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Whereas Wood,- Wis., because of the prox

imity of nationally known medical schools 
and the .large number of experts in the 
medical field located in Milwaukee, would be 
ideally located for the building of such a. 
hospital; and 

Whereas the present hospital bed capacity 
at Wood, Wis., is inadequate to care for 
American Veterans of All Wars: Now, there
fore, be it 

Resolved, That a new hospital be requested 
at Wood, Wis., in an area adjacent to the 
existing hospital building; and be it further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
forwarded to each of our United States Sen
a tors and each of the Congressmen from the 
State of Wisconsin, and to H. V. Higley, 
Administrator of Veterans Affairs. 

HANS M. CHWOROWSKY, 

Commander. 

Benson Wields the Meat Axe 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. ALVIN E. O'KONSKI 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, March 16, 1954 

Mr. O'KONSKI. Mr. Speaker, Wis
eonsin farmers have a right to be highly 
disgusted with Secretary Benson's meat
ax approach to dairy surplus problems. 
It could have been done more intelli
gently. 

SENATE 
VVEDNESDAY, ~ARCH 17, 1954 

·<Legislative day of Monday, March 1~ 
1954) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

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

Almighty God, fountain of all life, 
from whom cometh all serenity and cer
tainty, flow into us as a deep and healing 
stream this day and let little things be 
submerged in great things and the fret
ful anxieties of time be seen in the quiet 
horizons of the eternal. 

Open our eyes, we pray, to the futility 
of changing maps without changing men. 
Solemnize us with the consciousness that 
we cannot give to the world that which 
we ourselves do not possess. In these 
days, wherein the .souls of men are sorely 
tried, when so much is demanded of those 
who would serve the present age, grant 
us the divine strength and grace that we 
may prove worthy of every trust the Na
tion commits to our hands, as on the 
anvil of vast issues there slowly takes 
shape the new and better world that is 
to be. In the Redeemer's name we ask 
it. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. KNoWLAND, and by 

unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday, 
March 16, was dispensed with. 

Why chop supports the full legal limit 
at one crack? We have felt that the 
present 90-percent supports would have 
to be gradually lowered. Maybe 5 per
cent at a time. That would give dairy
men a chance to make adjustments. 

We do not believe that the Government 
should guarantee 100-percent parity to 
dairymen or any other group. This 
would mean marketing quotas on every 
farm. The Government would have a 
hand in every move you made. None 
of that. 

Lower supports slowly if necessary, we 
say. Use compensatory payments to 
make up the difference between market 
and support prices. Use food stamp 
plans to move the surplus to needy folks. 
This is a more sensible approach. Ben
son has not met the test. 

Hungarian Freedom Day 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. LOUIS B. HELLER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, March 16, 1954 

Mr. HELLER. Mr. Speaker, 106 years 
ago Hungarian patriots, led by Louis 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States were communi
sated to the Senate by Mr. Tribbe, one of 
his secretaries. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Chaffee, one of its 
clerks, announced that the House had 

·passed, without amendment, the follow
ing bills of the Senate: 

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

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

S. 55-1. An act for the relief of Mamertas 
Cvirka and Mrs. Petronele Cvirka; 

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

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

S. 1038. An act for the relief of Silva Gal
jevscek; 

S. 1137. An act for the relief of Utako 
Kanitz; 

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

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

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

The message also announced that the 
House had passed the bill <S. 214) for 
the relief of Geraldine B. Mathews, with 
amendments, in which it requested the 
concurrence of the senate. 

The message further announced that 
the House had passed the following bills 
.and joint resolution, in which it re
quested the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. R. 683. An act for the relief of George 
P. Symrniotis: 

Kossuth, dedicated themselves to the 
task of gaining the independence and 
freedom of Hungary from Hapsburg rule. 
That day, March 15, 1848, has since be
come for the Hungarian people their 
Freedom Day. It also marks a day of 
rededication to the cause of Hungary's 
freedom from the forces of tyranny and 
despotism which are in control of that 
country today. 

Just as in the days of Kossuth, more 
than a century ago, Hungarians every
where are once again waging a struggle 
for the freedom of their country. The 
arrest and torture of Cardinal Mind
szenty by the Communists has not 
broken the spirit and the yearning of 
the Hungarian people to regain their 
freedom. The American people have fol
lowed with great sympathy the plight 
which has befallen the Hungarian people 
and we have on numerous occasions pro
tested the atrocities perpetrated against 
them by the ruthless Communist rulers. 

On the occasion of the anniversary of 
Hungary's traditional Freedom D_ay, we 
share in the aspirations of Hungarians 
everywhere for the liberation of their 
people. We extend our greetings and 
express our hopes that Hungary will soon 
regain its independence from the yoke of 
communism. Their cause is a righteous 
one, they deserve our encouragement in 
their struggle for a free and independent 
Hungary. 

H. R. 970. An act for the relief of George 
Economos; 

H . R. 1509. An act for the relief of Sahag 
Vartanian; 

H. R. 1755. An act for the rellef of Theresa 
Mire Piantoni; 

H. R . 1784. An act for the relief of Rita 
Solla; 

H. R . 2385. An act for the relief of Giuseppe 
Fruscione; 

H. R. 2404. An act for the relief of Tibor 
Horanyi; 

H. R. 2406. An act for the relief of Andor 
Gellert; _ 

H. R. 2791. An act for the relief of Esther 
E. Ellicott; 

H. R. 3008. An act for the relief of Esther 
Smith; 

H . R. 3109. An act for the rellef of Theodore 
W. Carlson; 

H. R. 3349. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Margarete Burdo; 

H . R. 3672. An act for the relief of Clyde 
M. Litton; 

H . R. 3751. An act for the relief of Alex
andria S. Balasko; 

H . R. 3756. An act for the relief of Allen 
Pope, his heirs or personal representatives; 

H. R. 3854. An act to authorize the sale of 
certain public land in Alaska to the Turn
again Arm Community Club of Anchorage, 
Alaska; 

H. R. 3876. An act for the relief of Martha 
Schnauffer; 

H. R. 3970. An act for the relief of Bern-
hard F. Eimers; -

H. R. 4099. An act for the relief of Lee Siu 
Shee; 

H. R. 4135. An act for the relief of George 
Telegdy and Julia Peyer Telegdy; 

H. R. 4475. An act for the relief of Curtis 
W. McPhail; 

H. R. 4532. An act for the relief of Mrs. Ann 
Elizabeth Caulk; 

H. R. 4713. An act for the relief of Paul 
E. Milward; 

H. R. 4864. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Hildegard Noel; 
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H. R. 5090. An act for- the relief of Mr-S. 

Magdalene Zarnovski Austin; . 
H . R. 5436. An act for the relief of David 

Hanan; · 
H. R. 5460. An act for the relief of Chancy 

C. Newsom; 
H . R. 5933. An act for the relief of Herschel 

D. Reagan; 
H. R. 5961. An act for the relief of Mari· 

anne Schuster Dawes; 
H. R. 6563. An act for the relief of Zdzislaw 

(Jerzy) Jazwinski; 
H. R. 6647. An act for the relief of Yoko 

Kagawa; 
H. R. 6754. An act for the relief of Mrs. 

Hooey Shee Eng; 
H. R . 7258. An act for the relief of the 

Willmore Engineering Co.; 
H. R. 7452. An act for the relief of Therese 

Boehner Soisson; 
H. R. 7753. An act for the relief of the 

estate of Carlo de Luca; 
H. R. 8315. An act to limit the operation 

of sections 281 and 283 of Title 18, United 
States Code, and section 190 of the Revised 
Statutes of the United States (5 U. S. C. 99) 
with respect to counsel in a certain case; 

H. R. 8367. An act making appropriations 
for civil functions administered by the De· 
partment of the Army for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1955, and for other pur· 
poses; and · 

H. J. Res. 455. Joint resolution granting 
the status of permanent residence to certain 
aliens. 

ORDER FOR TRANSACT!ON OF 
ROUTINE BUSINESS 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that immedi
ately following the quorum call there 
may be the customary morning hour for 
the transaction of .routine business, un
der the usual 2-minute limitation on 
speeches. 

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

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

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

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

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

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate the following letters, which were 
referred as indicated: 
REPORT ON CoOPERATION WITH MEXICO IN CON· 

TROL AND ERADICATION OF FOOT-AND-MOUTH 
DISEASE 
A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 

Agriculture. transmitting, pursuant to law, 
a confidential report on cooperation of the 
United States with Mexico in the control 
and eradication o! foot-and-mouth disease, 
for the month of January 1954 (with an ac· 
companying report); to the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry. 

REPORT OF FEDERAL CiviL DEFENSE 
ADMINISTRATION 

A letter from the Administrator, Federal 
Civil Defense Administration, Washington, 
D. c., transmitting, pursuant to law. the 
third annual report of that Administration, 
for the year 1953 (with an accompanying 
report); to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

c-212 

REPORT ON TIN OPERATIONS BY RECONSTRUC• 
TION -FINANCE CORPORATION 

A letter from the Administrator, Recon
struction Finance Corporation, Washington, 
D. c., transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
semiannual report on tin operations by that 
Corporation for the 6-month period ended 
December 31, 1953 (with an accompanying 
report) ; to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 
PROPOSED ExTENSION oF A CoNcEssiON CoN

TRACT, GRAND CANYON NATIONAL PARK, 
ARIZ. 

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 
the Interior transmitting, pursuant to law, 
a proposed extension of a concession con· 
tract to provide accommodations, facilities, 
and services for the public on the South Rim 
of Grand Canyon National Park, Ariz. (with 
accompanying papers); to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Atfairs. 

PETITIONS 
Petitions were laid before the Senate, 

and referred as indicated: 
By the VICE PRESIDENT: 

A resolution adopted by the board of 
foreign scholarships, Purdue University, 
Lafayette, Ind., relating to appropriations 
for educational exchange programs of the 
Department of State; to the Committee on 
Appropriations. -

A letter in the nature of a petition from 
the Hawaii Public Health Association, Hono
lulu, T. H., signed by .Arlene Wong, secretary, 
-and Thetis Bucklin, president, favoring 
statehood for Hawaii; ordered to lie on the 
table. 

DESIGNATION OF NOVEMBER 11 AS 
VETERANS DAY-LETTER FROM 
LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR, VETER· 
ANS OF FOREIGN WARS OF THE 
UNITED STATES, WASHINGTON, 
D.C. 
Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, along 

with other members of the Senate Com
mittee on the Judiciary, I have received 
from Omar B~ Ketchum, the distin
guished legislative director of the Vet
erans of Foreign Wars, a message en
dorsing the bill <H. R. 7786) to honor 
veterans on the 11th day of November 
of each year, a day dedicated to world 
peace, now pending before our commit
tee. 

I believe that Mr. Ketchum's letter will 
be of interest to the entire membership 
of the Senate, and I ask unanimous con
sent that it be· printed in the RECORD at 
this point, and appropriately referred. 

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

VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS 
OF THE UNITED STATES, 

NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE SERVICE, 
washington, D. C., March 16, 1954. 

Senator WILLIAM LANGER, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on the 

Judiciary, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

MY DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: On March 15 the 
House of Representatives approved H. R. 7786 
which would designate November 11 or each 
year as Veterans Day. This 1s to express the 
wholehearted support of the Veterans of 
Foreign Wars of the United States in behalf 
of this blll and to urge that your committee 
favorably report the bill to the Senate :floor 
without the necessity of formal hearings. 
lt Is belleved that changing the designation 

of November 11 from Armistice Day to Vet
erans Day will solve a growing demand for a 
legal holiday dedicated to veterans of all 
wars without the necessity of creating 
another legal holiday. 

In the event some person or organization 
should raise the question that November 11 
has been too closely identified with World 
War I and that a di1ferent date should be 
selected to emphasize World Warn and the 
Korean war, may I take the liberty of point
ing out that the membership of the Veterans 
of Foreign Wars of the United States, which 
is approximately 1.25 million overseas veter
ans, is composed of approximately 87 percent 
of World War n and Korean veterans with 
the remaining 13 percent composed of World 
War I and Spanish-American War veterans. 
In the last national encampment of the 
Veterans of Foreign Wars, held in August 
1953 in Milwaukee, Wis., the encampment 
delegates adopted, without dissension, a reso
lution requesting that November 11 of each 
year be changed from the present designa
tion of Armistice Day to Veterans Day and 
made a national holiday. 

Respectfully yours, 
OMAR B. KETCHUM, 

Director. 

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE 
The following report of a committee 

was submitted: 
By Mr. JENNER, from the Committee on 

Rules and Administration: 
S. Res. 207. Resolution requiring a yea-and· 

nay vote on the question of advising and 
consenting to the ratification of treaties; 
without amendment (Rept. No. 1083). 

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
INTRODUCED 

Bills and a joint resolution were in
troduced, read the first time, and, by 
unanimous consent, the second time, and 
referred as follows: 

By Mr. BRICKER: 
S. 3148. A bill for the relief of Francesco 

Pugliese; to the Committee on the Judi· 
ciary. · 

By Mr. SMATHERS: 
· S. 3149. A bill to provide for national 
cemeteries in the State of Florida; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. HOLLAND: 
S. 3150. A bill for the relief of Xanthl 

Georges Komporozou; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HOEY: 
S. 3151. A bill to amend the Standard Con· 

tainer Act of May 21, .1928 ( 45 Stat. 685; 15 
U. S. C. 257-257i) to provide for a three
eighths bas~ets for fruits and vegetables; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

By Mr. SMATHERS: 
S. J. Res. 141. Joint resolution authorizing 

the President to proclaim the week begin
ning the last Monday in June of each year 
as See America First Week; to the Commit· 
tee on the Judiciary. 

STATEHOOD FOR HAWAII
AMENDMENT 

Mr. MONRONEY (for himself, Mr. 
SMATHERS, Mr. FuLBRIGHT, and Mr. 
DANIEL) submitted an amendment in 
the nature of a substitute, intended to 
be proposed by them, jointly, to the bill 
<S. 49) to enable the people of Hawaii to 
form a constitution and State govern
ment and to be admitted into the Union 
on an equal footing with the original 
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States, which was ordered to lie on the 
table and to be printed. 

HOUSE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLU • 
TION REFERRED 

The following bills and joint resolution 
were severally read twice by their titles, 
and referred, as indicated: 

H. R. 683. An act for the relief of George 
P. Symrniotis; 

H. R. 970. An act for the relief of George 
Economos; 

H. R. 1509. An act :..or the relief of Sahag 
Vartanian; 

H. R. 1755. An act for the relief of Theresa 
Mire Piantoni; 

H. R. 1784. An act for the relief of Rita 
Bolla; 

H. R. 2385. An act for the relief of Giuseppe 
Fruscione; 

H. R. 2404. An act for the relief of Tibor · 
Horanyi; 

H. R . 2406. An act for the relief of Andor 
Gellert; 

H. R. 2791. An act for the relief of Esther 
E. Ellicott; 

H. R. 3008. An act for the relief of Esther 
Smith; 

H. R. 3109. An act for the relief of Theo· 
dore W. Carlson; 

H. R. 3349. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Margarete Burdo; 

H. R. 3672. An act for the relief of Clyde 
M. Litton; 

H. R. 3751. An act for the relief of Alex
andria S. Balasko; 

H. R. 3756. An act for the relief of Allen 
Pope, his heirs or personal representatives; 

H. R. 3876. An act for the relief of Martha 
Schnaufler; 

H. R. 3970. An act for the relief of Bern• 
hard F . Eimers; 

H. R. 4099. An act for the relief of Lee Siu 
Shee; 

H. R. 4135. An act for the relief of George 
Telegdy and Julia Peyer Telegdy; 

H. R. 44.75. An act for the relief of Curtis 
W. McPhail; 

H. R. 4532. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Ann Elizabeth Caulk; 

H. R. 4713. An act for the relief of Paul E. 
Milward; 

H. R. 4864. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Hildegard Noel; 

H. R. 5090. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Magdalene Zarnovski Austin; 

H. R. 5436. An act for the relief of David 
Hanan; 

H. R. 5460. An act for the relief of Chancy 
C. Newsom; 

H. R. 5933. An act for the relief of Herschel 
D. Reagan; 

H. R. 5961. An act for the relief of Marl• 
anne Schuster Dawes; 

H. R. 6563. An act for the relief of Zdzislaw 
(Jerzy) Jazwinski; 

H. R. 6647. An act for the relief of Yoko 
Kagawa; 

H. R. 6754. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Hooey Sbee Eng; 
. H. R. 7258. An act for the relief of the 
Willmore Engineering Co.; 

H. R. 7452. An act for the relief of Therese 
Boehner Soisson; 

H. R. 7753. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Carlo de Luca; 

H. R. 8315. An act to limit the operation 
of sections 281 and 283 of Title 18, United 
States Code, and section 190 of the Revised 
Statutes of the United States (5 U. S. C. 99) 
with respect to counsel in a certain case· 
and ' 

H. J. Res. 455. · Joint resolution granting 
the status of permanent residence to certain 
aliens; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

H. R. 3854. An act to authorize the sale of 
certain public land tn Alaska to the Turn
again Arm Community Club of Anchorage, 

Alaska; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

H. R. 8367. An act making appropriations 
for civil functions administered by the De
partment of the Army for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1955, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Appropriations. 

