of the United 
States, two persons, citizens and subjects of 
the Kingdom of Belgium, to receive instruc
tion at the United States Naval Academy at 
Annapolis, Md., but the United States shall 
not be subject to any expense on account of 
such instruction. 

SEC. 3. Except a.s may be otherwise de
termined by the Secretary of the Army, in 
the case of persons attending the United 
States Military Academy, or the Secretary 
of the Navy, in the case of persons attend
ing the United States Naval Academy, the 
said persons shall, as a condition to receiving 
instruction under the provisions of this Joint 
resolution, agree to be subject to the same 
rules and regulations governing admission, 
attendance, discipline, resignation, discharge, 
dismissal, and graduation, as cadets at the 
United States Military Academy or midship
men at the United States Naval Academy, ap
pointed from the United States, but they 
shall not be entitled to appointment to any 
office or position in the United States Army 
or the United States Navy by reason of their 
graduation from the United States Military 
Academy or the United States Naval Acad
emy. 

SEC. 4. Nothing in this joint resolution 
shall be construed to subject the said per
sons to the provisions of section 1320 of the 
Revised Statutes or to section 3 of the act 
of June 30, 1950 (64 Stat. 304). 

Amend the title so as to read: "Joint 
resolution authorizing the Secretary of 
the Army to receive for instruction at the 
United States Military Academy at West 
Poim; two citizens and subjects of the 
Kingdom of Thailand, and the Secre
tary of the Navy to receive for instruc
tion at the United States Naval Academy 
at Annapolis two citizens and subjects of 
the Kingdom of Belgium." 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
Senate Joint Resolution 34, as it passed 
the Senate, authorized the Secretary of 
the Army to receive for instruction at the 
United States Military Academy at West 
Point two citizens and subjects of the 
Kingdom of Thailand. The bill passed 
the Senate in that form on July 24, 1953. 

The House amended the joint resolu
tion by adding language to provide that 
the Secretary of the Navy may authorize 
or permit two citizens and subjects of the 
Kingdom of Belgium to receive instruc-

-tion at the United States Naval Academy, 
at no expense to the United States Gov
ernment. 

There is ample precedent for this 
amendment, and I hope the Senate will 
concur in the House amendment. If 
there is any objection I shall not press 
the request, but there is ample precedent 
for it, and unless there is objection I hope 
the Senate may concur in the House 
amendment at this time. 

I therefore move that the Senate con
cur in the House amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 

PERMITS FOR CONSTRUCTION OF' 
RADIO STATIONS 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the unfin
ished business be temporarily laid aside 
and that the Senate proceed to the con
sideration of Calendar No. 504, House 
bill 4557. 
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will 

be stated by title for the information of 
the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill . (H. R. 
4557) to amend section 319 of the Com
munications Act of 1934, with respect to 
permits for construction of radio stations. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection to the request of the Senator from 
California? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider. the bill. 

PROGRAM FOR TOMORROW 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

invite the attention of Senators to the 
fact that it is hoped that tomorrow we 
can dispose of Calendar No. 504, House 
bill4557, which is now before the Senate; 
Calendar No. 505, House bill 4558; and 
Calendar No. 506, House bill4559. I un
derstand from the minority leader that 
so far as he knows, there is no objection 
to these bills, and their consideration 
should not require a very long time. Fol
lowing the disposition of those bills, it is 
planned to proceed to the consideration 
of No. 821 on the calendar, · House bill 
5976. That is the gas bill to which ref
erence has already been made. 

Mr. President, I understand that there 
are 1 or 2 speeches to be made yet this 
afternoon. I do not anticipate any 
further voting this afternoon. It is 
planned that, following the speeches the 
Senate will stand in recess until 12 
o'clock noon tomorrow. 

TENTH INTER-AMERICAN CONFER
ENCE, AT CARACAS 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President I ask 
unanim~us consent to have-printed in the 
body of the RECORD at this point as a 
part of my remarks a statement which I 
have prepared regarding the lOth Inter
American Conference at Caracas. 

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR SMATHERS 

It is encouraging to many of us I am sure 
that today's news !rom the lOth Inter
American Conference tells of plans to hold 
further hemisphere economic conferences 
here at Washington. 

On last Friday, I cabled Secretary Dulles 
urging him to indorse the proposal for a 
permanent Inter-American Trade CouncU 
tor the purpose of bolstering trade among 
the Americas and tightening economic ties 
which blnd the nations of the Western Hemi
sphere in a natural. wholesome, and mu
tually beneficial alliance. I would not be so 
immodest as to suggest that my telegram 
spurred the Secretary to extend the invita
tion tor further talks on the subject. But 
I am pleased-and somewhat excited-that 
this development has occurred as the con
ference at Caracas proceeds. 

There is no doubt whatsoever 1n my mind 
that we as a nation must take positive 
and immediate steps to strengthen our re
lations with our good neighbors in Latin 
America. We have talked about this for 
many years, butr 1n my opinion, we have 
n-ever done enough. I pope that this means 
we now may expect an emphasis upon action 
and a deemphasis of words without adequate 
steps to implement a sound program. 

It is impossible tor me to speak on the 
subject without mentioning the warm and 
real friendship between Florida and her peo-

pie, and the peoples of Latin America. There 
is a common bond of ethnic, cultural, and 
business associations which ·link Florida and 
Latin America. For years, we in Florid~ 
have strived to improve our facilities in 
keeping with this friendship. We are st111 
working to bring to Miami the Inter-Ameri
can Cultural and Trade Center and to forge 
closer links among our peoples through proj
ects at Tampa, Key West, and other cities 
in our State. 

Great advancement is expected in this re
gard in the near future years for the growth 
of friendship will continue just as will the 
expanding trade and travel from Latin Amer
ica which is America's greatest securit y po
tential. Congress already has acted to sup
port ~he program which the people of F lorida, 
workmg with their Latin American neighbors 
have conceived and intiated. They con~ 
fidently expect--and will receive I am sure-
the continued support of the Congress in 
this field. 

PROPOSED TAX REDUCTIONS 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President I 

should like to discuss for a few mom~nts 
the proposals to reduce taxes. First I 
should like to review the background 
with which we must approach this prob
lem. 

For the past 24 years this Government 
has lived within its income on only three 
occasions. 

On two of those occasions the budget 
was balanced only as a result of the ac
tions of the Republican · Party in the 
80th Congress. 

The record shows that on only one oc
casion during the past 24 years has the 
budget of this Government ever been 
bab~.nced under the Democratic Party. 

Likewise, I invite the attention of 
Senators to the condition in which the 
Republican Party found the Treasury of 
the United States at the time it took 
control of the Government on January 
20, 1953. At that time, in addition to the· 
national debt of $266 billion, we found 
that we also picked up unpaid bills of 
the past administration in the amount 
of $83,298,436,271. Those unpaid bills 
represented just as much an obligation 
of the United States Government as was 
the national debt. 

To offset the $83,250,000,000 of unpaid 
bills which we inherited, we found in the 
general fund of the Treasury $4 607 200 -
000 in cash. In other words, we inh~rite'd 
from the past administration a deficit of 
approximately $79 billion in unpaid bills 
for .which we, as the Republican Party 
during our administration, must raise 
the money. This $79 billion represents 
the luxuries of the past administration
money which was spent by them-but 
the payment of which was passed down 
to the Republican administration. 

I point out, as a comparison that the 
$79 billion which we must ra~e to pay 
off the obligations created by the ad
ministration represents more money 
than was spent by President Franklin D. 
Roosevelt during his first 8 years in omce 
under the New Deal administration. 

It also represents more than the total 
cost of World War I. I also point out 
that it is not an ordinary procedure for 
any administration to go out of omce 
and pass on to its successor any such 
staggering amount of unpaid bills. On 
only 1 previous occasion was anywhere 
near that amount of unpaid bills passed 

on, and that was when President Roose
velt died in the midst of World War Ir 
and passed on to his successor, President 
~uman, a total of $28 billion in unpaid 
bills. However, at that time he had in 
the general fund $14 billion in cash 
which meant that there was a deficit of 
only $14 billion representing unpaid bills 
passed down by President Roosevelt to 
President Truman. · 

When we actually figure the expendi
tures of the Truman regime during the 
7 years of the Fair Deal administration 
we find that while they boast of the fact 
that they reduced the national debt dur
ing those 7 years by $3 billion, they do 
not tell the American people that they 
ran up the unrecorded but unpaid obli
gations by a total of more than $79 bil
lion. Allowing for the $14 billion in un
paid bills which President Truman in
herited, it means that his Fair Deal re
gime actually spent $65 billion more than 
they are telling the American people 
about. 

In approaching these problems theRe
publican Party last year cut appropria
tions by approximately $12 billion, and 
we are hopeful that we can cut them 
further this year. The administration 
has recommended a lower budget, and 
I am confident and hopeful that the Con
gress will support it. 

However, it is recognized by even the 
most conservative estimators that, not-· 
withstanding the cuts which were made 
last year, and notwithstanding the re
ductions we propose to make this year, 
we shall still end the year ·1955 with an 
unbalanced budget to the extent of ap
proximately $3 billion. Therefore when 
we discuss the question of any tax reduc
tion at this time, whether it be in the 
form of excise-tax reductions or whether 
it be a reduction in taxes by reason of 
increasing the personal exemption, it. 
means that whatever tax reduction we 
pass on to the American people at this 
session of C~mgress must be met directly 
by borrowing the money. We are going 
to borrow the money in the name of our 
children and grandchildren in order that 
we may pass on to the voters of today a 
measure of tax relief. 

The proposed tax relief which is 
pending before us now is the bill which 
passed the House yesterday. It. em
bodies a proposed cut of $912 million in 
existing excise tl:l.xes. 

Another proposal with which we shall 
be confronted is that outlined by the 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], in 
which he is proposing that we raise the 
personal exemption to $800 the first year 
and increase that amount to $1,000 the 
second year. 
~~sed upon the Treasury estimates, 

rrusmg the personal exemptions by $200 
the first year, or from the current $600 
to $800, will further increase the deficit 
of the Federal Government by $4% 
billion. According to the Treasury De
partment, when the full exemption of 
$1,000 goes into eff~t the second year 
it will reduce the revenue by $7.8 billion: 
As in the case of the proposed $900 mil-· 
lion reduction in excise taxes, each of 
necessity must be made up by direct bor
rowings and thereby increasing the na
tional debt. 
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In addition, there is a third form of posals for tax reduction that have been 

tax relief which I think- is equally unwise made. 
at this time. That is ·the proposed re- ·· Mr. President, it should be recognized 
lief in connection with double taxation by all of us that there is no sincerity and 
of dividends ... In the first year this would no basis for the argument that we pass 
amount. to $240 million -and thereafter ·· the additional tax load on to the wealthy. 
would increase on a graduated scale. · The truth of the matter is that under 

Unquestionably there is much merit in the two past administrations, first under 
all three .of these proposals . . However, the New Deal and then under the Fair 
we cannot forget the fact that their com- Deal, we have reached the point where 
bined acceptance represents a loss in there is very little more revenue avail
revenue of over $5% billion at a time able from that source. I repeat-even 
when our budget is already unbalanced. a 100 percent confiscation of all incomes 
· Mr. President, if we accept at this in the United States in excess of $10,000 
time those three recommended tax-re- would not make up the additional deficit. 
duction measures first the reduction with which we would be faced if all the 
voted yesterday by the House of Repre- pending tax reduction proposals were 
sentatives, approximating $900 -million, adopted. 
the dividend tax relief as it is being ad- I suggest that those who are express
vacated of approximately $240 ·million, ing so much sympathy for the taxpayers 

. and th~ proposal made by the Senator by advocating the raising of the $600 
from Georgia [Mr. GEORGE], to raise the exemption to $800 look at the record. 
tax exemption by $200. for -this year, it At the time the Democratic Party took 
wiU mean that next year we will have control of the Government in 1932, ap
reduced the revenues of our Government proximately 20 years ago, the personal 
and thereby further increased our deficit income tax exemption for every married 
by $5.6 billion. couple in this country was $2,500. 

It also means-and I believe this point Gradually, first under the New Deal and 
should be considered very seriously by then under the Fair Deal, the exemption 
the advocates of tax reductions-that was whittled down to $1,000 for each 
such reductions would necessitate in- couple, and it was whittled down under 
creasing the ceiling on the national debt. ~he party of those who are today express
All of us recognize that the Government mg so much concern for the taxpayers. 
is now scraping the ceiling of the $275 It should b~ remembered that the 
billion debt limit. · exe.mption is $600 today. only because 

I believe that proponents of any tax the Republ~can Party dur~ng the 80th 
relief measures at this session of Con- Congress raised the exemption from $5~0 
gress should incorporate in their recom- to $?00, over the veto o! a Democratic 
mendations for such tax relief equiva- President. The Republican controlled 
lent authority to increase the national 80th Congress also raised the exemption 
debt by the amount by which they seek of every man and w~man over 65 fr~m 
to reduce the tax revenues, and in that $500 to $1?200 ;. we rais~d the exemption 
way let the American people know that of the blmd Irrespective of age from 
whatever relief they are getting is in $500 to $_1,200 a:ll over the ~eto of a 
reality only money borrowed in their Democratic Presiden~. I believe those 
name with interest-interest which facts should be put mto th~ RECORD. 
they ~nd their children will be paying Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. Pres_ident, will 
for generations to come: the Senator from Delaware Yield? 

we hear many arguments raised Mr. WILLIA~S. I. shall yield· in a 
about the necessity for tax relief and moment .. In farrn~ss, It should be sta~ed 
how much the low income groups are that the mcrease m the tax exemption 
suffering. I do not say that an excel- was passed over the veto of a Democratic 
lent argument cannot be made on be- President with the aid of many Members 
half of any one of the proposals for tax on the other side of the aisle. However, 
reduction. I believe that, taken indi- not too much should now be said in criti
vidually, each has a great deal of merit. cism of the Republican Party about our 
However, taken collectively, they repre- inability, after only 15 months in -power, 
sent approximately $5% billion which to do that which the Democratic Party 
must be borrowed by the Government. could not do in 20 years. I now yield to 

In answer to the argument that we the Senator from Florida. 
should give tax relief to those in the Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, does 
low income brackets and extend the not the Senator from Delaware also re
burden if necessary by increasing the call that the real Republican tax reduc
rates to those in the upper brackets, I tion bill was passed in 1947 and that it 
invite attention to what would be the did not add anything to the tax exemp
effect of such a procedure. tion or to the credit for personal de-

l asked the Treasury Department to pendents, and that for that reason most 
compile a report based on the supposi- Senators on this side of the aisle voted 
tion that a 100 percent tax would be to uphold the veto of the Democratic 
levied on all individual incomes in the President; and that it was not until-the 
United States in excess of $10,000. I was next year, when, by the insistence of 
advised by the Treasury Department Democrats on this side of the aisle, the 
that if such a proposal were adopted by bill was reoffered and brought back with 
Congress, that is, if we were to confis- an increase in the personal exemption 
cate in their entirety all incomes above and the credit for dependents, from $500 
$10,000, such confiscation would only to $600, at which time the votes from this 
provide additional revenues in the side of the aisle were forthcoming to 
amount of $5.2 billion, which would not override the veto of the President? Does 
be sumcient to make up the deficit re- not the Senator from Delaware remem
sulting from tl!e adoption of the pro- ber that situationl 

Mr. wn.LIAMS. I have .already given 
credit to the Members . on the other side 
of the aisle who supported the bill. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Delaware yield further? 

Mr. wn...LIAMS. In a moment I shall 
be happy to yield.- The personal exemp
tion was raised from $500 to $600 in the 
Republican· 80th Congress. President 
Truman has stated that everything that 
came out of that Congress~ good or b.ad, 
should be credited to the Republican 
Party. 

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

Mr. WILLIAMS. In a moment I shall 
yield. With credit for all that happened 
in the 80th Congress, good or bad, given 
to us by President Truman, I say credit 
for the tax reduction should be given to 
the Republican Party. . 

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

Mr. WILLIAMS. I shall yield to the 
Senator from Florida in a moment. I 
should like to point out also that we 
were able to pass a tax reduction to the 
American people at that time only as a 
result of the economies which were voted 
by the 80th Congress-economies for 
which we were attacked during the 1948 
election and for which probably we lost 
the election. 

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

Mr. WILLIAMS. I shall yield in a 
moment. Mr. President, I- say if we are 
going to be charged with the responsi
bility for those economies, which in
evitably resulted in · taking away from 
the American people some of the benefits 
which they would like to have and which 
we likewise would have liked to have 
given them, I also say that we should 
give the Republican Party credit for 
the balanced budget in those 2 years and 
for the tax reduction. I now yield to the 
Senator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Delaware has referred to 
the tax reduction bill of 1948. I should 
like to have him specifically recall, if he 
will, what happened in 1947. If he will 
do so he will recall that the Knutson bill, 
which was a Republican bill, was passed 
by the House by a very heavy majority. 
It came to the Senate and passed the 
Senate. However, it could not be passed 
over a Presidential veto, for three rea
sons. First, there was no increase in the 
personal exemption or in the credit for 
dependents from the wartime levels, and 
enough Senators on this side of the aisle 
insisted that those features be added. 
As a ·matter of fact they were added the 
next year. 