J0INT COMMITTEE ON CENTRAL IN
TELLIGENCE - ADDITIONAL CO· 
SPONSORS OF CONCURRENT RES· 
OLUTION 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the names 
of the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. 
HUMPHREY], the Senator from North Da
kota [Mr. LANGER], the senior Senator 
from Washing~on [Mr. MAGNUSON], the 
Senator from Michigan [Mr. PoTTER], 
and the junior Senator from Washing
ton [Mr. JACKSON] be added as additional 
cosponsors of Senate Concurrent Reso
lution 69, providing for the establish
ment of a Joint Committee on Central 
Intelligence. The concurrent resolution 
.was submitted by me on March 10. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection to the request of the Senator 
from Montana? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

SCHEDULE OF HEARINGS BEFORE 
WATER TRANSPORTATION SUB· 
COMMITTEE OF THE SENATE COM
MITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND 
FOREIGN COMMERCE 
Mr. BUTLER of Maryland. Mr. Presi

dent, the Water Transportation Subcom
mittee of the Senate Interstate and For
eign Commerce Committee has arranged 
for a series of public hearings on bills 
pending before it, to which all interested 
parties are invited. 

The dates of the hearings and the bills 
to be considered are as follows: 

March 19, 10 2.. m.: S. 1148 and S. 1878, 
dealing with war risk insurance. 

March 22, 2:30p.m.: S. 2814, to au
thorize changes in the rules for compu .. 
tation of net tonnage in certain vessels. 

March 23, 10 a. m.: S. 602, to provide 
for greater safety at sea by authorizing 
the Secretary of the Treasury to pre
scribe rules for the loading and stowage 
of grain and otGer similar bulk cargoes. 

March 29, 10 a.m.: S. 2072, providing 
for annual inspections, and so forth, of 
certain passenge!" vessels, r.nd s. 2818, 
authorizing biennial inspections of hulls 
and boilers of cargo vessels. 

In accordance with custom, it is speci· 
fied that prospective witnesses send to 
the committee in advance copies of their 
testimony. 

APPROPRIATIONS FOR TUBERCULO
SIS GRANT-IN-AID PROGRAMS
LETTER FROM PRESIDENT OP 
WISCONSIN ANTITUBERCULOSIS 
ASSOCIATION, MILWAUKEE, WIS. 
Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I have 

received a message from Rev. Anthony 
F. Berens, S. J., president of the Wis
consin Antituberculosis Association. 

Reverend Berens has sent a signifi. 
cant message on the issue of .adequate 
Federal grants-in-aid during the coming 

fiscal year for tuberculosis-control pur
poses. 

I believe the letter will be of interest 
to Senators and I ask unanimous con
sent that it be printed in the REcoRD at 
this point. 

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

WISCONSIN ANTITUBERCULOSIS 
AssociATION, 

Milwaukee, Wis., March 10, 1954. 
Senator ALEXANDER WILEY, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SEN A TO": Your attention is respect
fully drawn to the proposal that the Public 
Health Service budget for tuberculosis be 
reduced in 1954-55 to $3,500,000 from the 
$6 million appropriated in 1953-54. 

The Wisconsin State Board of Health this 
year is receiving approximately $62,000 as a 
Federal grant for tuberculosis control. Most 
of this money is used to finance the opera
tion of mobile X-ray units for the early dis
covery of tuberculosis. 

The board of directors of the Wisconsin 
Antituberculosis Association agrees that the 
individual, States should finance their own 
tuberculosis-control programs. We are con
cerned, however, about the problem which 
the proposed reduction will create in Wiscon
sin. The State legislature, along with the 
legislatures of 32 other States, will not meet 
again in regular session until 1955. Hence, 
there will be no opportunity to compensate 
for the decrease in Federal funds by increas
ing the State appropriation. Employees 
working on the mobile-unit program would 
leave after June 30, 1954, so leading to the 
termination of much or all of this important 
preventive service. 

Our board therefore urges that the grant
in-aid portion of the Public Health Service 
tuberculosis budget remain at the 1953-54 
figure until the Wisconsin Legislature can 
take action. 

Very truly yours, 
A. F. BERENS, President. 

WOOL PRODUCTION 
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, in 

view of the fact that present domestic 
production of wool would be less than 
the military needs alone, if, in the event 
of war, we should be cu~ off from all 
foreign sources of supply, the Secretary 
of Agriculture has recommended an in
centive plan which, with some minor 
amendments, has been unanimously re .. 
ported by the Senate Committee on Agri .. 
culture and Forestry. The committee 
report frankly admits that if the incen .. 
tive plan works as well as contemplated, 
it would still take at least 10 years to 
bring domestic production of wool back 
to the previous level of 300 million 
pounds a year. I am convinced that no 
price support, plus incentive payments 
from Federal funds to bring fluctuating 
domestic prices up to the level of a fair 
return to the producers, will accomplish 
the desired results, unless and until there 
is worked out a plan to protect sheep 
raisers from losses sustained from pred
ators. For many years the Federal Gov .. 
ernment has been spending $900,000, or 
more, a year on predator control, pri
marily in the West for the elimination 
of coyotes. In the East the problem is 
sheep-killing dogs. 
_ I am sending to each Member of the 
Senate a letter in which I discuss -this 
problem, because it stands to reason that 
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more wool cannot be clipped until more 
sheep are produced, and certainly in the 
East it is impossible to produce more 
sheep without protection from predators. 
I ask unanimous consent to have printed 
at this point in the RECORD a letter from 
our State department of agriculture dis
cussing the problem confronting us in 
Virginia, and an amendment, which I 
intend to offer if Senators from other 
States interested in this program will 
join me in sponsoring it. 

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

COMMONWEALTH OF VmGINIA, 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

AND IMMIGRATION, 
Richmond, March 15, 1954. 

Hon. A. WILLIS RoBERTSoN, 
Uni ted States Senate, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR ROBERTSON: Thank you for 

your letter of March 13 asking about the 
stray dog situation with reference to our 
Virginia sheep industry. 

Mr. Brinkley is out of town until Friday, 
but he has asked me to write you in respect 
to this matter. 

With respect to your statement that there 
were more sheep in Virginia in 1860 than 
there are today I am enclosing the figures 
from our records which go back to 1867, and 
very definitely prove your contention. As 
you can see from the sheet, we had 510,000 
..head in 1867 as against 324,000 in 1954. 

Certainly we should have seen an expan
sion in Virginia's sheep industry during this 
period. We have good sheep country and 
the overall sheep picture from an economic 
standpoint would certainly warrant con
siderable increase. 

As far as we can determine the largest 
single detriment to sheep raising in Virginia 
is the loss from predatory animals, of which 
dogs make up the vast majority. 

The department of game and inland 
fisheries tells us that there are between 
450,000 and 500,000 licensed dogs in Virginia, 
and that the figure is increasing at the rate 
of about 5 percent each year. This means 
that there are about 4 dogs for every 3 sheep 
in Virginia, and these figures do not include 
unlicensed dogs. This increase continues 
despite the fact that about 40,000 dogs each 
year are destroyed by game wardens and an
other 10,000 picked up off the highway by 
the State highway department. 

This gives some idea of the problem. The 
other half of the problem is illustrated by 
the fact that Virginia's counties and cities 
during the fiscal year 1952-53 paid over $90,-
000 in indemnities for animals killed by 
predators. The department of game and 
inland fisheries believes that by far the 
largest portion of this amount was paid for 
damage done by dogs. 

In response to a tremendous demand by 
farm interest there was introduced in the 
1954 Virginia General Assembly a bill which 
would have authorized county boards of su
pervisors to transfer money from county 
general funds into the county dog fund 
from which indemnities are paid whenever 
the indemnity fund is exhausted. This bill 
was backed by the agricultural conference 
board and other farm organizations, but 
was killed in committee under pressure from 
county supervisors who said that this would 
seriously undermine county revenues be
cause demands would be .so large. One of 
the blll's opponents stated that in one 
southwest Virginia county there were pend
ing some $7,000 in claims for livestock lost 
to predators, for which there was no money 
available. 

On the other hand, the counties of Au
gusta and Albemarle do have authorization 
to transfer money from general fund to dog 

fund, but we have no information on how 
this is working out. 

So far as we can determine here the largest 
single incentive to increase our sheep num
bers would be some solution to the stray dog 
problem. As far as we can determine the 
approach which you have in mind would be 
a good one on the standpoint of sheep pro
duction, and certainly there is great need 
for some sort of additional indemnity 
money. 

We would suggest, as I understand you 
have in mind, that the Federal money be 
on some sort of a matching basis in order 
to facilitate administrative control. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN H. WESSELLS, Jr., 

Special Assistant to the Commissi oner. 

Amendments intended to be proposed by 
Mr. ROBERTSON to the bill (S. 2911) to pro
vide for the development 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, viz: At the end of the bill, insert 
a new section as follows: 

"SEC. 10. The Secretary of Agriculture shall, 
through the Commodity Credit Corporation, 
reimburse any State, or local governmental 
Bubdivision thereof, one-half of all amounts 
paid by the State or local governmental sub
division, pursuant to a State or local law or 
ordinance, to sheep owners for losses suffered 
by such owners as a result of depredation of 
their flocks by mountain lions, bears, dogs, 
coyotes, foxes, or other predatory animals . 
Payment of such reimbursements shall be 
made at such times, but not less often than 
once each marketing year, as the Secretary 
may prescribe, upon the submission by the 
State or l9cal governmental subdivision of 
such evidence of payments made by the State 
or local governmental subdivision as the Sec
retary :..::..ay require." 

On page 3, line 16, strike out "all such pay
ments made under this act" and in lieu 
thereof insert "all payments made under this 
section and section 10 of this act." 

On page 4, line 24, strike out "under this 
act" and in lieu thereof insert "under sec
tion 4 and to States or local governmental 
subdivisions undersection 10." 

THE PRESIDENT'S TAX PROGRAM 
Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi

dent, I am reading in the newspapers 
various criticisms and comments on the 
address on our taxation situation deliv
ered night before last by the President 
of the United States. This morning 
there appeared in the New York Times a 
very interesting editorial, entitled "Im
pregnable Position," on that subject. In 
light of the pending discussion-and I 
hope to address myself to the subject, 
later on-at this time I ask unanimous 
consent to have the editorial printed in 
the body of the RECORD. 

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

IMPREGNABLE POSITION 
Last night Democratic leaders took to the 

airwaves in an effort to reply to the previous 
night's broadcast by President Eisenhower 
and to justify their proposals for increasing 
personal exemptions under the individual in
come tax by anywhere from $100 to $400. 

Nothing in these arguments alters our 
conviction that basically the conflict here is 
between election-year political expediency on 
the one hand and sound public policy on the 
other. The pillars on which President Eisen
hower's position is based remain intact and 
·unshaken. These pillars are: 

1. The President's tax program is a logical 
and 1n tegra ted part of the administration •a 
stated overall economic and fiscal policies
policies which alone have made any tax re
duction possible. The proposed tax bonus 
offered by the President's opponents is 
strangely at variance with the attitude of 
fiBcal self-righteousness displayed by some 
of its advocates only a few months ago when 
the President asked authority from Congress 
to raise the debt limit. 

2. The new omnibus tax bill, which would 
be made the vehicle for the proposed George 
amendment, is not simply another revenue 
measure. It is a comprehensive revision of 
the Nation's tax laws, and the first under
taken in half a century. That the changes 
it calls for would result in relief for the in
dividual, the investor, and industry is a natu
ral, if indirect, consequence of its reform 
character and the purposes actuating its re
forxns. These purposes are two: ( 1) the re
moval of inequities, and (2) the removal of 
unnecessary obstacles to business expan
sion-which is to say jobmaking. 

3. To introduce into this measure a hap
hazard across-the-board tax bonus such as 
the George plan would ( 1) plunge the coun
try back overnight into the mire of budg
etary deficits from which the administration 
has been valiantly trying to extricate it, and 
(2) violate one of the fundamental tenets 
of sound tax policy by wiping out at a stroke 
the tax liability-and accompanying sense of 
public responsibility-of 1 out of every 3 
persons now paying an income tax. 

THE LATE MAJ. GEN. KENNETH F. 
CRAMER 

Mr. KILGORE. Mr. President, I had 
intended to pay tribute to the late Gen. 
Kenneth F. Cramer, who died recently. 
In order to save time I ask unanimous 
consent that a brief statement prepared 
by me, and a short summary of his life, 
as printed in the Bureau Drawer, the 
publication of the National Guard Bu
reau, be printed in the body of the REc
ORD at this point in my remarks. 

"There being no objection, the state
ment and biographical summary were 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR KILGORE 
I rise to pay tribute to one of the Nation's 

most distinguished citizen-soldiers, a gen
tleman who contributed much to his coun
try, his State, and his community before 
his recent death. 

I refer to the late Maj. Gen. Kenneth F. 
Cramer, a National Guard man from Con
necticut and a great American. At the time 
of his unexpected death from a heart attack 
on February 19, he was commanding gen
eral of the Southern Area Command in Ger
many and formerly commanded the 43d 
Infantry Division stationed there. The divi
sion is composed of National Guard men from 
Connecticut, Rhode Island, and Vermont. 

General Cramer was a stanch American 
of the highest principles. He distinguished 
himself in combat in two wars, in which he 
won many decorations for personal valor. 
He also won fame as an outstanding leader 
in community, business, veterans, fraternal, 
and other fields that are the bedrock of 
our country. 

His contributions as a citizen and as a 
~oldier, therefore, were outstanding. In his 
death, the United States, which he loved and 
respected so dearly and served so loyally, has 
suffered a tremendous loss, because through
out his life he exemplified the finest type of 
·American. 

He expressed his basic concept o! service 
to country once 1n 'these words: 

""What we have--our freedom, our high 
standard of living-comes ·as the result of 
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tremendous striving by . generations past. 
For that reason, we have a greater obligation 
to pass these benefits to our children and 
our children's children. This obligation is 
one to which we must measure up in one 
way or another. Some are best fitted for 
military service, others for civic service. But 
it is an obligation we cannot escape, even if 
at times it must be discharged through con
siderable personal sacrifice." 

The most appropriate tribute we can pay 
to General Cramer, is to say that in his duties 
as a soldier and as a citizen he lived up to 
the very letter of these high ideals, which 
are the basic ideals of every true American. 
It is my honor to call the attention of the 
Congress to the following obituary on Gen
eral Cramer that appeared in the March 3; 
1954, issue of the Bureau Drawer, a publica
tion of the National Guard Bureau: 

"MAJ. GEN. KENNETH F. CRAMER 

"Highest military honors were accorded to 
the late Maj. Gen. Kenneth F. Cramer, Com
manding General of the Southern Area Com
mand in Germany and former Chief of the 
National Guard Bureau, at his funeral on 
March 1 at Arlington National Cemetery. 

"General Cramer, who was 59 years old, 
died suddenly of a heart attack in Germany 
on February 19. He was Chief, National 
Guard Bureau, from July 11, 1947, to Sep
tember 5, 1950, when he was relieved, at 
his own request, to assume command of the 
43d Infantry Division, Connecticut National 
Guard, which entered on active duty on the 
same date. 

"Holder of the Silver Star with three Oak 
Leaf Clusters, th3 Legion of Merit, Bronze 
Star, Air Medal, Purple Heart, Army Com
mendation Ribbon, and Il_l.any other decora
tions General Cramer had a distinguished 
caree~ as an officer, business executive, State 
legislator, and civic leader. 

"He was born at Gloversville, N. Y., on 
October 3, 189~. the only son of the late 
Frank Henry and Stella Brown Cramer. 

"After graduating magna cum laude from 
Princeton in 1916, and with membership in 
Phi Beta Kappa, he won the Boudinot Fel
lowship in American History for the Prince
ton Graduate School. 

"General Cramer began his military career 
the summer of 1916 in the CMT Camp at 
Plattsburg Barracks, N. Y., as an acting 
corporal. While studying for his master of 
arts degree at Princeton the following fall, 
he trained with the student corps as an 
acting sergeant. He joined the Reserve 
Officer Training Corps 3 weeks after war 
was declared on April 27, 1917. He was com
missioned a second lieutenant of infantry 
in August 1917, and sailed for France in May 
1918. 

"As commander of a battalion intelligence 
station, 310th Infantry, he led many patrols 
against the enemy and also participated in 
the St. Mihiel and Meuse-Argonne offen
sives in World War I. He was wounded and 
captured by the Germans on November 5, 
1918. 

"Following his release from active duty he 
taught in New Jersey high schools for a short 
time. In 1923 he entered the coal business. 
Four years later he founded the K. F. Cramer 
Coal Co., of Hartford, Conn., which he owned 
until his death. 

"General Cramer served in the Connecticut 
House of Representatives from 1929 to 1933, 
and as a State senator from 1933 to 1935. 
Active in veterans' affairs, he was a former 
Commander, Connecticut Department, 
American Legion, and Department Com
mander, Order of the Purple Heart; and was 
a past president of the 24th and 78th Divi
sion Veterans Association. He was an active 
member of the Society of Mayflower De
scendants a:-1d of the Sons of the .Anrerican 
Revolution. He was a devoted member of 
the Wethersfield, Mass., Congregational 
Church, and served as Sunday school super
intendent there. 

"'General Cramer accepted a commission 
in the Infantry Reserve in 1919 and by June 
1931 he had been promoted to the rank of 
major in the Reserves. He joined the Con
necticut National Guard in 1931 and ?las 
federally recognized in the rank of captain. 
He assumed command of the 169th Infan
try, Connecticut National Guard, in Novem
ber 1940, and took his regiment into training 
at Camp Blanding, Fla., when it was or
dered to active duty on February 24, 1941. 
He was promoted to brigadier general on 
August 17, 1942, and assigned as assistant 
division commander of the 24th Infantry 
Division. He joined the division at Scho
field Barracks, Hawaii, later moving with it 
to Australia. He participated in the assault 
landings at Tanahmerah Bay, Palo, Parang 
and Dadjangas, and in the following en
gagements: Hollandia, Biak, Leyte, Verdi Is
lands, Lugang Island, Romblon and Simara 
Islands, Dipalong, Mindoro, Mindanao, 
Sarangani and Balut island in World War 
ll. He served in the Army of O~cupation 
from October 1945 until F ebruary 1946 and 
for a short time during that period he was 
d ivision commander. He retuxned to the 
United States for separation in February 
1946. 

"In July 1946 he was given command of 
the 43d Division, composed of National 
Guard units from Connecticut, Rhode Is
land, and Vermont, and was federally recog
nized as a major general in October 1946. 
He was appointed Chief, National Guard Bu
reau, in 1947, which position .l;le ~eld until, 
at his own request, he was relieved from 
that assignment effective September 5, 1950, 
in order to command the 43d Division, which 
entered on active duty that same date. He 
took the division to Bavaria in the fall of 
1951. He was designated as commanding 
general of the Southern Area Command, Ger
many, in December 1952, which position he 
held at the time of his death. 

"General Cramer was marned in 1920 to 
Miss Ruth Rose Fuller. She survives, to
gether with their two daughters, Mrs. Mar
garet Fuller Van Pelt and Mrs. Dorothy Ruth 
Olmstead, and a sister, Miss Beatrice E. Cra
mer, of Scarsdale, N.Y. 

"General Erickson led a delegation from 
the National Guard Bureau that attended 
General Cramer's funeral. Gen. Matthew 
Ridgway, Army Chief of Staff, was one of 
many other high-ranking officials from the 
Pentagon who also attended. 

"General Cramer'f whole life bore testi
mony to his deep sense of responsibility, evi
denced not only by his superb combat record 
in two world wars and his readiness for a 
third combat in defenses of democracy, but 
also by his many contributions to local and 
State government, and to civic affairs. 

"At the time he prepared to leave his home 
in Wethersfield, Conn., and his business, to 
become Chief of the National Guard Bureau, 
General Cramer clearly expressed his feeling 
of obligation to his country, State, and 
community when he declared: 

"'What we have-our freedom, our high 
standard of living-comes as a result of 
tremendous striving by generations past. 
For that reason, we have a greater obliga
tion to pass these benefits to our children 
and our children's children. This obliga
tion is one to which we must measure up in 
one way or another. Some are best fitted for 
Inilitary service, others for civic service. But 
it is an obligation we cannot escape, even !! 
at times it must be discharged through con
siderable personal sacrifice.' " 

POLLUTION OF THE POTOMAC 
RIVER 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
wish to take this occasion to congratu
late the distinguished leader of the In
dependent Party, the Senator from Ore-

gon [Mr. MoRsEl, upon his intrOduction 
of a bill to clean up the much denounced 
pollution of the Potomac Ri.ver. That 
condition is a olight upon the Nation's 
capital. In the interest of decency and 
the health and S!;J.fety of our people some 
positive action ought to be _ taken to 
remed:v the deplorable situation. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the body of the RECORD, as a 
part of my remarks, a very excellent Edi
torial, descriptive of the condition and 
calling for action on it, which was pub
lished in the Washington Evening Star 
of March 15. 

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

THE FILTHY POTOMAC 

One cannot read the detailed pollution re
port of the Interstate Commission on the 
Potomac River Basin without experiencing a 
feeling of revulsion over the conditions ex
posed. Everyone who lives along this stretch 
of the Potomac knows that the river is con
taminated by sewage and is unhealthful for 
recreational purposes. But few persons 
realize how nearly like a huge cesspool the 
river has become in recent years. And few 
realize how much remains to be done toward 
cleaning it up. It is plain, from the report, 
that all juri:;:d!ctions involved have lagged 
in dealing >yith the problem-including 
especially the Federal Government. 

A commission task force has pictured tlie 
portion of the tidal Potomac from just above 
Key Bridge to below Alexandria as a filthy, 
smelly lagoon, the sluggish waters of which 
are incapable of carrying away all the foul 
wastes that pour into the stream from both 
shores. Near-septic conditions prevail 
whenever, as in mid-summer the water vol
ume is low. E ven now the mouths of Rock 
Creek, Four Mile Run, and Hunting Creek 
are like septic tanks, with fermentation vis
ible as the raw sewage, offal, and garbage 
sink tc the bottom and decay. Adding to 
the mess, it was revealed, are a number of 
combined raw sewage and drainage lines that 
regularly overflow into the river. These 
combination sewers exist both in Washington 
and Alexandria. 

Against this unpleasant background the 
progress so far made in the antipollution 
field seems discouragingly small and inade
quate. The District's plant is able to pro
vide only primary treatment, whereas second
ary treatment is badly needed to render the 
sewage relatively harmless. At the present 
rate of plant extension it will be 10 years or 
more before secondary treatment can be un
dertaken-and by then the pollution load 
will have grown tremendously. Much re
mains to be done by Maryland and Virginia 
to make the river cleaner and safer, although 
both jurisdictions are making commendable 
efforts to help in the decontamination pro
gram. 

In connection with jurisdictional responsi
b1llty the commission has raised a very perti
nent question as to the adequacy of Federal 
participation in the cleanup efforts. It is 
true that Federal funds paid for a sewage
disposal system to serve the Pentagon and 
some other Federal buildings in Arlington. 
But much of the sewage problem that has 
developed in the District and In the suburbs 
has resulted from Federal expansion in this 
area. Said the report: "The Federal Gov
~rnment, with its vast number of installa
tions in the Washington area, is tax-exempt 
and has not assumed its rightful responsi
bilities while placing undue flnancial bur
dens on the local governments.'' The com
mission is right in holding that there should 
be a special thoroughgoing study of Federal 
obligations under the pollution-abatement 
program, as well as of general financing 
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plans for urgently required improvements. 
It should be a matter. of national interest-
and shame--that the Nation's Capital has a 
virtual cesspool in its front yard. 

HUNGARIAN INDEPENDENCE 
Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, Mon

day, March 15, was Hungarian Inde
pendence Day-the anniversary of the 
liberation of the Hungarian people from 
a foreign tyrant. Today, again, the 
Hungarian people are enduring alien op
pression-the oppression of the evil men 
of the Kremlin. I am sure that the 
Hungarian people today, as on many oc
casions in the pa:.. ~. plan and pray for 
the day of their deliverance from the 
Soviet terror. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
statement I issued on March 15 in con
nection with Hungarian Independence 
Day be printed in the body of 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 LEHMAN ON THE 

OCCASION OF HUNGARIAN INDEPENDENCE DAY, 
MARCH 15, 1954 
Today we turn our memories back 100 

years to recall the valiant and deathless 
leadership of the great Hungarian patriot 
and aR_ostle of freedom, Louis Kossuth. His 
memory conti.nues to inspire the brave peo
ple of Hungary to continue the struggle for 
liberty, for the realization of a new birth 
of independence. 

The 15th of March is of special significance 
to all Americans of Hungarian descent for it 
marks the anniversary of the liberation of 
the Hungarian people from the oppressive 
rule of a foreign dynasty-the Hapsburgs. 
There was a day of glory, however fleeting, 
in 1848. 

This year Hungarian Independence Day 
takes on a deep significance. Fear and ter
ror stalk the villages and cities of Hun
gary. Religious persecution, political oppres
sion, and slave labor are the banners under 
which the Communist regime has enslaved 
the Hungarian people. 

We in the United States can show our con
tinuing concern and belief in these fine peo
ple, our Hungarian brothers, by continuing 
to speak out in the United Nations and other 
international forums against the dreadful 
crimes of Communi::t imperialism. 

We can work for the speedy ratification 
of the Genocide Convention by the Senate of 
the United States, and we can urge liberali
zation of our immigration laws in order to 
provide a haven for those Hungarians who 
escape the tyranny of the Iron Curtain. 

I wish to salute all Americans of Hungar
ian descent yyho continue to keep alive in 
the United States and in the world the hope 
that some day soon the Hungarian people 
will again be free to cultivate the seeds of 
liberty which Louis Kossuth implanted so 
firmly in the hearts of all Hungarians. 

PARITY FOR THE FARMERS 
Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in the 
body of the RECORD at this point an ad
vertisement appearing in a newspaper 
in Minot, N. Dak., entitled "Parity for 
the Farmers." The advertisement was 
sponsored by the businessmen of that 
city. Similar advertisements have · ap
peared in many other North Dakota 
newspapers, including those in Fargo, 
N.Dak. 

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

PARITY FOR THE FARMERS 
Being the State of North Dakota is a ma

jority agricultural State, the businessmen of 
this city feel that it is most imperative 
that we work side by side with those at
tempting to maintain a farm program which 
will enrich and develop the agricultural 
activities wherever they are a major industry 
or source of livelihood. 

In view of the above conclusion, we the 
following businessmen of this city of Edge
ley: (Resolve:) 

That we go on record condemning any 
effort on the part of any Congressman, the 
Department of Agriculture, or any agency 
for attempting to disrupt the stabilization 
program, affecting all farm commodities. 

We further resolve that Congress shall not 
only maintain 90 percent of parity, but shall 
try to establish 100 percent of parity for all 
farm commodities. We do not favor any ten
dency toward flexibility of price support, but 
urge Congress to maintain a production-con
trol program which is necessary in order to 
have stabilized price support. 

We further resolve to condemn any form of 
prQ~>perity based on war and bloodshed, fmt 
favor genuinely sane and sound economic 
program, particularly for the producer, which 
shall be based on industry, security and indi
vidual initiative. 

We further urge all business groups in 
other cities of this State as well as those of 
other agricultural States to go on record 
favoring similar resolutions. 

Cofell & Son; Carlson Implement Co., 
C. A. Carlson; FTison Super Valu, Bal
zer B. Frison; Bill's Drive Inn; Lydia's 
Cafe; F. U. Oil Company, Joe Diemert, 
Mgr.; Murphy Implement Co., Kim 
Murphy; Nordley Electric, William J. 
Nordley; Edgeley Cooperative Cream
ery Co.; Edgeley Improvement Associa
tion; Tony Weigel Dray; Glen Wilson, 
Mgr. Grocery; Nagel & Sons, Plumbing 
and Heating Co.; Wally's Barber Shop; 
Ray Laning, Mechanic; T. Erickson, 
Railroad Agent; Walter Nels, Socony 
Vac.; Pure Food Market, Elmer W. 
Gleason; Nitschke Furniture Store; 
Ed. A. Sellner, (Duffy's Tavern); 
Peterson-Biddick Co., Produce; Charles 
Anderson, Implement & Auto Sales; 
Thurston Ham, Accountant; Floyd 
Fredenburg, Veterans' Agriculture In
structor; Farmers Union LP Gas Co., 
Wm. C. Rempfer, Mgr.; W. E. Pruett, 
Oil Bulk Station; Kipp Chevrolet, C. 
E. Kipp; D. D. McChesney; Marshall
Wells Stores, by Cy Meszaros, Partner; 
Cliff's Hardware, C. P. Howe; Ralph 
Washburn, Edgeley Locker; Milo Knud
sen, Drug Store; Frank A. Kraft; 
Moritz Burgard, Hardware; Ham's 
Service, E. J. Ham; Floyd McColm, ele
vator manager; Dewey Burkett, eleva
tor manager; Jack C. Gordon, Lumber 
Co.; Leopold G. Sieg, Shoe Shop; Carl 
J. Erickson, Star Hotel; Edgeley Mail, 
Newspaper; Henry E. Freih Dray; 
William Hird; Russell Hull; D & H 
Sales & Service, Harold R. Kurtz; John 
Lafien, Mechanic; F. W. Schmit; Carl 
Fischer; Edgeley Barber Shop; Coffee 
Shop, Margaret Hull; V. D. Fergusson, 
M.D. 

PROPOSED TAX-REDUCTION: 
LEGISLATION 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the body of the RECORD, as a part of my 
remarks, a statement I have prepared 
on taxation. 

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BYRD 
All or any one of the three tax-reduction 

plans now being proposed by the Republican 
and Democratic Parties must be financed by 
borrowed money. All of us should give due 
consideration to the perils imminent in such 
a procedure. 

The Republican-sponsored excise-tax re
duction bill, reducing Federal revenue $1 
billion, is now before the Senate Finance 
Committee. The President in his speech 
Monday night laid out another Republican 
tax-reduction program· reducing Federal rev
enues another $1 billion to $2 billion. In 
addition to these two Republican slashes 
into the Federal revenue, the Democrats 
also are proposing still another tax cut by 
raising exemptions on income taxes at fur
ther loss estimated at $2.5 billion for each 
$100 increase in personal income-tax exemp
tions. 

None of these proposals includes com
mensurate reduction in Federal expendi
tures. It would be necessary to borrow 
money to finance them separately or col
lectively. Each or all of them would in
crease the Federal debt which now stands 
at $275 billion. 

Just as the debt we have already piled 
up, this new tax-reduction debt will be per
manent as far as anyone now can see. We 
are not balancing the budget with present 
taxes. Therefore, tax reduction under any 
or all of these plans would add to the Fed
eral debt each year and pile up interest costs 
at the rate of at least 2¥2 percent com
pounded annually. 

I advocate responsible tax reduction. Re
sponsible tax reduction can be accomplished 
only through balancing the Federal budget 
by reduction of expenditures. For this rea
son, I shall oppose all tax reductions-Re
publican and Democratic-unless they are 
made fiscally sound by reduction in expendi
tures. 

Our taxes are burdensome, but we merely 
increase the burden by borrowing money 
to reduce them. A tax reduction now on 
borrowed money is simply a higher tax de
ferred. Sooner or later, one way or another, 
the American people must pay the colossal 
debt we have already incurred. New tax 
reduction debt would make it more colossal. 

In the past 15 years, to date we have 
added $200 billion to the Federal debt, and 
this deficit spending has been one of the 
main factors in reducing the value of the 
dollar to 50 cents or less. Interest now is 
costing 10 cents of every tax dollar. The 
proposed new tax-reduction debt will tend 
further to reduce the value of the dollar, 
and definitely increase the cost of interest. 

We are the victims of protracted fiscal 
irresponsibility. The time is long overdue 
to recognize that we shall continue on the 
highway to insolvency unless we turn around 
and insist upon pay-as-you-go financing. 

we of this generation are merely trustees 
for the future. We have before us proposals 
to use this trusteeship to save ourselves a 
few dollars at a time of relatively high pros
perity at the expense of future generations 
for whom it may not continue. 

I especially urge that these proposals, vital 
to our future security, be not decided on 
the basis of partisan political advantage. 