Secondly, Mr. President, I wish to call 
to the attention of the distinguished 
Senator that the so-called Knutson bill 
dld not straighten out the so-called com
munity property tax situation, and Sen
ators on this side of the aisle refused to 
approve tax reductions unless there was 
straightened out the inequity which ap
plied to all States but 13. 

Mr. · WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
should like to inquire whether the Sen
ator from Florida is asking me a question. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Thirdly, I point out 
that that bill in 1947 accomplished such 
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heavy :r;eduetions_ in t~e pig bl.'.ll.Ck~ts _that rations of the country, whom they accl,lse 
again a change nad -to be made_ ]:>y 1948 th~_Rep~blican party of sheltering. 
before a tax red~ctio_n bill coulc:l .. bel . Mr. WILLIAMS. ·That is correct. 
enacted into law. I am asking the Sen- ~ :Mr.-HO:bLAND:_ Mr. Presiqent, will the 
ator from Delaware if -I am -not -com- Senator- from Delaware yield? 
pletely ·correct in ·tpe thr~e ·.statements Mr.-WILLIAMS.· I yield. 
I have made. . . __ .· Mr. HOLLAND. ' I should like to ask 
. Mr. WILLIAMS. I have already said the Senator if it is-not true that Senators 
to the Senator from Florida that we -did on this side of the aisle refused in 1947 
pass a· tax bill in -1947, which was not as to approve the Knutson tax-reduction 
many of us would have ~iked to haye it, bill because it did not include a commu
but it was hoped that we could la~er nity-property provision which would 
pass a second red~ction. I k~qw it was make more equitable the situation and 
the intention of many Senators on this allow the filing of split-income returns 
side of the aisle to incorporate those by husbands and wives? I am asking if 
provisions in another l;>ill.. Many o( us in 1948 the bill did not come over from 
wanted an extension of the community- the House without containing such a 
property provision to -all the States. - I provision, and if the Senate committee, 
supported the community-property pro- which was Republican-controlled, did 
vision. It shm.ild have been passed not refuse to place that item in the bill, 
many, many years ago, because without and if such an item was not put into the 
the community-property provision it bill through an amendment offered by 
meant that citizens of my own state the senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
and of many other States, were paying McCLELLAN], and strongly supported by 
a higher rate of income tax than wer.e other Senators on the Democratic side 
those citizens of community-property of the aisle? 
States. It was unfair. It should have Mr. WILLIAMS. That amendment 
been corrected years ago. was offered by the Senator from Arkan-
. I thank the Senator from Florida for sas [Mr. McCLELLAN] and I was a co
giving us credit, because it was done in sponsor of the amendment. I thank the 
the Republican 80th Congress. Presi- Senator from Florida for reminding me 
dent Truman said we should take the of that fact. 
credit for it. In fact, he used it as one But we still come back to the point 
of the arguments against the Republican that -the bill was passed in the Republi-
80th Congress. The Senator from Flor- can 80th Congress, and the President of 
ida has brought up a very excellent point the United States vetoed it and it was 
in going back to the 1947 vote. But then passed over his veto. · 
since we are reviewing the record let us I merely bring that out to show that 
go back to the first income-tax law. those who are standing up and speaking 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will the loudest in criticizing the Republican 
the Senator. from-Delaware yield? - -- Party for not having accomplished more 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I shall yield in just after only 15 months in power do not 
a moment, and then I shal} be glad to have a record of having done as well. 
listen to the Senator. I accept their statements not as criti
. Mr. President; going back to the first cisms btit as a compliment. I attribute 
income-tax law, which was passed in to them nothing but sincerity and recog-
1913, a review of the record shows that nize their statements as expressions of 
there have been 14 tax increases during confidence in the ability of the Republi
the period since 1913. We find, in re- can Party to do in 15 months what they 
viewing the record, that 12 of those in- failed to do in 20 years. If they will only 
creases took place under Democratic be patient and give us time, I think we 
Party administration, and on only 2 oc- can live up to their expectations. 
casions were taxes increased by theRe- Mr. President, I should like to say, 
publican Party. further, that any suggestion of tax relief 

The argument comes back, ''Well, they at this particular time is unwise. I do 
have been in control of the Government not think it would be doing the Ameri
longer than has the Republican Party can people any good to · pass a tax -relief 
in those years." bill at this particular time when every 

In reviewing the record to see how Member of the congress knows that it 
far that argument will stand, I find that would be necessary to borrow that much 
during the same intervening period there extra money. I do not think it is fair 
were 10 tax reductions. I find that 8 to the American people. They are not 
of those reductions were given to the going to be fooled by any such political 
American people under the Republican farce. we should tell the people the 
administration, and on only 2 occasions truth; namely, that we have an expen
since 1913 has ·there ever been a tax- sive Government and that thus far we 
reduction bill passed under a Democratic have been unable to bring about sum
administration. cient economies to bring the cost of 

I review this record for the benefit of Government under control. We should 
those on the other side of the aisle who recogilize that -if we deliberately con
are always talking about lower taxes. tinue deficit spending, we shall be admit

Mr. AIKEN; Mr. President, will the ting that we, as representatives of the 
Senator from Delaware yield? American people, do not have the cour-

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield~ age-to pass a tax bill sumcient to pay for 
Mr. AIKEN. Is it not a fact that there tlie services we give the people. If we 

was a very prompt removal of the excess ever admit, that as their representatives, 
profit tax, following the end of World we do not have the courage to tax them 
War II? In 1945 Democrats could -not for the services · being _endered, we are 
wait overnigbt, ·hardly, to take the taking a dangerous step down the road 
excess-profits tax from the great corpo- ..:. to disaster. 

Mr. AIKEN. As a member of the com
mit~ee, dqes the Senator from Delaware 
anticipate that the committee -will rec
ommend an increase in the debt limit 
~bove the present $274 billjqn? 

Mr. WILLlAMS. I do not know what 
the committee _ will do. I voted against 
an increase in th~ ceiling. I would vote 
against it today. But, on the_ other 
hand, we may as well be realistic about 
it, I do not think any Member of the 
Senate, regardless of his position on the 
debt ceiling, will say the · Government 
is not going to pay its bills. If Congress 
should pass a tax reduction bill, su.ch 
as is being proposed at this time, to the 
extent of five or six billion dollars, the 
ceiling . on the national debt will have 
to be raised accordingly. That is the 
reason why I say that those who are de
fending a tax reduction should include 
with the proposal the necessary author
ity to raise the debt ceiling high enough 
so that the Secretary of the Treasury 
can borrow the necessary money to pro
vide for the tax relief. 

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

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. AIKEN. Does the Senator from 

Delaware know of any more effective 
means of embarrassing President Eisen
hower and his administration, or of any 
more effective means of bringing the 
national economy to a low level, than 
by reducing. the income of the Govern
ment to a point where it will not meet . 
expenses, and by failing to increase the 
debt limit? That would mean, as the 
Senator knows, that next September and 
October, 2 months before election, the 
United States Government would not 
have sumcient funds with which to meet 
its obligations. Does the Senator believe 
there might be any politics involved in 
the matter? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I would not question 
the motives of those who are backing 
the proposal. 

Mr. AIKEN. I am asking the Senator 
from Delaware for his opinion. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Unquestionably this 
whole subject is wrapped up in politics. 
I think the Treasury can get by without 
increasing the ceiling on the national 
debt at this time if we can hold the line 
on appropriations and stop the trend 
toward irresponsible tax reductions. 

That is why I say I believe that anyone 
who supports tax reduction now should, 
at the same time, support a correspond
ing increase in the ceiling of the national 
debt. If the tax reduction goes through, 
that must be done. Otherwise the Gov
ernment could not pay its bills. 

Mr ~ AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
· Mr. AIKEN. Would the Senator from 
Delaware be willing to predict what cir
cumstances might occur if, because of 
an excessive reduction in taxes, the 
United States Government ran out of 
money next September, as it certainly 
will, unless the debt limit shall ·be in
creased? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I do not know ex
actly what would. happen, but the situa
tion could become "disastro·us. No one 
could afford to let the Government get 
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into a situation whereby it would be ac
tually unable to pay its bills. It is a 
condition we must recognize. We are 
confronted today with the fact that the 
national debt is in exceSs of $274 billion. 
We are now right at the ceiling. The 
Government will have ~ large revenues 
during this month, and should enable it 
to carry on until sometime in the fall. 
But, as the Senator from Vermont says, 
next fall we shall have all we can do to 
get by, even by extending the tax rates 
as they now exist on the books. I think 
we can get by. I think it would be wise 
for us to hold the line because if once we 
can get over this hurdle, we can continue 
for some time. But if taxes are to be re
duced at this time, there will be no alter
native except, at the same time, to raise 
the debt ceiling. That will have to be 
done. 

Mr. AIKEN. But suppose it should 
not be done, and it happened that some 
Members of Congress who are advocating 
a reduction of taxes in a large amount at 
the present time were opposed to raising 
the debt ceiling. What would happen? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I shudder to think of 
what would happen in a situation such 
as that. 

Mr. AIKEN. Would it not mean the 
collapse of the Government? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. It would mean pretty 
much a collapse of the economy of this 
country. 

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

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Will the Sena

tor state again the amount which would 
become national disposable income if the 
exemption were raised $100? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Does the Senator 
refer to the loss of revenue? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The loss of reve
nue. I will put it that way. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. · The loss of revenue 
by raising the exemption $100 would be 
$2.4 billion. 

The loss of revenue by raising the ex
emption $200 would be $4.5 billion. 

If the exemption were raised $300, to 
make the exemption $900, the loss of 
revenue would be $6.3 billion. 

If the exemption were raised to $1,000, 
the loss of revenue would be $7.8 billion. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I thank the Sen
ator for the figures. 

Mr. President, will the Senator yield 
further? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. I asked the ques

tion because the main argument which 
has been presented in favor of the up
ping of the exemption has been that it 
would stimulate purchasing, add to per
sonal incomes, and stimulate consump
tion of goods. 

Does the Senator from Delaware real
ize that the total disposable income last 
year was $247.9 billion, and we are now 
talking about a figure ranging from 1 
percent to 2.5 percent, if the exemptions 
are increased? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I believe the Sena
tor from Arizona has made a good point. 
Of course, it is recognized, unql.lestion
ably, that the passing along of a tax 
reduction of $2.5 billion would stimu
late the consumption of goods to some 

extent. But it is my opinion that what 
stimulates production and consumption 
of goods in the United States is not nec
essarily tax relief; it is the confidence 
of the American people in the stability 
of their Government and the stability 
of their dollar. 

The greatest depression to have oc
curred in recent memory was in 1932, 
at a time when the tax rate was at an 
alltime low. 

Let us remember that if the time 
should come when the American people 
will have lost confidence in the sound
ness of their Government, in its honesty 
and integrity, and in its ability to meet 
its obligations, under any administration, 
the Government will fall. That has 
been the history of every government 
that has preceded ours. When we study 
the history of the Roman Empire and 
of many other great nations of the world, 
we learn how they rose to great heights, 
and then fell. A reading of the history 
of those nations will disclose that in 
practically every instance their collapse 
was preceded by a long period of deficit 
spending leading to bankruptcy of the 
nation. Let us profit from the lessons 
of history. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I could not agree 
more thoroughly with the Senator from 
Delaware. I was pointing out that the 
figure which has been used by the advo
cates of the increase in exemptions has 
been pictured as being an extremely 
large sum that would materially help 
the national economy. I pointed out to 
the Senator that we are talking about 
a figure of 1 percent of last year's total 
disposable income in the United States. 
Does the Senator from Delaware believe 
that 1 percent is of enough importance 
to risk the economy of the entire Nation? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I do not. I do not 
believe the benefit of such an increase in 
exemption would begin to compare with 
the loss to the economy, as a result of 
the loss of confidence by the American 
people in their. Government, which 
would inevitably follow if the adminis
tration or Congress now adopts the prac
tice of planned deficit spending. 

We are just emerging from 20 years 
of such irresponsible Government 
financing. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. The Senator's 
comment about deficit spending is in
teresting. I think the Senator will agree 
with me that the inflation which was 
experienced in the United States during 
the recent past was caused largely by 
defiicit spending. If the Government 
is to enter into another period of deficit 
spending, which could occur by reason 
of the astronomical decreases in revenue, 
does the Senator realize that there would 
again be inflation? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I do not believe there 
is any question that another period of 
dangerous inflation would be touched off. 

Speaking of inflation, I think the 
Senator from Arizona has raised an ex
cellent point, because we should not lose 
sight of .the fact that inflation still could 
happen in the United States. 

I remember that ten years ago the 
Government said that for every $3 in
vested in Government bonds, $4 would 
be paid at maturity. 'l'he Senator from 

Arizona knows, as well as I, what in re
ality the investor gets back. He gets 
back $4, yes; but the purchasing power 
of the $4 today is barely the equivalent 
of $2 when he bought the bond. Instead 
of giving to the bond buyers of ten years 
ago $1 for very $3 invested, the Govern
ment is actually taking away $1 of the 
$3, and is giving back only $2. The value 
of the American dollar has been cut in 
half. One-half of the benefits of every 
life insurance policy in the United States 
has been taken away. One-half of the 
value of every pension account in the 
United State has been destroyed. The 
Government has confiscated and de
stroyed, through the indirect method of 
deflating the American dollar, one-half 
of the life savings of the American 
citizens. 

Every Senator can visualize some per
son in his own home town who a few 
years ago retired on what at that time 
he thought, and what at that time his 
Senator would have agreed, was an ade
quate amount with which to take care 
of himself and his wife for the rest of 
their lives. 

Today, as a result of the depreciation 
of the American dollar, under the 
deficit-spending program of the past 
several years, the value of their savings 
has been taken a way. The purchasing 
power of the dollar has now been re
duced, and many of those persons today 
cannot buy the bare necessities of life. 
In many States, these men and women 
are being forced onto the relief rolls. 
I think the forgotten men and women 
of the last two administrations were the 
aged, those whose earning days were 
over. 

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

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the Sen
ator from Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG. In view of the Senator's 
statement, would he be willing to join 
me in the amendment which I have 
offered to raise the old-age pension by 
$10 a month? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. There is no ques"'" 
tion that there is a great deal of merit 
in the amendment to which the Senator 
from Louisiana is referring, but that 
illustrates the vicious circle we have been 
following for a long time. I say to the 
Senator from Louisiana and to all others 
that the way to approach the problem 
is not to keep adding here and there and 
engage in perpetual motion and per
petually increase the public debt. Let 
us stabilize the American dollar and 
keep it where it belongs. Let us keep it 
as a stable dollar, so that working men 
and women in the United states who are 
contributing to the pension funds, the 
social-security funds, and various other 
retirement funds will have some guar
antee that the dollars they will receive 
when they reach retirement ~;tge will 
have some comparison to the dollars they 
put into such funds. 

Mr. LONG: The Senator from Dela
ware knows we are going to have a 
deficit anway, does he not? We are go
ing to have a deficit of $2,600,000,000. 
We are going to have tax reduction bills, 
whlch are favored by the administra
tion, and which will increase the deficit 
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by $3 billion. If we are going to have 
that much of a deficit, why should we 
not take care of persons receiving old
age pensions? As a matter of fact, 
corporations and businesses are going to 
have tax relief anyway. They have al
ready received tax relief this year in the 
amount of $2 billion. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am not willing to 
accept the fact that we are going to 
enter into a period of deficit spending. 
As far as the tax reductions which are 
in effect are concerned, rather than fur
ther extend tax reductions I would 
rather have the Government pick up 
some of the revenue which has been lost. 
I would rather raise the rate to some
where between what the rate is now and 
what the rate was before the automatic 
tax reduction on January 1. In my opin
ion, if we cannot balance the budget in 
the United States, and if we cannot live 
within our income today, at a time when 
we are in a period of the highest pros
perity ever experienced in the history of 
the Nation, I do not think the Senator 
and I will see the day when we wHl ever 
live within our income. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. GEORGE. Did I understand the 

Senator from Delaware to say he is 
against the excise tax which the House 
passed yesterday? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am opposed to any 
tax reduction at this particular time; 
yes. 

Mr. GEORGE. Did I also understand 
the Senator to say he is opposed to the 
general tax-revision bill, on which the 
House Ways and Means Committee has 
been working for many months, which 
was reported yesterday, and which will 
be taken up next Wednesday? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I say to the Senator 
from Georgia there are many features in 
that tax-revision bill which I think the 
Senate would be wise to consider now 
that there has been so much work put 
into it. I am speaking of the technical 
provisions of the bill. So far as the 
revision bill proposes a rollback in the 
tax rate as it affects dividends, while I 
agree that there is a need to consider 
a revision of the double taxation of divi
dends, I do not think this is the time to 
put into effect a tax reduction, whether 
it be with regard to dividends, increased 
tax exemptions, or anything else. I think 
we have the responsibility of raising 
enough revenue to balance the budget. 