When it comes to our security, we are 
all Americans, and no one can deny that 
the cornerstone of our future security lies 
in solvent government. 

There is nothing before the country today 
more important than balancing the Federal 
budget by reducing expenditures to the 
minimum. Tax reductions then could and 
should be financed through retrenchment in 
nonessential expenditures. 

Any other course would be foolhardy, 
leading to ultimate disaster. 
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ST. PATRICK'S DAY 
Mr. PURTELL. Mr. President
If I rise here, St. Patrick to honor, 

You surely won't blame my audacity. 
My mother was Nora O'Connor; 

I'm wedded to Katherine Cassidy. 

Here is a slainte, on St. Patrick's Day, 
to my Irish mother and my wife's and 
my Irish ancestry, to the holy land of 
Ireland, and to all of Irish blood every
where. 

The world, without the Irish, would 
lack much of its tears and laughter, of 
its wit and learning, of its gaiety and 
glory. Without the spreading, by the 
Irish, of the faith of St. Patrick much of 
the world might still lie in pagan dark
ness, unenlightened by any glimpse of 
Christian knowledge and culture. 

Of all the gifts Ireland has given to 
America, in her sons and daughters that 
have come to our shores, one of the most 
splendidly shining is a dashing and self
less courage-the kind of thing that 
makes the term "fighting Irish" a com
mon one, for football team or for army 
regiment. The Irishman who devotes 
himself to a cause leaps into that cause 
with all his heart and soul. The Irish 
have thus made themselves a glorious 
name for military heroism in many lands 
besides their own. Among England's 
cherished traditions is the memory of the 
Irish Guards at Fontenoy; and no less a 
highlight of American history is the rec
ord of the Irish in the battle of Marye's 
Heights. This courageous devotion has 
been beautifully celebrated by the Irish 
poet, Lionel Johnson, in his poem, Ways 
of War: 
A terrible and splendid trust 

Heartens the host of Innisfail; 
Their dream is of the swift sword-thrust, 

A lightning glory of the Gael. 

Croagh Patrick is the place of prayers, 
And Tara the assembling place: 

But each sweet wind of Ireland bears 
The trump of battle on its race. 

From Dursey Isle to Donegal, 
From Howth to Achill, the glad noise 

Rings: and the heirs of glory fall, 
Or victory crowns their fighting joys. 

A dream! a dream! an ancient dream! 
Yet, ere peace come to Innisfail, 

Some weapons on some field must gleam, 
Some burning glory fire the Gael. 

That field may lie beneath the sun, 
Fair for the treading of an host: 

That field in realms of thought be won, 
And armed minds do their uttermost: 

Some way to faithful Innisfail 
Shall come the majesty and awe 

Of martial truth, that must prevail 
To lay on all the eternal law. 

May America continue forever, on each 
St. Patrick's Day, to pay its tribute in 
every city, and in the Halls of Congress, 
to Ireland, the living green symbol of the 
love of freedom; and to St. Patrick, the 
great saint, whose life shows the devo
tion to God that forms the foundation of 
true freedom for every man. 

THE REVOLUTION IN STRATEGY
ADDRESS BY Sffi JOHN SLESSOR 
MI:. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, 

some days ago marshal ~Of the Royal Air 
Force, Sir John Slessor, made a speech 

which has created much comment. The 
basis of this address, by one of the world's 
foremost airmen, one who has been con
nected with airpower in practical fashion 
since 1915, was that we may have an 
end to total wars as a result of the de- · 
velopment of nuclear weapons, along 
with the methods necessary to deliver 
them. 

Air Marshal Slessor pointed out that 
in the past all wars have been waged 
with a desire for improvement, an effort 
on the part of individuals or nations to 
obtain something they did not have. In 
this air age, however, Air Marshal Slessor 
does not see how any people under these 
new conditions could improve their posi
tion, because all may well be destroyed. 

The air marshal points out that if it 
is decided not to use atomic weapons, by 
some form of mutual agreement, we shall 
immediately be passing over the advan
tage to those who have an excess in 
manpower, He also pointed out how 
absurd are the various discussions and 
efforts to prove there is any real defense 
today against atomic air attack; and he 
refers to analyses made in this country 
showing that the effort for such defense 
would run around $16 billion; and if 
NATO countries were also in the picture, 
the total expense would probably be 
about $27 billion. 

He points out all this would be in
effective in defense, and also that the 
intercontinental guided missiles which 
are rapidly being developed would make 
such a defense even less effective. 

Mr. President, I should like to read a 
statement at the end of this talk in which 
the air marshal quotes that great cham
pion of freedom, Prime Minister Winston 
Churchill: 

I have sometimes the odd thought that the 
annihilating character of these agencies may 
bring an utterly unforeseeable security to 
mankind. It may be that when the advance 
of destructive weapons enables everyone to 
kill everybody else no one will want to kill 
anyone at all. At any rate, it seems pretty 
safe to say that a war which begins by both 
sides suffering what they dread most, and 
that is undoubtedly the case now, is less 
likely to occur than one which dangles the 
lurid prizes of former days before ambitious 
eyes. 

Mr. President, I shall have some things 
later to present my colleagues for consid
eration with respect to the new budget, 
primarily the new air budget. In the 
meantime, I hope they will read this 
talk by one of the greatest airmen the 
free world has produced. I believe they 
will agree his thoughts are penetrating, 
unique, and constructive. 

I ask unanimous consent that the en
tire address by Sir John Slessor be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

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

THE REVOLUTION IN STRATEGY 

(By Marshal of the Royal Air Force 
Sir John Slessor) 

I am going to give some personal views on 
what I think has been the effect of the com
plete revolution in human affairs brought 
about by the coming of age of air power, in 
relation to what, after all, is really of over
riding importanee to ·every one of us, what
ever his or her profession or walk o! ll!e, 
namely the issue o! war and peace. 

I say the "coming of age" of .air power. 
Of co:urse, airplanes have been fiying for 
more than 21 years. But it seems to me 
convenient to think of airpower "coming of 
age" with the advent of the near-sonic and 
supersonic airplane allied to the atomic and 
soon the hydrogen bomb. 

That obviously does not mean the peak of 
its development. 

The next major step forward will probably 
be the development of the unmanned air
craft, which is anyway within measurable 
distance. That will not mean the disap
pearance of all air crews from the air forces 
of the world; it will mean that the pilotless 
bomber and fighter-two stage rocket
guided missile, call it what you will-will 
eventually take the place of the new piloted 
planes, just coming into the service. 

That no doubt will raise all sorts of prob
lems but it won't make any fundamental 
difference in principle. We are already in 
the early stages of the process, in that both 
bombers and fighters, particularly of course . 
fighters, are increasingly dependent on con
trol from the ground. And it is only over
simplifying the argument a little to say that 
the ultimate development is merely to take 
the pilot out of the cockpit and replace him 
with an almost superhumanly ingenious 
gadget. _ 

Again, I used the word revolution. Well, 
for the first time in the hundreds of thou
sands or millions of years that man has 
existed, he can carry or propel through the 
air, and can do it at a range of thousands of 
miles at a speed somewhere about that o! 
sound (and ultimately much faster), a mis
sile that by itself can destroy a city. 

It is just plain sUly to behave as though 
this revolution had never happened. Ac
tually it has completely transformed the 
whole complexion and dimension of the. 
problem of peace and war. All previous 
conceptions have become obsolete. 

Let me hasten to say that I am not here 
to tell you that we can now scrap the Navy 
and disband the Army and put all our money 
on a new-model push-button air force. But 
if there wet:e another major war it would not 
remotely resemble the last one. And I per
sonally have not the least doubt that most. 
of us will live to see the most sweeping 
changes in the other two services as well as 
in the air force-particularly in the navy. 
At least I hope so, because if we don't it will 
mean we are not keeping pace with the 
times-and that would be mortally danger
ous. But there must be an army and a 
navy-anyway for as far ahead as we need 
bother to look tonight. 

Now I believe the first and most far
reaching consequence of this revolution is 
that total war as we have known it in the 
past 40 years is a thing of the past. That 
may sound a pretty rash statement. But I 
believe it to be true. War is a matter of 
wills; nations or coalitions went to war to 
impose their will on an opponent. You 
started off by trying to do it by persuasion
that is, by diplomacy-and if that was no 
good you tried to do it by force. At a given 
moment-the "declaration" of war-you 
turned over from an interchange of notes 
between men in top hats to an interchange 
of bullets between men in tin hats. 

The next rather obvious thing I must say 
Is that you didn't take the initiative in forc
ing a war unless you tl:lought you could 
win it. And (this is the important point) 
we now know to our cost that winning a 
war does not mean just forcing an enemy 
to lay down his arms and accept your 
terms-it means creating world conditions 
more favorable to oneself than could have 
been brought about if there had not been 
a war. 

Today there 18 not the remotest chance 
of anyone winning a. war on that definition. 
A world war in this day and age would be 
general suicide and the end of civilization 
as we know it. 
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I know quite well that people have said 

that before. Today, for the first time in 
history, I believe it's true. And the reason 
for that is that if there were another world 
shooting war, the atom and the hydrogen 
bomb would be used, beyond any shadow of 
doubt whatever. It is a most dangerous de
lusion to compare these weapons of mass 
destruction, as some people do, with gas, 
and say that they won't be used next time 
just as gas was not used last time. There 
is no analogy whatever. There was an anti
dote to the earlier gasses-apart from the 
Geneva protocol and all that sort of thing
they actually did not think they'd be as 
effective as high explosive and incendiaries. 
By the time the Germans developed a new 
gas they had lost control of the air over 
their own country and it would obviously 
have been crazy of them to use it. Besides
gas would not have the instantly cataclysmic 
effect of these terrible new weapons. No. 
I believe the atom and the hydrogen bombs 
have come to stay-anyway until the world 
political climate is such as to make any sort 
of weapon unnecessary. At least I hope so, 
because I believe it is these things that have 
made total war an obsolete conception. So 
I do not think it is a very good idea to take 
the atom bomb out of the hands of the sol
diers (or rather the airmen) as has been 
suggested, leaving in the hands of the sol
diers conventional weapons which have rav
aged the world in the two great wars of our 
time. That would surely be a tremendous 
advantage to the side with vast masses of 
docile, disciplined, expendable manpower
which no doubt is why the Kremlin bangs 
the drum of atomic disarmament on every 
conceivable occasion. 

Obviously a very relevant point here is 
whether there is any defense against these 
things? Well, we all know the old cliche 
to the effect that every weapon of offense 
sooner or later finds its defensive antidote. 
That may still be true. Personally, I don't 
think it is. Even against the piloted bomb
er, defense is a terrific problem. It's no 
longer the old question of imposing an attri
tion rate of 5 or 10 percent casualties on a 
succession of raids until the enemy can't 
stand it any longer-as it . was last time. 
These modern weapons are so appallingly 
devastating that we can't allow even rela
tively few of them to get through-and, 
mind you, those few would be sent over 
among massed raids of aircraft carrying the 
conventional types of bomb. That means 
we have got to achieve virtually a hundred 
percent kill-rate on each raid. Well, we are 
still a long way from anything of the kind. 
And I advise you not to be unduly im
pressed by these stories about the wonderful 
guided missile that is going to shoot down 
all these supersonic bombers. It will come 
in time, but at present it's not nearly as 
easy as all that. 

Then, the piloted bomber as we know it 
today no doubt is with us for some time 
to come. But it won't be so very long as 
history is measured before it gives way to 
the unmanned bomber, the future version 
of V-2, the really long-range ground-to
ground guided missile arriving at, say, 3 or 
4 times the speed of sound. One hesitates 
these days to say that anything is impos
sible. I suppose it is not inconceivable that 
we might be able to divert, or prematurely 
explode, even the V-2 of the future with its 
atomic warhead. But as far as I know, no 
one has the foggiest idea how to set about it. 

Anyway, it's not merely a question of find
ing the scientific or technological solutions 
to these problems. There is then the prob
lem of providing all these new scientific de
fenses on a scale to cover the free world
and incidentally the shipping that links the 
free world-against this entirely flexible at
tack that can strike here today and there 
tomorrow. The Americans have -recently 
had a number of committees to examine the 

problem of the air defense of the Continental 
United States. One of the reports estimated 
the cost at about $16 billion-and I under
stand that wasn't the most expensive esti
mate either. Well-add to that the cost of 
defending other allied countries, and call 
the total for the sake of argument $27 billion 
is it really a practical economic proposition 
for NATO to spend that amount on defense 
against air attack? And then someone in 
a research laboratory thinks up a new form 
of attack and the whole thing is obsolete. 

No, I'm afraid I believe that anything like 
overall air defense against the present and 
still more the near-future threat just is not 
on-and that applies to Russia with their 
vast area to be covered, just as it does to us. 
What's more, I confess I can't feel unduly 
depressed about that. If by some miracle we 
were to find some effective and practicable 
form of defense, it would only be a matter 
of time before Russia did the same, and 
then what? Then in effect airpower is can
celed out on either side, and I should in
deed regard world war m as being on the 
tapis again, with the free world having to 
match Russia man for man, tank for tank, 
escort for U-boat-and so on. That would 
be a very gloomy prospect indeed, more 
especially if China, with her almost limit
less manpower, were allied wit h Russia. 

So briefly, that is why I think that a revo
lution has really occurred, and that the era 
of total war is over-as long as we do not 
take leave of our senses and agree to atomic 
disarmament. 

Now-if that is accepted, it seems to me 
that the problem of the make and shape of 
our armed strength automatically assumes 
its proper proportions. As I've said, no one 
in his right mind suggests that we can 
afford to wash out the Army and Navy and 
concentrate entirely on airpower. People 
who try to carry things to their ultimate 
logical conclusions often end up in mad
houses. I do not see how we could possibly 
reduce the strength of our Regular Army
anyway in the near future. It is not really 
big enough for its commitments even now. 
And, until we can be quite certain that 
major war is a thing of the past, we m~t 
have a Navy to deal with the terrible threat 
of the mine and the submarine. Again, un
happily for the taxpayer, we can't ignore 
air defense. Fighter command, no doubt, 
will look very different in the foreseeable 
future-with the pilotless interceptor, I 
mean the really long-range ground-to-air 
controlled missile, taking the place of the 
manned fighter. But a measure of defense 
is part of the deterrent. And we must not 
overlook the possibility of new forms of 
attack-such as sabotage with chemical or 
bacteriological agents, or the "Trojan horse" 
form of atomic attack on our ports. 

All this is a question of priorities-of put
ting first things first. One thing is quite 
certain, and that is that if we try to be 
strong everywhere, we shall be strong enough 
nowhere. And I don't see how any thinking 
person can escape the conclusion that the 
very top priority must go to the air striking 
force. We and the United States together 
m'llSt maintain, as the first charge on our 
military resources, that force which is the 
great deterrent-the real preventive of war. 
And, if it's going to do that, it must at the 
same time be able and ready to bring in
stantaneously overwhelming pressure to bear 
on aggression at its source. I don't mean 
merely against airfields or launching sites
still less only against troops in battle-but 
against the real source of aggression-the 
heart of the aggressor country. That's where 
the battlefield must be, if there must be a 
battlefield. 

May I put in a word of war:~aing here 
against the superficial attractions of what 
I call the "Leave it to America" theory
you know-the idea that we lll'l.lst have home 
~efense fighters, and aircraft to cooperate 

with the Army and Navy, but that we really 
can't afford these expensive bombers-and 
anyway why should we? The Americans 
have got a splendid bomber force, let's leave 
it to them to do that part of the business. 
It is a superficially beguiling idea-especially 
when we are filling in our income tax re
tums. I do assure you that it would be ab
solutely fatal for two reasons. First, we have 
in this country a gold mine of knowledge 
and skill in this bomber trade-in tech
nique, design and invention, and in aptitude 
and battle experience, which we must con
tribute to the comnron cause. Secondly
and more important-Sir Winston Churchill 
has said "Air mastery is today the supreme 
expression of military power." Now-the 
bomber is the primary agent of air mastery. 
And, if we want to remain a first-class power, 
we cannot possibly leave to an ally, however 
staunch and loyal, the monopoly of this in
strument of such decisive importance in 
these massive issues of war and peace. But 
I do not want to get involved in detail , and 
will sum up my general theme, by suggest
ing that the same sort of considerations may 
have been in the Prime Minister's mind in 
the House of Commons on November 3d last 
year, when he said this: "I have sometimes 
the odd thought that the annihilating char
acter of these agencies may bring an utterly 
unforeseeable security to mankind • • • it 
may be that when the advance of destruc
tive weapons enables everyone to kill every
body else, no one will want to klll anyone at 
an: at any rate it seems pretty safe to say 
that a war which begins by both sides suffer
ing what they dread most, and, that is un
doubtedly the case now, is less likely to occur 
than one which dangles the lurid prizes of 
former days before ambitious eyes." 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there fur
ther routine business to be transacted 
during the morning hour? If not, morn
ing business is concluded. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, if 

morning business is concluded, I move 
that the Senate proceed to the consid
eration of the Executive Calendar, to act 
on nominations beginning with the new 
reports. 