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator knows 
very well that a result of the general tax 
revision bill will be an additional loss to 
the Treasury of between U,400,000,000 
and $1,500,000,000. The bill, which 
passed the House yesterday, will reduce, 
on paper, Treasury receipts by over $900 
million. As a consequence there will be 
an actual decrease in revenue, on paper, 
of approximately $2,400,000,000. There 
will unquestionably be a deficit of nearly 
$3 billion by the end of this fiscal year. 
I think the deficit will probably approach 
$4 billion, because I believe the receipts 
have been overestimated. In any event, 
it is now estimated that there will be a. 
deficit of $3 billion, and we are now near
ing the end of this fiscal year, the clos-

ing date of which is June 30. Under was attempting to point out was that I 
the two bills, one of which passed the think the greatest contribution Congress 
House yesterday, and one of which will can make to the economy of the country 
be considered next week, there will be is to give businessmen and the American 
received in revenue $2,400,000,000 less. people confidence in the stability of their 
I understand the Senator is against both Government. I think the Senator will 
of those bills; is that correct? agree that the geatest depression which 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am opposed to re- took place within our memory happened 
ducing excise taxes by 'any such amount at the time when the lowest tax rates 
as $800 or $900 million. While we are were in effect. I do not say that the .low 
on the subject of the bill which passed tax rate had any effect on the depres
the House, the Senator from Georgia sion; I merely say that a low tax rate 
knows very well that there are two fea- · will not in itself save the economy. 
tu:-es in the bill, one which proposes to I should like to vote for tax reduc
extend existing rates of certain excise tions. As a member of the Republican 
taxes which would otherwise automati- Party, I know the party made a definite 
cally expire on Aprill. I am in favor of promise during the campaign that the 
such extensions, and will support that party would balance the budget and cut 
phase of the bill. Likewise I shall sup- taxes. We intend to live up to that 
port the extension of the corporation promise. 
rates at the 52-percent level. Mr. GEORGE. I agree with the Sen-

Mr. GEORGE. I merely wished to un· ator that the budget should be balanced, 
derstand the Senator's philosophy. but I do not put the balancing of the 

Mr. WILLIAMS. W:ith regard to the budget above everything else, because 
overall structure, I believe that many of then the point may be reached where, if 
the excise taxes and other taxes have we do not have the vision to foresee what 
reached the point of diminishing returns. the taxing system, among other things, 
I think a justifiable argument may be is doing to the economy of the country, 
made for tax relief so far as some of we will have a budget which we cannot 
them are concerned. However, I think balance. If the Senator is willing to see 
there is an obligation on my part, or on the figure of unemployment in this 
the part of any other Member of Con- country reach 5 or 6 million, and find 
gress sponsoring tax relief, to state that what the Senate and the House will do 
unless the budget is balanced a loss in along the lines of spending public 
revenue should be offset by taxes in other moneys to· try to meet and check that 
areas. unemployment, then I say, very well, do 

Mr. GEORGE. Why would the Sen- not do anything about taxes. 
ator not be in favor of reducing the cost Frankly, I do not know whether the 
of Government? tax bill which the House passed yester-

Mr. WILLIAMS. I agree with the day was an altogether wise bill; but it 
Senator that it should be done, and only has passed the House. I do not think 
wish the administration with which he the Senator is going to stop it. 
is associated had recognized the impor- Mr. WILLIAMS. Perhaps not, but that 
tance of that question years ago. does not change my opinion. 

Mr. GEORGE. During the last cam- Mr. GEORGE. I do not believe the 
paign we heard much about reducing the Senator can stop it, because I think the 
cost of Government. Why should not American people know that taxes are 
the cost of Government be reduced? too high. What this Government should 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I agree with the do is cut the total amount of taxes taken 
Senator from Georgia 100 percent that by the Federal Government by $10 billion 
it should be done. That is the heart of this year, and do the same next year. 
the whole question. I say let us cut the If the Government will do that, it will 
cost of Government before we cut the give the people some real confidence. 
tax relief melon. While Congress re- Mr. WILLIAMS. I agree with the 
duced appropriations last year by· $12 Senator from Georgia-provided we cut 
billion, the fact of the matter is it has the cost of Government proportionately. 
not cut the cost of Government suffi- I hope that the Senator from Georgia 
ciently to balance the budget. Until will go along with us in helping attain 
such time as the budget can be bal- such a cut in the cost of Government. 
anced by cutting the cost of Government, It is long overdue. 
as one Member of the Senate I feel it is As the Senator from Georgia well 
unwise to talk about tax relief. Without knows, many of the taxes were imposed 
discussing the merits or demerits of in- at a time when more or less of an im
dividual tax-relief proposals, because plied promise was made by Congress that 
each one taken separately probably could they would be imposed for only the dura
be justified on its own merits, when all tion of the war. 
the taxes are taken collectively, I say we Mr. GEORGE. That is correct. 
should proceed with caution. Mr. WILLIAMS. The American people 

Mr. GEORGE. Would the Senator have every right to say, "Now that the 
say that without regard to the economy war is over, Congress should live up to 
of the country? Whatever the economy its obligation and should reduce taxes." 
is facing the Senator thinks would have I recognize that, but at the same time 
nothing to do with what is done about I point out that many of the existing 
tax relief, does he? programs--for instance, the program of 

Mr. WILLIAMS. No; I do not say 90 percent of parity price suports for 
that. I say such factors as the economy agricultural commodities-were imposed 
of the country should be taken into con- under a definite plan to end them after 
sideration. I think what Congress does the war. In my mind and, I am sure, 
with regard to taxes has a bearing on in the mind of the Senator from Georgia, 
the economy of the country. _What ~ • there is a serious question as to whether 

. 
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we have enough votes to end any of those 
programs today. Certainly if we con
tinue them we must continue the taxes 
which were imposed during the same era 
in order to make the programs possible. 
Before reducing taxes, let us cut back 
the programs to the point where the 
Government will be able to live within 
its income. 

As a member of the party which now is 
in control, I recognize that we should 
exercise our responsibility in connection 
with the matters about which I am 
speaking. We have made great progress 
in this direction during the brief 15 
months we have been in power. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, in this 
body and in the other branch of Con
gress, considerable time is wasted each 
year in discussing economy. I have 
reached the very definite conclusion that 
there will not be any real economy in 
government-whose fault it is, makes no 
di1Ierence, it may be the fault of all of 
us, and I think it is; but that makes no 
di1Ierence-until we "cut o1I the water.'' 
When we "cut o1I the water" the Mem
bers of Congress, who have the respon
sibility of running the Government, will 
reduce the costs of government; but they 
will not do so before that is done. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
most certainly refuse to accept the phi
losophy of the Senator from Georgia 
that there can be no real economy in 
government except as we cut Govern
ment revenue. I point out to him that 
during 22 of the last 25 years the Gov
ernment's income from the taxpayers 
was less than the Government's expendi
tures; but still the smaller Government 
income has never acted as a safety valve 
or a curb on the expenditures. Instead, 
the Federal Government has merely bor
rowed more and more money. 

So long as the Federal Government 
has the ability to borrow money from 
the taxpayers, and so long as the Fed
eral Government continues to borrow it, 
it will not be possible to curtail these 
programs except as we reduce appropria
tions. Unless we curtail the programs 
or end them and unless we stop making 
appropriations, the total cost of the Fed
eral Government will not be reduced. 
cutting taxes is not the answer to that 
problem, because even if taxes are cut, 
the Government will continue to engage 
in deficit spending and will continue to 
borrow money, and there will continue 
to be devaluation of the dollar-all of 
which have been occurring during 22 of 
the last 25 years. 

U I thought the program the Senator 
from Georgia is recommending would 
work, I would support it most enthusias
tically. However, all it would mean 
would be that the Federal Government's 
total debt would rise to $285 billion or 
$290 billion, and would continue to spiral 
upward. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I do 
not agree with the Senator from Dela
ware. I think the time has come when, 
if we are to have a strong economy, it is 
necessary that we reduce the cost of the 
Federal Government. However, it will 
take more than arguments on the floor 
of the Senate and on the floor of the 
House ot Representatives, and it will 

take more nibbling here and there to 
do it. 

When we consider the enormous cost 
of the Government to the American peo
.ple, I think all reasonable persons agree 
that the Government should operate on 
an annual budget of not more than $40 
billion; and I think it is possible for 
the Government to do so. But I do not 
think that will ever happen as long as 
the Congress continues to obtain ap
proximately $60 billion from the pockets 
of the taxpayers. 

All I am proposing is that, in lieu of 
the present tax bill, and even in lieu of 
some of the excise taxes, which are pro
posed to be cut, we actually restore some 
of the purchasing power of the taxpayers, 
by increasing their personal exemption, 
because when looked at from any point of 
view-the economic point of view or even 
the plain standard of fairness and 
equity-it is outrageous to say that the 
personal exemption should be allowed to 
remain at $600, under the conditions now 
facing the people of the United States. 

I also believe it is wise to reduce many 
of the consumption taxes--although I am 
not condemning the bill which was 
passed yesterday by the House of Repre
sentatives. I wish to examine it, but I 
think the consumption taxes should be 
reduced. 

I know we can reduce taxes, but I know 
we shall never do so until we face the 
necessity of reducing them. 

One sort of necessity or another will 
face us. If we continue to impose high 
taxes very much longer, the economy will 
weaken at the seams, and then we shall 
be faced with a condition which we shall 
have to try to shore up by means of all 
sorts of wild and reckless expenditures of 
public funds. I do not wish to have that 
done. 

I think it is sensible to recognize now 
the facts as they exist, and to say that 
by means of increasing the personal ex
emption to a reasonable level and by re
ducing the consumption taxes-which 
ought to be reduced-we can add some
thing more to the purchasing power of 
the people, and therefore to the produc
tivity of American enterprises; and thus 
we shall be able to avoid some things 
which we certainly will encounter if 
there is insistence upon a rigid balancing 
of the budget at a time like the present, 
in view of the conditions now existing. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I 
should very much like to advocate tax re
duction-even as much as the Senator 
from Georgia would. However, it seems 
to me that after 25 or 30 years of an 
unbalanced budget, it is time for the 
American people to wake up to the fact 
that we have-as the Senator from Geor
gia has pointed out-a more expensive 
Government than we can a1Iord. His 
administration gave us this expensive 
Government. 

Let us recognize the facts of life, 
namely, that the Congress, as constituted 
by Members on both sides of the aisle, 
has failed to reduce the cost of the Fed
eral Government. I think we should 
give the taxpayers the true facts. Tax 
relief on borrowed money is a farce. 

Let us stop all this talk of increasing 
social-security benefits and aid to the 

aged, when at the same time, because 
of deficit spending, we are decreasing 
the purchasing power of every dollar in 
the United States. decreasing the pur
chasing power of all savings, and in
directly taking away one-half of all the 
dollars which have been stored in the 
social-security fund. 

Ten years ago you boasted of how a 
man or woman at the age of 65 would 
get $85 per month in social-security 
benefits. Today through devaluation of 
the dollar that $85 is worth less than 
$45, and you boast of your generosity in 
o1Iering him a $10 bonus. 

Congress will be guilty of sheer cow
·ardice if it passes tax-reduction bills and 
at the same time passes rather liberal 
appropriation bills, and then holds the 
ceiling on the national debt, and tells 
the departments of the executive branch 
to make the necessary reductions in ex
penditures. It would mean that Con
gress does not have the courage which 
is required to make the necessary cuts 
on the floor of the Senate. Congress 
has authorized all sorts of expensive pro
grams, and Congress wishes to provide 
for their continuation, and yet Congress 
is not willing to vote the necessary taxes 
in order to provide the funds with which 
to carry out those programs. 

Mr. President, if we wish to reduce the 
cost of the Federal Government, let each 
one of us begin to vote to make reduc
tions in the various programs of the 
Federal Government-for inst ance, the 
program of price supports for agricul
tural commodities, and many of the 
other programs which can be curtailed. 
That can be done but thus far it has not 
been done. 

In 1948, when the Congress, then un
der Republican control, balanced the 
budget and reduced taxes, the Republi
can administration operated the Gov
ernment with a total of 1,700,000 em
ployees. Today the number of employ
ees of the Federal Government is tack 
to 2,400,000. If we roll back or reduce 
the number of employees of the Fed
eral Government to the 1948 level, and 
thus reduce the total number of Federal 
Government employees by 700,000, we 
shall save approximately $3,500,000,000, 
or enough to make it possible to increase 
the personal income-tax exemption by 
the amount now being proposed by the 
Senator from Georgia. 

If we want to give these tax reduc
tions, let us roll the cost of government 
back. I point out that the 700,000 in
crease in personnel from the 1948 level 
took place under the administration of 
the party which is now speaking most 
loudly for tax reductions. We must put 
first things first. Let us cut appropria
tions if we have the courage to do it; 
and if we do not have the courage to do 
it, and if we are going to pass out a tax 
reduction to the American people on 
.borrowed money, let us tell them so this 
fall when we are campaigning. Tell 
them that they should not thank the 
Republican Party or the Democratic 
Party for their tax reduction. They 
should not thank their Representatives 
in Congress, but should look across the 
table at their children or grandchildren 
and thank them, because they are the 
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ones who are going to have to pay for it. 
We will be giving them nothing. 
· Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. LONG. This year the corpora

tions received a $2 billion reduction in 
taxation when the excess-profits tax ex
pired. I was not opposed to that. I 
voted against extending the excess
profits tax. 

It seems to me that we ought to cut 
the cost of government and to bring the 
cost within the Government's income. 
However, the administration is in a 
much better position than we in the 
Senate or the House to determine where 
the savings should be made. When the 
junior Senator from Louisiana had the 
honor to serve as chairman of the Sub-_ 
committee on Armed Services dealing 
with the defense bases, he was able to 
acquire a few experts to work, advise, 
and consult him. We could go over a 
bill calling for expenditures of $3 billion 
item by item, and pare the bill down by 
23 percent, so that we would have just 
as much defense without spending nearly 
as much money. 

That type of saving can be made 
throughout the entir e Defense Estab
lishment. The President has said that 
such economies in the military could be 
made. He made that statement when 
he ran for office. It seems to me that 
we must press the administration to 
make reductions or recommend to us 
where reductions could be made. 

The Senator from Louisiana voted to 
uphold the hand of the administration 
in all the major reductions last year
reductions in foreign aid, reductions in 
military spending, and in connection 
with other expenditures where big econ
omies had to be made. But we are not 
as well equipped, as Senators or Repre
sentatives, to find where reductions 
could be made as is the administration, 
which has thousands of people available 
to study this subject and make recom
mendations. Does not the Senator 
agree? 

Mr. Wn.LIAMS. I fully agree with 
the Senator from Louisiana that we 
should urge the administration to cut 
back expenditures. However, I think 
the proper way for the Congress to urge 
the administration with any force, no 
matter what the administration might 
be, to roll back expenditures, is to cut 
back appropriations on the floor of both 
Houses of Congress. There is no need 
for us to pass a big appropriation bill so 
we can tell our constituents how liberal 
we are, and then call the administration 
downtown and say, "Do not spend all of 
that money. Turn part of it back." 

I want the administration in power 
to cut appropriations and cut the cost of 
Government. I do not say that the Sen~ 
ator from Louisiana does not want to 
cut the cost of Government, but the way 
to cut is by our votes in the House and 
Senate. 

The excess profits tax, which expired 
'the first of the year, meant the savings 
to corporations of approximately $1,800,-
000,000. At the same time, we rolled 
back individual income taxes by 10 per
cent, which represented $3,500,000,000. 
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Thus we have already passed on to ·the 
American people during this calendar 
year a tax reduction of $5% billion. 
That is taken into consideration with 
the projected $3 billion deficit which we 
are expecting June 30. It is taken 
into consideration when we figure the 
proposed deficit for the fiscal year 1955. 

I agree with the Senator from Louisi
ana that if we want to balance the bud
bet we must cut Government expendi
tures. Perhaps we rolled taxes back too 
far. If so, let us recognize the fact, as 
members of the Fin ance Committee. 
Perhaps we would not have to reinstate 
those items. But if we must pick up 
extra revenue, let us pick it up. If we 
cannot today live within our income as 
a Government, I ask the Senator from 
Louisiana, or anyone else, when, in our 
lifetime, we shall ever be able to balance 
the budget. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. LONG. The Senator well knows 

that when running for office last year the 
present President of the United States 
met with the then chairman of theRe
publican policy committee, Senator Taft, 
in September 1952, in New York. At 
that time senator Taft, speaking for the 
two of them, told the public that this 
administration would ask for a budget of 
$60 billion for the fiscal year 1955. In
stead the administration has asked for a 
budget of about $67 billion. Therein lies 
the difference between being able to re..: 
duce taxes and still have a balanced 
budget, and being in a position where any 
tax reduction means a further deficit. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The administration 
which just went out of office had asked 
for a budget of $78 billion, and we in 
Congress were severely criticized for even 
accepting the lower figure of $67 billion, 
because it was said that great sums were 
needed for national defense. We were 
criticized for saying that we should live 
within a budget. Let us put first things 
:first. If we want to roll back the cost 
of the Government--and I for one do 
want to roll back the cost of Govern
ment--the way to roll it back is by our 
votes in Congress. 
. It is true that we promised we would 
balance the budget and reduce taxes. 

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

Mr. WILLIAMS. However, I point out 
·that we inherited a terrible financial 
mess from an administration which for 
.25 years had never lived within our in
come on more than one occasion. 