The motion was agreed to. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following favorable reports of 
nominations were submitted: 

By Mr. WILEY, from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations: 

William A. Kimbel, of South Carolina, to 
be the representative of the United States 
to the ninth session of the Economic Com
mission for Europe of the Economic and 
Social Council of the United Nations. 

By Mr. CARLSON, from the Committee on 
Post Otnce and Ci vii Service: 

One hundred and sixty-four postmasters. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be 
no further report:> of committees, the 
Secretary will state the nominations on 
the Executive Calendar, beginning with 
the new reports. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
The Chief Clerk read the nomination 

of David McK. Key, of Connecticut. tO 
be an Assistant .secretary of State. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the. nomination is confirmed. 
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UNITED STATES ADVISORY COM
MISSION ON INFORMATION 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Mark A. May, of Connecticut, to be 
a member for a term of 3 years expiring 
January 27, 1956. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the nomination is confirmed. 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Justin Miller, of California, to be a 
member for a term of 3 years expiring 
January 27, 1956. 
- The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob

jection, the nomination is confirmed. 
The Chief Clerk read . the nomination 

of Sigurd s. Larmon, of New York, to 
be a member for a term of 3 years ex
piring January 27, 1957. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the nomination is confir:med. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Presi
dent of the United States be immediately 
notified of these confirmations. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, the President of the United 
States will be notified forthwith. 

DISTRICT OF COLUM.3IA REDEVEL
OPMENT LAND AGENCY 

Mr. KNOWLAND subsequently said: 
Mr. President, in considering the Execu
tive Calendar a short time ago, two nom
inations listed on the reverse side of the 
Executive Calendar were not acted upon. 
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen
ate proceed to the consideration of the 
two nominations listed under District of 
Columbia Redevelopment Land Agency. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. BAR
RET in the chair> . Is there objection? 
The Chair hears none, and it is so or
dered. The nominations will be stated. 

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Andrew Parker, to be a member of the 
District of Columbia Redevelopment 
Land Agency. 

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

The Chief Clerk read the nomination 
of Francis F. Healy to be a member of 
the District of Columbia Redevelopment 
Land Agency. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, the nomination is con
firmed. Without objection, the Presi
dent will be notified of the confirmation 
of these nominations. · 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 

move that the Senate resume the consid
eration of legislative business. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of leg
islative business. 

STATEHOQD 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. BAR
RETT in the chair). The bill is open to 
further amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary 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 
Bush 
Butler, Md. 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Case 
Chavez 
Clements 
Cooper 
Cordon 
Daniel 
Douglas 
Duff 
Dworshak 
Ellender 
Ferguson 
F:anders 
Frear 
Fulbright 
George 

Gillette Magnuson 
Goldwater Malone 
Gore Mansfield 
Green Martin 
Hayden McClellan 
Hendrickson M1111klil 
Hennings Monroney 
Hickenlooper Morse 
Hill Murray 
Hoey-. Neely 
Holland Payne 
Hunt Potter 
Ives Purtell 
Jackson Robertson 
Jenner Schoeppel 
Johnson, Colo. Smathers 
Johnson, Tex. Smith, Maine 
Johnston, S.C. Smith, N. J. 
Kefauver Stennis 
Kerr Symington 
Kilgore Thye 
Knowland Upton 
Kuchel VVatkins 
Langer VVelker 
Lehman VViley 
Lennon VVilliams 
Long Young 

Mr. KNOWLAND . . I announce that 
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. BuT
LER], the Senator from Illinois [Mr . . 
DIRKSEN], the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. GRISWOLD], the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. MuNDT], the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL], and 
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mc
CARTHY] are necessarily absent. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. BuRKE], the 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND], 
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HuM
PHREY], the Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. KENNEDY] the Senator from South 
Carolina [Mr. MAYBANK], the Senator 
from Georgia · [Mr. RussELL], and the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] 
are absent on official business. 
, The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Mc
CARRAN] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
PAsTORE] is absent by leave of the Senate 

·on official committee business. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo

rum is present. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, the 

excessively high losses suffered by Amer
ican troops from Hawaii in the Korean 
war is dramatically shown by the figures 
of casualties issued by the Department 
of Defense and reported in a news story 
appearing in the Honolulu Star-Bulletin 
of March 10, 1954. I ask unanimous 
consent that the newspaper article be 
printed in the body of the RECORD at this 

. point in my remarks. 
There being no objection, the article 

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

IsLE CASt7~TIES FoUR TIMES THOSE OF 
MAINLAND GI's 

The number of Hawaii men killed in Korea 
is four times as great in ratio to population, 
as mainland soldiers, according to Defense 
Department casualty figures as of December 
31, 1953. 

Ori that date, Hawall had a total of 1,383 
casual ties as a result of the Korean war. Of 
these, 365 were killed in action or dead, and 
947 were wounded. The Nation as a whole 
numbered a total of 136,980 casualties. with 
80,606 dead and 103,327 wounded. 

In ratio tO population, Hawaii's men were 
wounded three times more and Hawaii suf
fered three and a half times the total num
ber of casual ties. 

Since December 81, 1953, the number o! 
men listed as having died in Korea has gone 
up, due to the Defense Department's an
nouncement of the presumption of the death 
of men listed as missing for more than 1 
year. 

The number of Hawaii men who lost their 
lives in Korea now totals 430. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the body of the RECORD at this point 
in my remarks a statement dealing with 
the question of alleged communism in 
Hawaii. 

The article points out that the prob
lem is not limited to Hawaii by any 
means, and it gives what I believe are 
some very sound facts. The statement 
was prepared by a very distinguished 
Democrat of the Territory of _ Hawaii, 
who took a very active part in the prose
cution of the Communists. In it he re
futes the argument that because of the 
t:roblem of communism Hawaii should 
be denied statehood. 

I may say further that the case against 
the leaders of the Communist Party in 
Hawaii, the so-called Hawaii Seven, 
who were .convicted in Honolulu for vio
lation of the Smith Act by a jury made 
up of local citizens was presented to the 
Federal grand jury by Howard K. Hod
dick. He is now a practicing attorney 
in Honolulu and was then United States 
district attorney for Hawaii. 

Mr. Hoddick probably was with the 
case longer and had more to do with 
it than any other attorney. He is now, 
moreover, working as a special counsel 
for the Territorial Commission on Sub
versive Activities, whose report has been 
quoted extensively by the foes of state
hood. His part in the fight against 
communism in Hawaii has been an ex
ceptionally important one. His knowl
edge of the problem cannot be disputed 
and his appraisal of it is exceptionally 
well informed. 

Mr. Hoddick is a Democrat. 
In a letter addressed to several mem

bers of the United States Senate who 
are friends of his, he says, "it is appar
ent from the record that the people of 
Hawaii are alert to the danger of and 
have taken more than adequate steps to 
contain and remove" communism in the 
islands. 

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

Some Senators have objected to the ad· 
mission of Hawaii as a State on the ground 
that it is controlled politically by Com
munists. I was with the Department of 
Justice from August 1948 to August 1953. I 
served as assistant United States attorney, 
United States attorney under court appoint
ment, and as a special assistant to the At
torney General. 

As United States attorney I presented the 
case against the seven leaders of the Com
munist Party in Hawaii to the grand Jury 
and obtained their indictment; as Special 
Assistant to the Attorney General I par
ticipated in their prosecution for conspiring 
to violate the Smith Act, which, after pro
tracted trial, resulted in their conviction. I 
am currently working as special counsel for 
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the Territorial Commission on Subversive 
Activities. 

There are Communists here in Hawaii, al
though proportionately fewer than in most 
1ndustralized States, and today many less 
than there were at the time the House Com
mittee on Un-American Activities held its 
hearings in Honolulu in April, 1950. Some 
of these persons identified and convicted as 
Communists occupy key positions in the la
bor movement here. This is a standard facet 
of the Communist infiltration technique, but 
it does not mean that their influence will 
constitute a serious danger if they divert 
from genuine labor movement causes. -

Light was first cast upon Communist ac
tivities in the Territory of Hawaii in late 
1947 when an ex-Communist, Ichiro Izuka, 
published a pamphlet, The Truth About 
Communism in Hawaii. 

In 1948 the Territorial government taking 
cognizance of 'the danger started proceed
ings which resulted in the dismissal of two 
identified Communists, John E. Reineckie 
and his wife, from their positions as teach
ers with the Department of Public Instruc-

. tion. This was one of the first proceedings 
of its sort in the country. 

The 1949 Territorial legislature created a 
commission on subversive activities to in
vestigate communism and Communist-front 
activities, and that commission is still ac
tively engaged in this work. Communism 
cannot stand the light of accurate reporting 
and the reports of this commission to the 
Territorial legislature have done much to 
weaken the strength of the Communist Par
ty in Hawaii. 

In April 1950 the House Committee on 
Un-American Activities conducted hearings 
in Honolulu and in 1951 took further testi
mony on the subject in Washington. Fol
lowing this a grand jury of the United States 
District Court of the District of Ha wail re
turned an indictment charging seven mem
bers of the executive board of the Commu
nist Party With conspiring to violate the 
Smith Act. The trial a.nd conviction of these 
seven shed further light on Communist 
activities in the Territory. 

In addition to the activities of the Gov
ernment agencies noted above, there has 
been an organization of citizens called the 
Hawaii Residents Association, also known 
as IMUA, which has been actively engaged 
in selling democracy and in combating com
munism by publicizing the truths concern
ing it. 

It is apparent from this record that the 
people of Hawaii are alert to the danger 
and have taken more than adequate steps 
to contain and to remove it. Communism 
is a danger to organized democratic govern
ment everywhere, but with the record sum
marized above, I respectfully submit that its 
existence in Hawaii is not a factor which 
should weigh against statehood. 

We of Hawaii are racially heterogeneoUJ;, 
but 99.99 percent are homogeneous Ameri
cans. I am a Democrat, was born in Penn
sylvania, raised in Virginia, educated in 
Massachusetts and am practicing my pro
fession and raising my children in Hawaii. 
Our loyalty to the United States 1s sincere, 
deep, and unquestioning as is that of our 
Hawaiian neighbors. I feel that I am en
titled to a voice in national affairs which 
Will affect the future of my family. I want 
to know that my children Will be able to 
express their voice in those affairs, either 
through their elected representatives or di· 
rectly as their particular talents may permit 
them. 

In this era when it is so important that 
the United States should live up to its demo
cratic principles 1f we are to awaken a 
recognition of them in the captive nations 
under Communist control and subject to 
such control, I urge you to use every influ
ence you can bring to bear to see that Hawa.ll 
achieves statehood on its own merits and 
without delay. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, prelim
inary to the remarks I am about to make, 
I should like to call to the attention of 
all Senators the fact that in the rear of 
the chamber is a map of the Hawaii 
Archipelago, showing distances between 
the islands. In discussing the question 
of Hawaiian statehood I intend to refer 
to the map. I am sure that some Sen
ators will be interested in seeing for 
themselves not only the great distance 
which separates the Hawaiian Islands 
from the mainland, approximately 2,400 
miles, but also the great distances be
tween the various islands of the Archi
pelago, one as great as 1,615 miles. 

Mr. President, the junior Senator from 
Texas came to the United States Senate 
without any preconceived notions re
garding statehood for Hawaii. As a 
member of the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs during the past year 
and this year, I have tried to keep an 
open mind until all the evidence was 
heard. Actually, Mr. President, there 
were reasons which caused me to be 
sympathetic to the appeal of the people 
of Hawaii for admission as the 49th 
State. In the first place, I am familiar 
with the history of my State's long fight 
for admission into the Union. There is 
a certain appeal and a sympathetic un
derstanding for the desire of any people 
to have their Territory included as one 
of the States of the American Union. 

Mr. President, history shows that al
though the people of the Republic of 
Texas during the first year of its exist
ence as a Republic voted overwhelmingly 
to ask for admission to the United Stares, 
and were refused when they came to 
Washington, a little later on, approxi
mately 7 or 8 years later, a treaty was 
negotiated by which Texas would join 
the Union. But, as Senators know, that 
treaty was defeated on the :floor of the 
Senate. It was not approved by the 
necessary two-thirds vote; it was de
feated by a two-thirds vote. 

The only way Texas was to gain ad
mission into the Union was through a 
joint resolution of the United States 
Congress proposing that Texas enter 
under certain terms, conditions, and 
guarantees, and an acceptance of those 
proposals, terms, conditions, and guar
antees by the Congress of the Republic 
of Texas and by the people in convention 
assembled. 

During the debate on the Bricker 
amendment, frequent references were 
made to the manner in which the ex
ecutive department used the executive
agreement procedure to circumvent the 
treaty route. Actually, Congress, as in 
the case of the admission of Texas, and 
in other instances, has used the route 
of joint resolutions rather than treaties, 
which some students of history and some 
lawyers thought should have been used 
in such instances. 

But, Mr. President, being familiar with 
the history of the struggle of the people 
of my State of Texas for admission to 
the Union, I naturally was sympathetic 
with, and am still sympathetic with, and 
have a sincere feeling of respect for, 
those in a Territory who now want it to 
be admitted as a State of the Union. 

secondly,. I have served with citizens 
of Hawaii in the Armed Forces, and was 

stationed for a -short time in the islands, 
at Honolulu. I am acquainted with the 
gallant manner in which men from Ha
waii served in all branches of the Armed 
Forces, and especially with the record 
of those who served with many men 
from my own State in the Italian cam
paigns. 

In World War II, the 442d Regimental 
Combat Team, composed of 2,600 Ameri
cans of Japanese ancestry, helped write 
into the annals of American history one 
of the great records of heroism. Gen. 
Mark W. Clark has pointed out that 
the 442d was the most decorated unit 
in the entire military history of the 
United States. 

Moreover, I am fully aware of the fact 
that the civilian population of Hawaii 
gave its complete and wholehearted war
time cooperation, as Fleet Adm. Chester 
W. Nimitz has testified, and oversub
scribed its war-bond quota. 

In the more recent Korean war, a sub
stantial percentage of soldiers from Ha
waii, both Caucasian and non-Cauca
sian, were in the 24th and 25th Divisions 
in Japan when the outbreak occurred. 
They were the first divisions committed 
to action in Korea. The 24th Division 
was soon afterward strengthened by the 
Fifth Regimental Combat Team from 
Hawaii. 

I say all this in order that it may 
be clear that I have high regard and 
sincere respect for the people of Hawaii. 
I am certain that the great majority 
of them are patriotic and loyal Ameri
can citizens. The only criticism I shall 
make against any of them will apply 
to the small group of Communists, who 
apparently have more influence than 
they should have in the economy and 
politics of the Territory. Even with Ha
waii as a Territory, we must do some
thing about the communism which exists 
there. 

I have listened -:;a the evidence which 
was presented before our committee, 
and I have concluded, in spite of the 
respect and sympathy which I have for 
the people of Hawaii in their appeal for 

_statehood, that it would be a mistake 
for Congress to admit Hawaii as a State. 
I am frank to say that I am influenced 
in my decision by what I believe to be 
best for the United States, the present 
48 States of the Union. At times it 
seems it is not popular for us to put the 
question to ourselves as to what is best 
for our own country when we are called 
upon to vote on issues in Congress. But 
I think we may be permitted to do that, 
especially in this instance. When Amer
ican citizens within the Territory of Ha
waii are asking that Hawaii be admitted 
as a State, we should consider the ques
tion not only from the viewpoint of what 
might be best for them, but also what 
might be best for the United States as it 
exists today, for the 48 respective States 
which now compose the Union. 

I believe we can meet and satisfy the 
rights and the needs of the people of 
the Territory of Hawaii by another pro
cedure, namely, by granting them com
monwealth status, without the corre
sponding loss of power which would re
sult to the present states of the Union 
u Hawaii is admitted as a State. 
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I also oppose statehood for Alaska. 
So1.1e Senators have asked on the floor 
of the Senate why the junior Senator 
from Texas and other Senators who are 
opposed to statehood for both Territo· 
ries should have voted to tie Alaska to 
the Hawaiian bill. I have explained, 
and I wish to repeat, that, in my opinion, 
·geographically Alaska is situated be~ter 
for statehood than is Hawaii; that 
actually, in my opinion, &. better case 
was made for the admission of Alaska; 
and that I do not believe it would be 
fair to admit Hawaii and not admit 
Alaska as a State at the same time. 
Of course, I was motivated in my vote, 
further, by the fact that it might be 
possible, by tying the two Territories 
together, to ca:.tse the defeat of the en
tire measure in the House of Representa· 
t~ves. 

But I wish to repeat, Mr. President, 
that many Senators who ara opposed to 
the entry of the two Territories as 
states voted as they did because it was 
felt that if Hawaii were admitted, Alaska 
also should be admitted at the same 
time. 

The four reasons for my opposition 
to Hawaiian statehood are as follows: 
First, the nearest Hawaiian Island is 
more than 2,000 miles from the west 
coast of the United States. I believe it 
v.-ould be a bad precedent to admit to 
the Union an island Territory which is 

. noncontiguous to other States, and 
which forms no part of the American 
continent. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Texas yield? 

Mr. DANIEL. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I wonder if the 
Senator from Texas observes, as I do, 
that there are now on 'the floor only 1 
Republican Senator and only 3 Dem
ocratic Senators. In ·view of that, does 
the Senator from Texas recall the num
ber of Senators who were in attendance 
at the time hearings were held on Ha
waiian statehood, and the number of Re· 
publican Senators who were present? 

Mr. DANIEL. I may say to the Sena-. 
tor from Florida that at times, I think, 
only the chairman or the acting chair
man was present, especially when we 
had before the committee witnesses who 
testified with respect to the influence of 
the Communists upon the economy and 
the political life of the islands. 

Members of the Senate who would 
jump to investigate communism any
where else in the United States, or in 
any of its Territories, seemed not to want 
to go into the matter in Hawaii. Yet I 
will say frankly that I have not seen evi
dence of so much Communist domina
tion of the economy or political life in 
any part of the United States or its Ter
ritories as I have seen with respect to 
Hawaii. 

The Senator from Florida is correct; 
very few members of the committee were 
present to hear the testimony. It sim
ply seems that the people of the United 
States have taken it for granted that it 
would be desirable to admit the two 
Territories as States. It would be so 
nice. It would do so much good for the 
people who want to have their Terri· 
tories become States. 

The political platforms of both the 
Republican and the Democratic Parties 
have said it would be all right to admit 
the Territories as States, and we seem 
to take it so much for granted that I 
feel the entire trouble is that a great 
many Members of the Senate have not 
gone into the facts and have not heard 
the evidence which some of us are trying 
to bring out on the floor of the Senate. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, will my colleague yield? 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The distin

guished junior Senator from Texas is 
making a very able speech and is bring
ing out some very important facts. I 
wonder if he would agree to a unani
mous-consen~ request that I be permitt3d 
to suggest the absence of a quorum, with
out his losing the floor, so that other 
Senators may be present to hear what 
the distinguished junior Senator from 
Texas is saying. 

Mr. DANIEL. I appreciate the desire 
of the senior Senator from Texas, and I 
will yield for the purpose he has sug
gested, although I may say that I am 
afraid that too many Members of the 
Senate are not interested in hearing a 
discussion of the issue. Nevertheless, I 
appreciate the efforts of my distinguished 
colleague, and I should be glad to afford 
an opportunity to other Senators to hear 
my remarks. 

Mr. President, I yield for the purpose 
suggested by the distinguished senior 
Senator from Texas. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me for one other 
question? 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield. 
Mr. SMATHERS. Does the Senator 

from Texas have any idea where other 
Senators are getting their information 
on which they expect to base their votes, 
if they did not attend the hearings and 
if they do not listen to the debate? Does 
the Senator know where they are getting 
their information? 

Mr. DANIEL. Yes. Some of our col
leagues get their information from the 
platforms of the parties. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Does not the Sen
ator agree that the bill now pending is 
probably one of the most important 
measures which will be considered by 
the present Congress, and that if once 
favorable action is taken, it cannot be 
undone; once we get a new State into 
the Union, we can never get it out; and 
that we would set a precedent which 
would forever after plague us? Yet our 
colleagues are not concerned with hear
in6 debate on this important question. 
Does not the Senator think that is a sad 
commentary? 

Mr. DANIEL. I agree with the Sena
tor that if we admit into the Union a 
non-contiguous island Territory which 
is not within the continental limits of 
this country we will be setting a prece
dent with respect to other Territories 
and islands. The Republican platform 
states that that party is in favor of ulti
mate statehood for Puerto Rico. The 
Virgin Islands, Guam, and many other 
of the island Territories will ask for 
statehood. 

The second point which I shall bring 
out in a few moments by citing facts 

and figures is that every Senator who 
votes for statehood for the two Terri
tories will be voting to give up one 
twenty-fifth of his State's and his peo
ple's proportionate representation on the 
floor of the Senate, an~ to bring in new 
Senators who can cancel out the votes 
of any four Senators present on this 
floor. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent--

Mr. DANIEL. I yield to my colleage, 
the senior Senator from Texas. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that I 
may be permitted to suggest the ab
sence of a quorum without the Senator's 
losing his right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PAYNE in the chair). Is there objec
tion to the unanimous-consent request? 
The Chair hears none, and it is so or
dered. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Secretary will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Anderson 
Barrett 
Bush 
Butler, Md. 
Daniel 
Dutr 
Ellender 
Gillette 

Hill 
Ives 
Johnson, Tex. 
Kefauver 
Kerr 
Know land 
Lehman 
Malone 

Monroney 
Payne 
Purtell 
Smathers 
Smith, Maine 
Watkins 
Young 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo
rum is not present~ 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I move 
that the Sergeant at Arms be directed to 
request the attendanee of the absent 
Senators. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Ser

geant at Arms will execute the order of 
the Senate. 

After a little delay, Mr. AIKEN, Mr. 
BEALL, Mr. BENNETT, Mr. BRICKER, Mr. 
BRIDGES, Mr. BYRD, Mr. CAPEHART, Mr. 
CARLSON, Mr. CASE, Mr. CHAVEZ, Mr. 
CLEMENTS, Mr. CooPER, Mr. CoRDON. 
Mr. DOUGLAS, Mr. DWORSHAK, Mr. 
FERGUSON, Mr. FLANDERS, Mr. FREAR. 
Mr. FULBRIGHT, Mr. GEORGE, Mr. GOLD
WATER, Mr. GoRE, Mr. GREEN, Mr. 
HAYDEN, Mr. HENDRICKSON, Mr. HEN
NINGS, Mr. HICKENLOOPER, Mr. HoEY, Mr. 
HOLLAND, Mr. HUNT, Mr. JACKSON, Mr. 
JENNER, Mr. JoHNSON of Colorado, Mr. 
JoHNSTON of South Carolina, Mr. KIL
GORE, Mr. KUCHEL,Mr. ~GER, Mr. LEN
.NON, Mr. LoNG, Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. MANs
FIELD, Mr. MARTIN, Mr. McCLELLAN, Mr. 
MILLIKIN, Mr. MORSE, Mr. MURRAY, Mr. 
NEELY, Mr. POTTER, Mr. ROBERTSON, Mr. 
SCHOEPPEL, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. 
STENNIS, Mr. SYMINGTON, Mr. THYE, Mr. 
UPTON, Mr. WELKER, Mr. WILEY, and Mr. 
WILLIAMS entered the Chamber and an
swered to their names. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo .. 
rum is present. 

wn.HELM ENGELBERT-VETO MES· 
SAGE (S. DOC. NO. 106) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be· 
fore the Senate the following message 
from the President of the United States 
which was read and, with the accom~ 
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panying bill, referred to the Committee 
on the Judiciary and ordered to be 
printed: 

To the United States Senate: 
I return herewith, without my approval 

Senate .bill 153, a bill for the relief of 
Wilhelm Engelbert. 

This measure would grant the status 
of lawful permanent residence in the 
United States to Mr. Engelbert upon pay
ment of the required visa fee. 

Mr. Engelbert is a native and citizen 
of Germany who was born in Dortmund, 
Westphalia, on July 27, 1905. He en
tered the United States illegally on De
cember 31, 1926, as a deserting seaman, 
with the intention of remaining here 
permanently. 

Between 1926 and the outbreak of 
World War II in 1939, the alien did noth
ing to regularize his status in the United 
States. In fact, according to the record 
set forth in the committees' reports upon 
this bill, his actions indicate clearly that 
he thought of himself as a German and 
showed his allegiance time and again as 
that of a German national. 

After the United States entered World 
War II, Mr. Engelbert was interned as an 
enemy alien. He remained an internee 
until July 1, 1948. In due course a war
rant for his deportation to Germany was 
issued in 1943. This warrant, issued on 
grounds of illegal entry, was outstanding 
at the time of his release from alien 
enemy proceedings. Applications for re
consideration and reopening of the de
portation hearings have been denied by 
the Board of Immigration Appeals. 

Although it appears that to a certain 
extent Mr. Engelbert's motives in becom
ing a member of the Nazi Party, regis
tering for service in the German Army, 
equipping himself with German money 
to defray the cost of a trip to Germany, 
and other acts demonstrating allegiance 
to Germany, may have been dictated by a 
desire to assist his mother and to obtain 
legal entry into the United States, the 
fact remains that he did nothing to regu
larize his status for some 12 years. Fur
thermore, from 1939 until the end of 
World War n there is nothing in the 
record of this case to indicate that Mr. 
Engelbert showed real willingness to ac
cept the responsibilities of a permanent 
resident of the United States. On the 
contrary, he sought repatriation to Ger
many during the war and it was not until 
after victory had been assured in Europe 
in 1945 that he withdrew his application 
and requested adjustment of his immi
gration status. 

Under these circumstances, I see no 
basis for setting aside the requirements 
of the immigration law. . 

DwiGHT D. EISENHOWER. 

TH]: WHITE HOUSE, March 17, 1954. 

MRS. MARGARETH WEIGAND-VEITO 
MESSAGE (S. DOC. NO. 105) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 
the Senate the following message from 
the President of the United States, which 
was read, and, with the accompanying 

bill, referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary and ordered to be printed: 

To the United States Senate: 
I return herewith, without my ap

proval, the enrolled bill <S. 502) for the 
relief of the estate of Mrs. Margareth 
Weigand. - · 

Kurt F. Weigand, the son of Mar
gareth Weigand and a German citizen 
resident in the ·United States, was in
terned in 1942 as an enemy alien. Fol
lowing his release from parole in 1945, 
he died in Fargo, N. Dak., by accidental 
drowning. Owirig to his coverage under 
the Social Security Act, his mothe·r, a 
resident and citizen of Germany, became 
entitled to a lump sum death benefit 
award. The amount of the award was 
vested in the Attorney General by Vest
ing Order 17973, dated May 31, 1951, 
which was issued in accordance with the 
provisions of the Trading With the 
Enemy Act. This bill would provide for 
the return of the amount so vested to 
the estate of Mrs. Margareth Weigand. 
Mrs. Weigand was alive at the date of 
issuance of the vesting order. 

Section 39 of the Trading With the 
Enemy Act, as amended, in general pro
hibits the return of property or interests 
in property vested from nationals of 
Germany or Japan unless such nationals 
are eligible for return under the provi
sions of section 32 of the act. Mrs. 
Weigand did not file a claim under sec
tion 32 for return of the amount vested, 
and the record contains no indication 
that she would have been eligible for 
return. Her ineligibility would disqualify 
her successors in interest. If ineligible, 
the enactment of the bill would authorize 
the transfer of the property to the bene
ficiaries of her estate contrary to exist
ing general law. 

Moreover, even if these beneficiaries 
were eligible for the return of the prop
erty, this bill would bestow a preference 
on them by setting aside the claims pro
cedures prescribed by general law. 
There is no apparent reason for singling 
out the beneficiaries for preferential 
treatment of any nature. 

The reasons urged in support of this 
measure would equally apply to the cases 
of thousands of other enemy nationals 
·whose property in the United States was 
vested pursuant to the provisions of the 
Trading With the Enemy Act. 

DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, March 17, 1954. 

NEW MEXICO SENATORIAL ELEC
TION CONTEST 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas [Mr. DANIEL] has 
the floor. 

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

Mr. DANIEL. I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, yes

terday I announced to the Senate that 
I intended to propound a unanimous
consent request with respect to the New 
Mexico senatorial election contest. The 
proposed unanimous-consent agreement 
was read for the information of the Sen· 
ate. I ask unanimous consent that the 
proposed unanimous-consent agreement 

be read again for the information of the 
Senate now that we have had a quorum 
call. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Secretary will state the 
proposed unanimous-consent request. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
Ordered, That on the calendar day of 

Tuesday, March 23, 1954, at the hour of 5 
o'clock p. m., the Senate proceed to vote 
without further debate, upon any amend
ment or motion, if any, proposed to the 
resolution (S. Res. 220) recommending that 
no Member of the Senate was elected from 
the State of New Mexico in the 1952 general 
election, and upon the said resolution. 

Ordered further, That the time between 
12 noon Monday, March 22, and 5 p.m. Tues
day, March 23, be equally divided between 
the proponents and opponents of the said 
resolution and controlled, respectively, by 
Mr. BARRETT and Mr. HENNINGS. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. For the benefit of 
Senators who were not in the Chamber 
when the subject was previously dis
cussed, I should state that it was the de
sire of Senators on the other side of the 
aisle and of Senators on 'this side of the 
aisle that the Senate may have a period 
of more or less uninterrupted debate on 
the subject, inasmuch as the seat of a 
Member of the Senate is involved. Un
der tlie proposed unanimous-consent 
agreement 2 days of debate on the con
test would be provided, with the time to 
be equally divided. 

It was also the desire on the part of 
Senators on both sides of the aisle that 
a day and hour certain be set for the 
debate and the vote so that Senators 
who intend to leave the city would have 
advance notice of the consideration of 
the resolution, and could arrange to re
turn to the city, or would not make en
gagements which would take them away 
at that particular time. 

So far as I am concerned, I wish to do 
everything possible to comply with the 
desires of Senators on the other side of 
the aisle, and I have told them that if 
Tuesday is not satisfactory I would be 
perfectly willing to agree to Wednesday, 
Thursday, or any other day. 

In fairness to the distinguished Sen
ator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], 
whose seat is involved, and in fairness 
to his colleagues on both sides of ths 
aisle, I believe a specific date should be 
set. · 

Of course, it is true that on Monday I 
could move to displace the unfinished 
business and to take up the resolution, 
and following its disposition I could 
move that the Senate return to the con
sideration of the unfinished business. 
That, however, would not fix a date and 
hour certain, for the debate and the 
vote, unless subsequently a unanimous 
consent agreement were entered into. 
That would mean that Senators would 
not know until next week on what day 
or hour the New Mexico election resolu
tion would be taken up. 

It is entirely immaterial to me, be
cause I expect to be here all of this week 
and all of next week, and for the balance 
of the session. However, I know that 
some Senators must attend to official 
business out of the city and that other 
Senators have important engagements 
which must be met, and which have been 
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made months in advance. If it is neces
sary for them to cancel such engage
ments it is important that the organiza~ 
tions before which they are to appear be 
given advance notice of their inability 
to be present. 

Therefore I am propounding the 
unanimous consent request at this time 
merely as a matter of courtesy to Mem
bers on both sides of the aisle. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I wish to 
cooperate with the majority leader in 
every way possible. It has not been easy 
for me to sit here for almost 5 months 
wondering whether a legal certificate of 
e:ection is valid in the Senate of the 
United States. I ~ay this in all good con
science. My State has been slandered 
and libeled from one end to the other. 
Not only have Democrats been slandered 
and libeled, but also hundreds of Repub
lican State officials. Among them are 
the Governor of the State of New Mexico, 
who was elected under the same circum
stances and under the ~arne set of facts, 
by the ~arne voters, under the same law, 
and certified by the same election offi
cials. The Governor, who issued the 
certificate, is a Republican. 

Some persons suggest that there was 
no election in New Mexico. Mr. Presi
dent, if I recall, on the 6th of January, 
1953, the Congress of the United States 
had the constitutional duty to canvas the 
electoral votes of the election which had 
taken place on the 4th of November, 1952, 
in which two sets of candidates for 
President and two sets of ce.ndidates for 
Vice President ran for e:i.ection, namely, 
candidate E~enhower, now President Ei
senhower, Vice President Nixon, then 
Senator Nixon; and Mr. Stevenson and 
Senator Sparkman. 