Mr. MILLIKIN. Although we prom
ised to do that, and we will do it, we did 
not set a definite date, because we could 
not anticipate the burdens which devel
oped, which were not generally known, 
and which were left to us by the preced
ing administration. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator is 
correct. 

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

Mr. WILLIAMS. In just a moment. 
I also point out that I am not backing 

away from the campaign promise that we 
would balance the budget and reduce 
taxes. I still think we will do it. How-
~ . -

ever, we · have been in office' only 15 
months. 
' I point out that 'one of the most con
servative political platforms upon which 
any political party was ever elected, was 
that upon which the New Deal came 
into office in 1932. At that time they 
advocated a 25-percent reduction in Gov
ernment expenditures. They were going 
to reduce the number of Government 
employees by 25 percent, and they were 
going to cut the cost of Government and 
live within their income. They de
nounced an unbalanced budget. For 25 
years after that they lived by deficit 
financing in all but 1 year. When they 
went out of office 20 years later · in 1952 
the interest on the national debt they 
left behind was more than the total Gov
ernment budget when they took control. 
At the time the number of Government 
employees, which they criticized, was a . 
little less than 600,000. When we took 
control of the Government in 1953 there 
were nearly as many employees in the 
Post Office Department alone as there 
were in the entire Government in 1932~ 
including the Postal Department. The 
number rose from 600,000 to approxi
mately 2,400,000, under an administra
tion which for 25 years talked balanced 
budgets and lowered taxes, but did noth
ing but deficit spending and tax raising. 
So, as the Senator from Colorado has 
pointed out, we inherited a much greater 
financial mess than we had anticipated: 
We inherited $79 billion of unpaid bills, 
as I have pointed out before, which were 
not on the register, and which we have 
to pay but which we did not know about 
until we went into office. 

I am not apologizing or excusing our
selves. I think we can meet the situa
tion, and I think we can balance the 
budget. I believe that in time we can 
give to the American people another tax 
reduction. But let us not destroy the 
economy of the country by creating dis
trust and doubt on the part of the busi
nessmen in the stability of the Am-erican 
Government. A sound financial struc
ture is the strength of any government. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? 

Mr. WIT..LI.AM;S. I _yield. 
Mr. LONG. I am not taking issue 

'with the Senator when he says that 
Franklin Roosevelt might not have done 
what he said he was going to do, or what 
the Democratic platform promised when 
Franklin D. Roosevelt ran in 1932. I 
agree with the Senator that President 
Roosevelt said he was going to balance 
the budget, and that he favored bal
ancing the budget. I am pointing out 
that President Eisenhower also said he 
was going to balance the budget, but 
he failed to balance the budget. 

Mr. WIT..LIAMS. I point out to the 
Senator, when he says that President 
Eisenhower has failed to balance the 
·budget, that President Eisenhower has 
not failed. He has 3 years yet to go~; 
·and if we can get the proper cooperation 
we are not going to fail. I am confident 
of that. 

Mr. LONG. The Senator knows that 
the public was promised reduced spend
~g, reduced taxes, and a balanced 
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budget.-· They were also. .promised ade
quate defense. 

I refer the Senator to the conference 
which occurred in September 1952, be
tween Senator Taft and General Eisen
hower, when General Eisenhower was a 
candidate for the Presidency . . At that 
time senator Taft issued a statement on 
behalf of both of them, to the effect 
that it would be their target and goal 
to submit a budget for $60 billion for the 
fiscal year 1955. If we had a $60-billion 
budget, I am one of those who would pro
pose to keep ·within that figure, if the 
administration would show us where the 
reductions should be made. I do tell the 
Senator that it is very difficult . to be 
asked to vote for an immediate tax re
duction where one is not shown studies 
as to where the savings could be made-. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. As I said, Mr. -Pres
ident, the ·administration campaigned 

. inherited from the previous administra- · 
iion was five times greater than any 
amount that was ever passed down by 
any other President to his successor in 
the history of the United States. The 
nearest exception, as I stated, was when 
President Roosevelt died and he passed 
a $14 billion deficit to President Truman. 
We had never expected to inherit such 
a large amount by way of a deficit. Un
questionably it will necessitate larger 
expenditures if we are to reduce it at 
the end of our term to anywhere near a 
realistic level. We intend to be able to 
report to the people 4 years from now 
that our country has a much sounder 
economy than the one we inherited. I 
believe the Senator will agree that that 
should be the objective on both sides of 
the aisle; namely, to restore the economy 
of this Government and the financial 
standing of our Government to a much . 

· upon the promise that we would reduce , 
Government expenditures and :~educe 
taxes and balance the budget. I point 
out to the Senator from Louisiana that 
after being in office a little more than 15 
months we have carried out two-thirds 
of the promise. We have reduced Gov
ernment expenditures in the first year 
we were in office by $12 billion below that 
proposed by the outgoing administration. 
We have already reduced taxes on Janu
ary 1, 1954 by a total of over $5% billion. 

sounder basis. 
Mr. LONG. The Senator knows that 

I have been one of those who have sup
ported the major economies of this 
administration. For example, last year 
the greatest single reduction was the 
reduction in the Air Force appropria
tions. The Senator knows that I was 
one of those who not only voted for the 
reduction, but spoke for i:t, and that I 
was 1 of 10 or 12 Senators on this side 
of the aisle who voted for it. 

I should like to see our budget bal
anced. In fact, I should like to point 
out that some of the largest reductions 
in the military budget were reductions 
which I had previously recommended 
when I was a member of the Committee 
on Armed Services. However, I do not 
see how we will be able to balance the 
budget if the administration brings in 
a budget of $67 billion in expenditures 
in the face of an income of $63 billion 
or $64 billion. If the administration had 
recommended a level of expenditures 
which former Senator Taft said was pro
posed to be recommended, we would be 
in a position of being able to pass tax 
reduction legislation and also to balance 
the budget. 

Mr. LONG. Although the present ad
ministration has spent more than the 
other administration spent in the previ
ous year. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Although that is 
true, it must be remembered that we 
had facing us $79 billion in unpaid bills 
which were not included in the national 
debt, and which we inherited from the 
Truman administration. As I pointed 
out before the Senator from Louisiana 
came to the floor, when we took office 
wa picked up the tab of the previous ad
ministration for a total of about $83 bil
lion. We found in the general fund only 
$4% billion. Therefore, we were con
fronted with a deficit of $79 billion, 
which we must raise during our admin
istration in order to pay for the expendi
tures which were incurred during the 
past 7 years. 

For emphasis, I point out that had all 
the revenue of the United States· Gov
ernment from the time President Eisen
hower came into office until today been 
set aside in its entirety, it would barely 
be sufficient to pay for the unrecorded 
bills of the Truman administration-bills 
which had not been included in the na
tioxial debt figure. 

we are paying those bills in addition 
to meeting our owri expenses. There
fore, it is inevitable that it should result 
in larger current expenditures. · The. 
only way in which we can reduce the 
unpaid bills which amounted to $79 bil
lion dollars is to pay them o1I, and in 
doing so it is inevitable that we should 
_increase our expenditures. 

I am sure that the Senator from Loui
siana does not advocate that we should 
carry that indebtedness indefinitely. We 
must pay the bills we inherited from the 
previous administration. It is unsound 
to have them continue unpaid. I remind 
you again that the amount :which we 

I wish to say further that when Gen
eral Eisenhower and Senator Taft met in 
September 1952, there is no doubt that 
General Eisenhower might not have 
known all the facts and details about our 
Government that it would have been 
desirable for him to know when he made 
the commitment in favor of a $60 billion 
budget. · However, there was no question 
that no one on the Republican side of the 
aisle in either House had a more com
plete understanding of the facts and de
tails of our Government than did the 
late Senator Taft when he served in the 
Senate. 

There is no doubt that when Senator 
Taft said that we were going to have a 
$60 billion budget for fiscal 1955, he 
knew what he was talking about, even 
if General Eisenhower did not know all 
the details. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I am not trying to 
say that the Republican Party did not 
campaign on the promise of a balanced 
budget. We made that obligation and 
we owe it to the American people to bal
ance the budget. We intend to do it. 

I point out, however, that to receive 
criticism from the other side of the aisle 

for .not having been able to do in 1 year 
what they had failed to do in 20 years 
reminds me, Mr. President, a good bit 
of the village ruffian who, after setting 
his own house on fire, stands on the side
lines and heckles the firemen because 
they cannot put out the fire fast enough. 
·· I believe the Senator from Louisiana 
and the other Senators on the other side 
of the aisle, instead of trying to heckle 
the fire company, should get on the fire 
engine and start pumping for economy. 
I believe we can restore the confidence 
of the American people that after a long 
period of waiting they have in the con
trol of the Government an administra
tion which meant what it said with re
spect to balancing the budget and what· 
they said about a reduction in taxes. 