Under the direction of the late Sen
ator Taft, the then majority leader, and 
the minority leader, we marched from 
the Senate Chamber to the House side 
and in the Hall of Representatives it was 
announced by the Vice President what 
comtitutional duties Congress had to 
perform on that occasion. 

The Senate, through the Vice Presi
dent, appointed the Senator from Indi
ana [Mr. JENNER] on behalf of the Re
publicans and the Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. HAYDEN] on behalf of the Democrats 
to count the electoral votes. The Speak
er of the House appointed 1 Republican 
and 1 Democratic Representative to 
serve in a similar capacity. 

These representatives of the Senate 
and the House then undertook to per
form their duty. They called the States 
alphabetically: Alabama, Arizona, and 
so on down the line. Finally the name 
of New Mexico was reached. In the 
election held in New Mexico a Republi
can Governor had been elected. By vir
tue of his office he was the chairman of 
the board of canvassers. In that elec
tion candidate Eisent .. ower received 4 
electoral votes and candidate Nixon re
ceived 4 electoral votes. 

I ask my colleagues to remember that 
this case does not involve only DENNIS 
CHAVEZ. A sovereign State is involved, 
and good, law-abiding, Christian citizens 
are involved. Politics is not involved, 
because, if politics were involved, the 
Republicans in my State would raise 
more Cain about it than even the sub-

committee, which, in its judgment, came 
to a conclusion. 

I should like to have both sides given 
an opportu'nity to be heard. I do not 
think we can come to a proper decision 
and vote without at least justifying the 
action taken by the people of the State of 
New Mexico. 

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

Mr. CHAVEZ. Certainly. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. So far as the time 

element is concerned, I made the sug
gestion that 12 hours be allowed for de
bate, and I stated that I would have no 
objection to increasing the time, if the 
distinguished Senator wants to suggest 
it. I made the request merely because I 
understood that Members on both sides 
of -~he aisle, including the minority mem
bers of the Committee on Rules and Ad
ministration, wanted to be sure that 
there was ample notice in advance, so 
that Senators could lay aside any other 
activities they might have and be present 
and vote. If the Senator would prefer to 
have no unanimous-consent agreement, 
I shall be glad to withdraw the request. I 
was doing only what I thought was 
proper. I shall be glad to withdraw the 
request. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I desire to get the de
bate over with as soon as is possible. I 
have sufficient confidence in the integ
rity, sincerity of purpose, and honesty of 
this body-! do not mean only the Mem
bers on this side of the aisle, but the 
whole Senate of the United States-to 
believe that a fair decision will be ren
dered. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I will say to the 
Senator, if he will permit me. that I cer
tainly was not attempting to do an in
justice to the State of New Mexico. I 
thought I was doing something which 
was in conformity with the Senator's 
desire. 

I shall be glad to withdraw the unani
mous-consent request. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I do not want the Sen
ator from California to feel that I am 
objecting to his request. I shall not ob
ject to it. I wanted to make my position 
clear so that the majority leader and the 
minority leader could come to some con
clusion as to the time of voting. So far 
as I am concerned, if it were not for 
the ·libels, insinuations, and innuendoes 
voiced by some so-called commentators, 
members of the press, and radio broad
casters, I would not take the time of the 
Senate on this subject. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, do I cor
rectly understand the unanimous-con
sent request is still before the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from California has withdrawn 
the request. 

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. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, as the 
Presiding Officer knows, I did not ask 
for the last quorum call, and, certainly, 
there is no intention on my part to de-

lay consideration of the bill. · It was 
pointed out. however. that very few Sen
ators were on the floor to hear the argu
ment being made by a member of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs with regard to points which have 
not been discussed on-the floor. 

Mr. President, I shall continue my 
enumeration of the points which I wish 
to discuss this afternoon. If any Mem
bers desire to hear the evidence on one 
or more of these points I hope the!- will 
remain with us. 

The four reasons which I had started 
to enumerate and which have caused me 
to conclude to vote against the admis
sion of Hawaii as a State are as follows: 

First, the nearest Hawaiian island is 
more than 2,000 miles from the west 
coast of the United States, and I believe 
it would be a bad precedent to admit 
to ~e Union an island territory which 
is noncontiguous to other States and 
which forms no part of the North Amer
ican Continent. There are other island 
territories. other island possessions, 
which some day will be making the same 
argument we hear today in favor of the 
admission of Hawaii into the Union. If 
we admit Hawaii, despite the fact that 
an international body of water extend
ing more than 2,000 miles lies between 
the west coast of California and the 
nearest Hawaiian island, to say nothing 
of the farthest Hawaiian island, we shall 
be setting a precedent which will plague 
us in the future, because the same argu
ments can be made in behalf of Guam. 
the Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico, and 
other territories. 

As I pointed out a moment ago, Mr. 
President, the Republican platform and 
the Democratic platform have endorsed 
eventual statehood for Puerto Rico. 

My second point-and I wish every 
Member of the Senate would at least 
consider it-is concerned with the fact 
that 2 additional Senators and 2 addi
tional Representatives would seriously 
dilute or subtract from the representa
tion in Congress of the .. \merican people, 
constituting the present 48 States. If 
we admit Hawaii as a State, we will give 
up one forty-ninth of the present repre
sentation which the people of our respec
tive States have in the Congress. 
Hawaii, with only one three-hundredth 
percent of the population of the entire 
Nation would have one forty-ninth of 
the representation and the power in the 
United States Senate. 

The third point which I shall develop 
is that charges that members of the 
Communist Party are in position to con
trol the economy and influence the elec
tion of Members of Congress in Hawaii 
have not been thoroughly investigated 
or answered. 

Mr. President, I shall not say that all 
those charges are true, but some re
liable witnesses, including a former 
Governor of the Territory of Hawaii, 
came before our committee and testified. 
That former Governor, who is now a 
supreme court justice in Hawaii, stated 
that. a:though he had favored statehood 
in the past, he had changed his mind 
because he said the Communist leaders 
of the ILWU, the ci.ominant labor union 
in Hawaii, which he said fronts for the 
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Communist- Party and is controlled by
members of the Communist Party, would 
have-a great influence in the election of 
2 Members of the Senate and 2 Mem-· 
bers of the House of Representatives .. · 

I asked him whether he thought the 
Communist leaders in Hawaii could con
trol the election of two United States 
Senators, and he said they certainly 
could inftuence elections and could ·veto 
the election of any candidate. 

Mr. President, that former governor 
further said that these Communist lead
ers have control of the economy of the 
islands. That is not a direct quotation, 
but it is an accurate statement of sub
stantially what he said. 

These charges have been made by citi
zens of such reputation that they should 
not go uninvestigated and unanswered 
before we act. 

As I w~s saying a moment ago, in an
swer to questions from the junior Sena
tor from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS], there 
are Members of the Senate who would 
investigate communism anywhere in this 
Nation or its other Territories at the 
drop of a hat, but who would not go into 
the question of communism in Hawaii 
because they are committed to the ad
mission of the Territory as a State, and 
they fear that such action on their part 
would prejudice them in their efforts to 
have Hawaii admitted. 

My fourth point is that commonwealth 
status, which I favor, could be granted 
to Hawaii, and it would give to the people 
all the local self-government which they 
would have under statehood, as well as 
certain tax advantages which would off
set the lack of representation in Con
gress. 

First, I shall go into the argument that 
the islands are too far away from the 
present States of the Union. The pro
posal to reach out 2,000 miles over a 
body of water to take in a new State has 
no parallel in American history. We 
have considered ourselves, and we call 
ourselves the United States of America. 
This proposal would entail going away 
from the American continent and bring
ing in, not a few islands bunched closely 
together but an entire archipelago of 
islands stretching 1,615 miles in length 
throughout the middle of the Pacific 
Ocean. 

I hope Senators will at some time dur
ing the debate inspect the map of the 
Hawaiian Archipelago to which I have 
referred and which is located in the rear 
of the Chamber, and notice how the 
islands stretch out across the Pacific 
Ocean. If, after examining the map, 
Senators can say the islands are so geo
graphically situated as to justify mem
bership in the Union of contiguous 
States, I will respect their conclusions. 
The only hope I express is that Members 
of the Senate will at least examine the 
map because, Mr. President, there are 
some Senators who, I am afraid, look 
upon the Hawaiian Islands as if they 
were just off the coast of California; who 
consider them to be merely a small area 
of land; who do not realize that the 
islands are scattered thoughout the Pa
cific Ocean, as the map indicates. 

I am ce:rtain- there are Senators who 
do not realize that the bill would take 
in islands of the Hawaiian Archipelag.o 

extending 1,615 miles from the nearest 
island to our coast to the farthest island 
a way from our coast and going around 
Midway Island. Midway Island is ex
cepted, although it is part of the same 
archipelago. 

For the first time there is being con
sidered the possibility of admitting off
shore territory as a component State of 
the Union. This proposal has at least 
two serious defects. We would be 
spreading ourselves too thin, and a bad 
precedent would be set in determining 
the admission of other island territories 
as future States, such as Guam, the 
Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico, and others. 

As to the first objection, I wonder how 
many Members of the Senate have 
stopped to think how far the nearest 
Hawaiian island would be from our 
mainland if the island were placed in 
the Atlantic Ocean, or to the north of 
the United States, or in South America. 
Let us suppose for a moment that Ha
waii were situated eastward from New 
York in direct proportion to its westward 
location from San Francisco. That 
would place the prospective State of 
Hawaii in the vicinity of the Azores, two
thirds of the way to Europe. 

Similarly, if San Francisco were at 
the northernmost boundary of the United 
States, the Hawaiian Islands would begin 
at Baffin Island, and would be separated 
from the mainland of the United States 
by all of Canada. 

To take a third example, suppose the 
Hawaiian Islands were to the south of 
the United States. Measuring from the 
southern part of Texas or Florida, the 
whole of Mexico, the whole of Central 
America, the whole of the Caribbean Sea, 
and the entire northern part of South 
America would lie between the mainland 
of the United States and the proposed 
49th State, which would begin in the 
vicinity of Lima, Peru, and would stretch 
southward another 1,615 miles. 

Another important consideration is the 
distance between Washington, D. C., the 
seat of the Federal Government, and 
Honolulu, the capital of the proposed 
State of Hawaii. In these times, when 
the needs of our Federal system require 
closer cooperation between State gov
ernments and the Federal Government 
than ever before, Honolulu is about as 
far away from Washington as are France, 
Belgium, Holland, and Italy; indeed, as 
far away as almost half of Europe. 

I know, Mr. President, that some will 
say that in this day of rapid transporta
tion, distances mean nothing. One Sen
ator said to me a moment ago, "You are 
from a big State. Distances mean 
nothing to you." 

I know it will be said also that the ar
gument I am now making was made 
against the admission of Texas into the 
Union. It is true that Daniel Webster 
argued that it would be a terrible mis
take to extend the Union as far west as 
Texas. When other Western States were 
asking for admission, the argument was 
made that the United States should not 
be extended any farther west. Now 
those arguments look foolish. 

But I am wondering if at some point 
there is not a stopping place for this 
Union of States. I · am wondering if 
the United States should stretch 2,000 

miles out across the Pacific Ocean to take 
in a Territory as a State, separated as· it 
is by vast international waters. Ours 
could not be any longer a United States 
<;>f America, but a United States of Amer
ica and the various oceans and island 
territories. 

I believe there is another alternative. 
That is the alternative of commonwealth 
status, which will give . to the people of 
Hawaii the independence and local self
government they deserve and want, and 
a tax status which will be much better 
than if they are granted statehood. It 
is an alternative which I believe will do 
justice to the Hawaiian islands, and will 
at the same time maintain our Union of 
States at least on the American con
tinent. 

The third consideration is the dis
tance between the islands themselves. 
Let us consider the figures. There are 
distances between the islands of 6 miles 
8 miles, 7¥2 miles, 22 miles, 26 miles, 1S 
miles, 64 miles. Those are the distances 
between the main islands of the archi
pelago. They are the distances between 
the eight principal islands. The Hawai
ian Archipelago extends 1,150 miles be
yond the farthest westward of the eight 
main islands. In fact, the distance be
tween Hawaii, the largest island, and 
Kure, on the northwest extremity, totals, 
as I said a moment ago, 1,615 statute 
miles. 

An examination of the map is the best 
way for any Member of the Senate to 
get clearly in his mind what is proposed 
to be taken in as an American State. 
If this area is admitted as a State, it 
will be the first time the United States 
has ever gone offshore any distance such 
as this; and it will be the first time any 
such area will have been taken in as a 
State, which itself is chopped up and 
separated by international waters. 

Let us consider the island of Hawaii, 
the largest island, a little more than 
2,000 miles from the Pacific coast of the 
United States. From that island to the 
nearest island to the west, Maui, the dis
tance is 26 miles. 

Between Maui and Molokai, the dis
tance is 7 ¥2 miles. 

From Molokai to Oahu the distance is 
22 miles. 

From Oahu to the next island to the 
west, Kauai, the distance is 64 miles. 

From Kauai to the next island west
ward, Nihoa, is a distance of 130 miles. 

There can be no doubt, Mr. President, 
that international waters lie in the dis
tance of 130 miles between those islands. 
There is some question whether inter
national waters actually lie between the 
main islands, because the Kingdom of 
Hawaii and, later, the Territory of Ha
waii have claimed those waters as terri
torial waters. If the claim is valid, the 
bill would preserve the claim. But there 
is no claim to territorial waters over the 
130-mile stretch between Kauai and the 
island of Nihoa. 

From the island of Nihoa to Necker 
Island is a distance of 130 miles, again 
with international waters separating 
those two portions of the proposed State. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point? · 
. Mr. DANIEL. I yield to the Senator 
from New Mexico. 

-
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Mr. ANDERSON. While I have a dif
ferent attitude toward the ·admission of 
Hawaii as a State, I recognize that there 
are members of the committee who are 
quite concerned about the problem of 
this archipelago. I was one of them. I 
tried to chop the entire group off and 
center on the main eight islands of the 
Hawaiian Islands. I think the Senator 
might point out that in many cases the 
islands rise only 4 or 5 feet out of the 
water. They are not much different from 
sandbars. There may be some questions 
which would arise because international 
waters are involved. All I can say is that 
the committee did _the very best it could 
in the situation. However, the question 
did present some interesting and per
plexing problems. 

We were delighted that the Senator 
from Texas had made the detailed study 
he did make of the relationships between 
the mainland and islands, because that 
study became very useful to us when we 
were trying to define the waters between 
the islands, and the committee profited 
from the experience of the Senator from 
Texas in studying the question. 

Mr. DANIEL. I thank the Senator 
from New Mexico. The Senator is cor
rect in saying that he did urge the com
mittee not to include the entire archi
pelago, but narrow it to the eight main 
islands. The Senator from New Mexico 
was successful in having Palmyra ex
cluded. I am glad to say the bill is a 
little better now than it would have been 
with the inclusion of another island to 
the south of the archipelago a distance 
of about 1,000 miles. As the bill came 
to the Senate it would have included 
Palmyra Island as a part of the proposed 
State, with 1,000 miles of international 
waters between those 2 parts of what 
it is proposed to add as a State of this 
Union. However, we were not successful 
in getting these other islands of the 
archipelago eliminated. 

Let us go then from the last island 
mentioned, Necker Island, to the next 
island to the west. We find that distance 
is 72 miles, to French Frigate Shoals. 
The next island to the west is Gardner 
Pinnacles, which is a distance of 75 miles 
west, with more international waters be
tween those 2 segments of the proposed 
State. 

From the Gardner Pinnacles to the 
next island, in a direct line west, we find 
Maro Reef, a distance of 130 miles. 

From Maro Reef westward to the next 
island, Laysan, is a distance of 63 miles. 

From Laysan Island the next island 
to the west which is of any consequence 
is Neva Shoal, a distance of 130 miles. 
It can be seen that the various segments 
of the proposed State are separated by 
intervening international waters, and so 
the Hawaiian Islands-are certainly dif
ferent from what has previously been 
considered to be territory which is geo
graphically suited or situated for state
hood in this Union. 
· On this map Kure Island appears 200 
miles from the last island I mentioned, 
and that is the most westerly island 
which would be included in the new 
State if the bill should become a law. 
From the main island of Hawaii to Kure 
Island is .a distance of 1,615 miles. Be
tween Kure !&land and some of the is-

lands to the east is Midway Island, which 
is not included in the proposed State. 
We find that the proposed State goes 
around Midway Island, leaving it out, 
and several other reefs and islands are 
also excluded. 