However, let us do first things first. 
Let us balance the budget first. I be
lieve we can do it. It is important that. 
we do it. After that let us give real tax 
relief to the American people. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

COMPENSATION OF POSTAL 
EMPLOYEES 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, ever 
since coming to Congress I have always 
been keenly interested in the welfare of 
Government employees. When I first 
became a Member of the House of Rep
resentatives, it was my pleasure and 
privilege to serve on the Civil Service 
committee. In this position, I had oc
casion to study very closely the opera
tion of the Federal Government and 
Federal personnel. 

During recent years, we have had great 
prosperity in the United States of 
America. The national income, personal 
income, salaries, and wages have risen 
more than 400 percent. Prices, too, have 
gone up at a very rapid pace. Gen
erally speaking, wages and profits in in
dustry outside of Government have kept 
pace with or advanced ahead of the in
creased prices. This is entirely as it 
should be if we are to have a healthy 
economy. Prosperity depends upon 
greater production and greater con
sumption. 

Unfortunately, however, in the case of 
postal employees and other Federal em
ployees, we have not advanced salaries 
to a point sufficient to enable them even 
to keep up with the cost of living. I 
understand that Postmaster General 
Summerfield has proposed a program of 
reclassification for postal employees. 

While I am in favor of a sound reclas:
sification plan that will provide a differ
·ential in the salaries for postmasters and 
supervisors, I cannot go along with a 
plan which will not provide an adequate 
cost-of-living adjustment for the rank
and-file employees of the postal service. 

In any event, I seriously doubt that 
we shall be able to give this subject the 
careful consideration it should be given 
and to pass sound legislation in this ses
sion of Congress. There is an urgent 
and immediate need for an increase in 
the pay of postal and Federal employees. 
I believe that Congress should immedi
ately proceed to consider the legislation 
that would give an immediate pay raise 
·to the postal employees, rather than to 
attempt reclassification at this time. 
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My feeling is · that reciassiflcation 

could very well be considered at the be
ginning of the next session of Congress, 
when there will be ample time to provide 
a real reclassification system. I may say 
that during all the time I have been in 
Congress I have urged a classification of 
postal employees. 

For many sears when a person went 
into the postal service he entered at a 
pay level of $1,700. He received four 
$100 raises during the next 4 years, which 
brought him to $2,100. There he levelled 
off for all time. 

I remember the first time I appeared 
before a congressional committee in the 
House and urged a change in the plan. 

Gradually we have worked away from 
it to a certain degree, but even yet we 
have what I consider a rather antiquated 
system. A postal employee now enters 
the service at a level of some $3,200. He 
receives an increase of $100 a year for 
eight years, eventually reaching $4,070, 
and there levels off for all time. 

In most of the Federal Departments 
after a person is appointed he receives 
promotions as his length of service and 
his merits may deserve, so that ordi
narily a person entering Government 
service may have the hope of going on 
up the ladder until he reaches grade 12, 
grade 13, or possibly grade -14, or even 
a higher grade. But not so with the pos
tal employee, who can only hope to 
.reach a ceiling of $4,070, which is per
haps grade 5. 

I certainly think that situation should 
be changed. However, I do not believe 
we should hang at this time upon a re
classification bill the proposal to give 
postal employees a pay raise in keeping 
with the increase in the cost of living. 

Postal employees must depend upon 
Congress for any pay increase. Un
fortunately. when a pay increase is pre
sented to the Congress, it is not always 
considered solely on its merits, but is fre
quently involved in the questions of 
Federal expenditures and the presence 
or absence of a postal deficit. These are 
policy matters and I do not believe they 
should have a determining position in a 
discussion of an adequate wage for pos
tal employees. 

I urge my colleagues who are on the 
Post Office and Civil Service Committee 
in the Senate to take up this matter for 
consideration as early as possible. A 
large percentage of postal employees are 
compelled to seek extra employment. 
Their present salaries are not sufficient 
to give them the standard of living they 
should have, and I hope that this matter 
can be considered shortly in this ses
sion. 

REDUCTION OF EXCISE TAXES
AMENDMENTS 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, I 
submit amendments intended to be pro
posed by me to the bill <H. R. 8224) to 
reduce excise taxes, and for other pur
poses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendments will be received and print
ed, and referred to the Committee on 
Fin~nce .. 

Mr~ SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, 
since we passed legislation granting re
lief to motion picture exhibitors, which 
measure, by the way. was vetoed by the 
President, I have been advised that an 
additional 2,000 small theaters have 
closed their doors. I have been informed 
that we can expect an additional 3,000 
small theaters to close within the next 
6 to 8 months. · 

The amendment which I have sent to 
the desk today makes provision for some 
tax relief which I think is absolutely 
necessary if we are going to save that 
segment of small business. As a mem
ber of the Small Business Committee and 
of a subcommittee of that committee I 
had the opportunity of participating in 
a number of hearings in various places in 
the country, and it was rather pathetic 
to see the difference between remain
ing in business and going under. I think 
the amendment which I have sent to the 
desk, if it is enacted into law, will afford 
a degree of relief which will be conducive 
to permitting many small theaters tore
main in business. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Kansas yield? 

Mr SCHOEPPEL. I yield. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 

desire to commend the Senatol' from 
Kansas for bringing this amendment 
forward at this time. I am glad he men
tioned something with which many of 
us have been impressed, namely, the 
threat to small moving picture theaters 
throughout the country if some relief is 
not provided for them. 

The distinguished Senator from Kan
sas will recall that while I had the honor 
of serving as chairman of the Small 
Business Committee, he was an able and 
active member of the subcommittee, and 
I believe he continued the work last year 
while legislation was pending. I sup
pose no one is better prepared to speak 
on the facts in the case than is the Sen
ator from Kansas. I am sure he will 
recall that all through the country we 
found small moving picture theaters ab
solutely threatened with bankruptcy un
less some relief could be provided. 

In my own State, Mr. President, since 
April 1, 1953, 17 moving picture houses 
have had to close their doors. I imagine 
that number can be multiplied many 
times throughout the country. Literal
ly hundreds of others are barely hang
ing on, wondering how much longer they 
may be able to continue in business. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, I 
desire to thank the distinguished Sen
ator from Alabama. When he was 
chairman of the Small Business Com
mittee it was my privilege to do some 
work along that line, and the Senator 
from Alabama took a very active part in 
it. We found that unless something 
were done, thousands of small theaters 
would go under. As the Senator well 
knows, when we finished the report last 
year it bore out some of the fears and 
experiences to which the Senator from 
Alabama has referred. I feel that un
less we take some positive action, we may 
expect to see several thousand more 
theat~rs on the marginal line go into 
bankruptcy. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED 
As in executive session, 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

BusH in the chair) laid before the Sen
ate a message from the President of the 
United States submitting the nomina .. 
tion of Charles Sparks Thomas of Cali
fornia, to be Secretary of the Navy 
which was referred to the Committee o~ 
Armed Services. 

RECESS 
Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President if 

there is no further business to come be
fore the Senate, I move that the Senate 
stand in recess until 12 o'clock noon 
tomorrow. 

, The motion was agreed to; and <at 5 
o clock and 47 minutes p. m.> the Sen
ate took a recess until tomorrow, Fri
.day, March 12, 1954, at 12 o'clock 
meridian. 

NOMlNATION 
Executive nomination received by the 

Senate March 11 (legislative day of 
March 1), 1954: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

Charles Sparks Thomas, of California., to 
be Secretary of the Navy. 

HOUSE. OF REPRESENTATIVES 
THURSDAY, MARCH 11, 1954 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

D. D., offered the following prayer: 
Eternal and ever-blessed God who 

art our life, our joy and hope, we 'thank 
Thee for the privilege of ascending the 
heights of prayer to receive insight and 
inspiration in our quest and pursuit of 
the true, the beautiful, and the good. 

We pray that Thou wilt give some spe
cial assurance of divine guidance to our 
President, our Speaker, and all the Mem
bers of the Congress as they faithfully 
seek to serve our generation. 

May we be more sensitive and respon
sive to Thy companionship and counsel 
which we so desperately need in these 
days of turmoil and confusion. . 

Grant that the thoughts of our minds, 
the meditations of our hearts, the words 
of our lips, and the labors of our hands 
may always move in a blessed harmony 
and obedience to Thy holy will. 

Hear us in our prayer for our needy 
brethren. May the doctors .and nurses 
be. blessed with wisdom-illumined minds 
and skillful hands as they eagerly strive 
to hasten their recovery to health and 
strength of body. 

We give Thee all the praise and glory 
through Christ Jesus, our Lord. Amen. 

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

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

Carrell, one of its clerks, announced that 
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