I think the map will show better than I 
can illustrate further the geographical 
unsuitability of the Hawaiian Islands as 
a State. Not only are the Hawaiian 
Islands noncontiguous to the United 
States, but they are noncontiguous to 
each other. They are scattered over the 
Pacific Ocean. 

I need not remind my colleagues that 
once statehood is granted, the action 
would be irrevocable. We could not step 
out, as we did in the case of the Philip
pines. There is no road back once the 
move is made. Once in the history of 
this country States tried to secede, and 
it took a war and Supreme Court rulings 
to prove that this is an indestructible 
Union of indestructible States. Once a 
State is admitted to the Union, we can
not let it out, and it cannot secede. 

If we reach out to admit offshore 
territory as States, where do we go from 
there? Where can we stop? How can 
we exclude Guam, the Virgin Islands, 
Puerto Rico, or any of the other island 
possessions? If Hawaii, which is situ
ated more than 2,000 miles from the 
mainland at San Francisco, is granted 
statehood, it will mean that other Terri
torial possessions will become States in 
time; and each new State will have two 
more Senators. The pending bill, if en
acted, will provide for four new Senators. 
I intend to show what that will do to the 
representation of every State in the 
Senate, and how much such representa
tion would be diluted. 

I cannot help illustrating the point on 
an individual basis when I realize that, 
under the Constitution, the Senate was 
created on the basis of two Senators for 
each State, in order to protect the States 
and the sovereignty of the people of the 
individual States. Looking at the ques
tion from that standpoint, and in con
sideration of the close division now exist
ing in the Senate, I am not going to vote 
to admit a Territory 2,000 miles away 
which would elect 2 Senators who 
could come to the Senate and cancel out 
the 2 votes of the Senators from Texas. 

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

Mr. DANIEL. I yield. 
Mr. SMATHERS. I appreciate the 

excellent argument the Senator from 
Texas is making, I mentioned a few 
moments ago the fact that the admission 
of Hawaii as a State would be a depar
ture from established tradition. Is it 
not a fact that while the United States 
has always, throughout its history, held 
its doors open to any refugee people who 
might want to come to its shores, who 
were willing to leave their homeland 
and their friends and move to the United 
States and join with us in the work 
which we were doing, and while we would 
welcome them, and give them the benefit 
of our democracy, wealth, .and bounty, 
never before in our history have we em
barked upon a program of reaching out 
and admitting as a State a group of 
islands far removed from our shores, 
leaving their inhabitants with their own 

surroundings, their own culture, tradi
tions, and language, and not being able 
to assimilate them and teach them the 
ways of America, as has happened when 
the other States were admitted? Does 
not the Senator think it might be a 
dangerous course which, if once started, 
would weaken our system? 

Mr. DANIEL. I agree with everything 
the Senator has said except his sugges
tion that we would not be able to teach 
them the ways of America. Frankly, I 
believe that if the Territories of Hawaii 
and Alaska and the other Territories 
were admitted as States, we could teach 
their inhabitants the ways of Americ:l.. 
They have already learned the American 
way of life, and the great majority of 
those people are good and loyal Ameri
can citizens. I think we could give them 
the benefits of self-government, which 
the people would enjoy as much under 
a commonwealth status as if their Ter
ritories became States. 

The Senator from Florida knows that 
a commonwealth status is what the 
British Commonwealth has given to its 
island territories. Last night I talked 
to the Ambassador of one of the British 
Commonwealths, and asked him what he 
thought about this matter, comparing 
our problem with their experience. He 
said he definitely felt that a status of a 
commonwealth for· the Hawaiian Islands 
under the aegis of the American Govern
ment would give their inhabitants more 
independence and freedom than if they 
were citizens of a State, and that would 
apply whether the status of a common
wealth were granted by the United States 
or by the British Parliament. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Texas yield ·for a fur
ther question and an observation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. PuR
TELL iri. the chair). Does the Senator 
from Texas yield to the Senator from 
Florida? 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield for that pur
pose. 

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator from 
Texas says he is confident we can teach 
the people of Hawaii the American way. 
I hope he is correct. Does the Senator 
also believe we shall be able to teach the 
people of Puerto Rico-while leaving 
them in their home surroundings-the 
American way? Shall we be able to 
teach them as well as we could if they 
were in continental United States, and 
able to move among us, to mix with us, 
to intermarry and associate generally 
with the other people of the United 
States, in the way the people who pre
viously have come to our country have 
done? 

Is the Senator from Texas of the opin
ion that we shall be able, in effect, to 
have such influence over the people of 
Puerto Rico, while they continue to live 
in Puerto Rico, and be able to make them 
in our own image, so to speak? 

Mr. DANIEL. No; I would not go that 
far at all. That is the point I have been 
trying to present to the Senate, namely, 
that if the Territories of Hawaii and 
Alaska were contiguous to continental 
United states, our people would be free 
to travel back and forth, and so would 
the people of these two Territories. 
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We are told it is easy to reach Hawaii 

ln a few hours, but that is true only in 
the case of the few persons who have 
sufficient money. Certainly no great 
number of the American people will find 
it possible to mingle with the people of 
Hawaii. The ease of reaching Hawaii is, 
and will continue to be, very different 
from the ease with which a person 
crosses the lines between our present 
States. If these Territories were con
tiguous to continental United States, 
their representatives would understand 
the problems which the Members of Con
gress face in the Senate and in the House 
of Representatives. That is an impor
tant point, to me. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Does the Senator 
from Texas have any idea how much it 
would cost to travel from the Capital of 
the United States, in Washington, D. C., 
to the capital city of the Territory of 
Hawaii, which now is proposed as a new 
State? 

Mr. DANIEL. No. The only trip I 
have made to Hawaii was when the Army 
sent me there on duty, and I did not have 
to ascertain the cost of the transporta
tion. 

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator from 
Texas id not of the opinion, is he, that 
the Army will continue to pay the trans
portation charges for most of the people 
who travel between Hawaii and the 
United States? 

Mr. DANIEL. No, of course not. I 
know that will not happen. 

Mr. SMATHERS. That is one of the 
points we are trying to make. Hereto
fore, people who have come to the United 
States, to become citizens, have moved 
between the va~ious States and have 
learned about the Nation and have 
studied the same things that all the other 
people of the United States have studied, 
and have lived with the other people of 
the United States, have intermarried, 
have become one of us, so to speak. 

But in the present instance it is pro
posed to extend the boundaries of the 
United States and to tell the people of 
these Territories, "From now on, you 
can elect your Representatives to the 
United States Senate and to the United 
States House of Representatives"-even 
though in_many instances some of those 
Representatives may never before have 
been to the United States. Although 
they might learn about the United States 
by reading books, anyone will agree that 
much more learning of that sort is ac
quired by actually living amonG the peo
ple of the United States, in the United 
States itself. 

Mr. DANIEL. I thank the Senator 
from Florida for his observations. 

Mr. President, it in time for the United 
States Senate to decide this policy ques
tion, it seems to me, because if ever we 
should open the gate, the people of the 
other Territorial possessions would im· 
mediately say, "We are inferior citizens 
because we do not have statehood., 

Mr. FARRINGTON has made that argu .. 
ment, as was pointed out by Walter Lipp .. 
mann, in an article published yesterday. 
Which was placed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
REcoRD. So at this very time we are 
faced with a dilemma, because Mr. FAR· 
RINGTON makes the argument that the 

citizens of any Territories which are not 
admitted to statehood are inferior citi
zens. 

At this time, let me read what Mr. 
Lippmann said on this very point, in his 
article: 

As I read the RECORD, the crucial question 
was raised in the House of Representatives 
last July by JOSEPH R. FARRINGTON, the able 
and highly respected Delegate from Hawail. 

In an eloquent and moving peroration 
he said: "Either we become a State or we 
enter permanently into a colonial st!litus. 
This is what continuation of the Territorial 
status in its present or modified form means, 
and nothing else." 

We understand he meant the modified 
form would be just as bad-in referring 
to a commonwealth status. 

Mr. President, we must remember that 
the same test laid down by Mr. FARRING
TON will apply to ot:t.t?r Territories; and 
the way we answer today will probably 
be the way we shall have to answer in 
the future, with reference to other Terri
tories. 

I read further from the article by Mr. 
Lippmann, who at that point was quot
ing the statement by Mr. FARRINGTON: 

Proposals that we be permitted to elect 
our own governor, that we be given a larger 
measure of local self-government and pos
sibly an increase in our representation in the 
National Government, are nothing but at
tempts to disguise an unwillingness to grant 
the people of Hawaii their full rights as 
American citizens. They are colonialism, 
and so far as I am concerned, I want noth
ing of them. 

Mr. Lippmann then wrote: 
Mr. FARRINGTON's thesis is that no people 

living under the American flag have or can 
have their full rights unless they are granted 
statehood. Anything but statehood is, Mr. 
FARRINGTON said in the same speech, to assign 
a large group of American citizens perma
nently to an inferior position. 

In putting it that way he has posed the 
fundamental question which has never, I 
believe, been explained properly to our people 
or adequately debated in Congress. Is it true 
that under American principles there are two 
and only two choices. That of inferiority in 
a condition of colonialism and that of equal
ity as a State of the Union? 

If that is the dilemma which we are ac
knowledging by voting statehood for Hawaii 
and Alaska, what about the other outlying 
Territories under the American flag? What 
do we have to offer as a goal toward which 
they can work, for which to develop their 
powers, to which to educate themselves? 
What do we propose to the people of Guam, 
the Virgin Islands, perhaps of our trustee
ships in the Marianas, the Marshalls, the 
Carolines? Are they to be told that unless 
they achieve statehood, which they have no 
hope of achieving, they must remain pex:
manently in an inferior position? 

To use the words of Lippmann: 
Is Congress going to declare that there is 

no way to have full freedom and a lasting 
association with the United States except as 
a State? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Texas yield at this 
point? 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield. 
Mr. SMATHERS. I should like to ask 

the Senator from Texas whether he be
lieves it will be a satisfactory explana
tion to the people of the Virgin Islands 
and the people who live in the island of 
Guam, if some day-perhaps 10 years 

or 20 years or 30 years from now-we say 
to them. "The reason why we will not 
take you in is that your Territory is un
incorporated, whereas Hawaii was an in
corporated Territory"? 

Mr. DANIEL. Certainly I do not be
lieve that will be a satisfactory answer. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Is not the only dis
tinction today that the proponents of 
statehood for Hawaii and Alaska say 
that those Territories are incorporated, 
whereas Guam, the Virgin Islands, and 
the other Territories which may seek 
statehood are unincorporated? 

Mr. DANIEL. That is one of the rea
sons given. 

Of course, Mr. President, some persons 
say the population of the other Terri
tories is less. I believe population is 
a factor which should be considered, and, 
actually, Puerto Rico has more than four 
times the population of Hawaii. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Yes; Puerto Rico 
has a population of approximately two 
and one-quarter million. 

Mr. DANIEL. And Hawaii has a pop
ulation of not quite 500,000. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Yes; the popula
tion of Hawaii is aproximately 498,000. 

Mr. DANIEL. So if the people of 
Puerto Rico should become really united 
in requesting statehood, and if they made 
that request at the various political 
party conventions. when a campaign is 
under way to obtain votes, undoubtedly 
Puerto Rico could get as much momen
tum for statehood as Alaska and Ha
waii have built up. 

As a matter of fact, both party plat
forms, I believe, have already endorsed 
eventual statehood for Puerto Rico. 
Therefore, what we do today or next 
year in acting on the question of state
hood for Hawaii and Alaska will set a 
precedent which will apply to Puerto 
Rico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Texas yield to me at 
this point? 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I am trying to find 

the article from which the Senator from 
Texas has been reading. I do not seem 
to find it in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

Mr. DANIEL. It was quoted yester
day by the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
MALONE]. 

Mr. ANDERSON. It was also placed 
in the RECORD, I believe, by the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. JoHNsTON], 
and I thought I could find it in the 
RECORD. 

Nevertheless, I wish to say that I think 
we have faced some of these problems 
and have done something about them. 
The platform of the Democratic Party, 
at a time when the Democratic Party 
was in control of both branches of Con
gress and the White House, had an
nounced that it favored eventually state
hood for Puerto Rico. Then it was dis
covered that the people of Puerto Rico 
would be satisfied and happy with a 
somewhat different status. We passed 
the necessary legislation, and the plank 
on Puerto Rico disappeared from the 
Democratic platform. I think that by 
inadvertence it was left in the Republi
can platform, but I am sure that it will 
never be in there again, because the peo-. 
pie of Puerto Rico are satisfied. 
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I happened to have condu~ted the 
hearings with respect to Guam, and pos
sibly another area. We found a type of 
government which seemed to be satis
factory to the people of Puerto Rico. I 
am not willing to predict to the distin
guished Senator from Texas that they 
may not change their minds. I do not 
completely subscribe either to Mr. FAR
RINGTON' s doctrine or perhaps what Mr. 
Lippmann suggested, that only two 
types of government may be possible. I 
think it is possible to adapt our admin
istrative forms to the peculiar circum
stances and desires of the people of 
those areas. I believe that we must 
do so by a steady process. That is why 
I firmly agree with the Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND] that no area 
has an inherent right to statehood. I 
still wish to assert that no area has a 
right to statehood. We must judge these · 
things as they come along. We must 
judge whether Alaska and Hawaii are 
qualified and deserve to be States of the 
Union. 

In that position I differ with the Sen
ator from -Texas, but I think we must 
recognize that we must adapt our gov
ernmental forms to the peculiar circum
stances of the areas. We have shown 
that by giving a form o! government to 
Puerto Rico that is different from what 
we gave to Guam. It is different from 
what will be established in Oceania, and 
probably different from what will bees
tablished in the Virgin Islands. 

Mr. DANIEL. I . agree with ·tbe Sen
ator from New Mexico. What we do 
with reference to Hawaii and Alaska will 
be a precedent,· and will probably be 
what we will do for Puerto Rico if the 
people of Puerto Rico change their minds 
a~d ask for statehood, and come to our 
party convention and work for it, as the 
other two Territories have done. 

I should like to see the people of Ha
waii given an opportunity to consider 
such a status as that which the people 
of Puerto Rico enjoy. The people of 
Puerto Rico changed their minds and 
accepted a commonwealth status. There 
has been no full consideration of the 
merits of the commonwealth status with· 
respect to the Hawaiian Islands, because 
those in control of the newspapers of 
Hawaii-the four Communist-controlled 
newspapers as well as those not con
trolled by the Communist Party-have 
not been inclined to publicize the mer
its of the commonwealth status. 

That information comes to me as a 
member of the Senate Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs, through cor
respondence with a member of the 
Chamber of Commerce of Honolulu. The 
Chamber of Commerce of Honolulu, or 
at least the member to whom I refer is 
now circularizing business people wlth 
information for the first time telling 
them of the merits of the commonwealth 
status. I believe that if we can ever in
form the people of Hawaii concerning 
the advantages of the commonwealth 
status, they will be in full agreement 
with the .people of Puerto Rico, that it is 
more desirable than membership as a 
State in the Union. I shall provide some 
further information on that point in a 
moment. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will · enactment of that proposed legislation 
the Senator yield? · and try to help the people of Hawaii 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield. - understand w~y it would be better for 
Mr. SMATHERS. I think what the them than statehood. We are not talk

Senator from New Mexico has said is ing about it here today simply to try to 
eminently correct on that point, as well · defeat statehood. We intend really to 
as what the Senator from Texas has work for commonwealth status for 
said. · Hawaii. 

. Let me give s?me figures to substan- The people of Hawaii need more self-
tiate my contentiOn as to the way to head · government. They ought to be able to 
off statehood. . . elect their governor. They ought to 

What ~appened m the electiOns in have more to say about their taxes. 
Puerto Rico m 1944? The largest party Taxation without representation is bad 
th~re was the Popular Democratic Party, but under the commonwealth statu~ 
which polled 383,000 votes. The State- · they would levy ther own taxes as do · 
hood Party was then the second largest the people of Puerto Rico and us'e them 
party. It polled 10~,779. But when the a~ home. They would h~ve more local . 
people started ~lkmg about common- self-government than the 48 states have 
wealth status m 1952, the Statehood today 
Party almost disappeared from the. bal- Mr." President, I served for 6 years as 
lo~. because the people were satisfied attorney general of one of the states of 
~11th the c<;>mmonwealth status. The the Union. I can ·say-and I am sure 
rmpetus behmd the statehood movement the Presiding Officer [Mr. ScHOEPPEL] 
had been removed. It polled only 85,172 will agree with me as h h b 
votes in the 1952 election whereas the - ' · e as een gov-
Popular Democratic Party polled 429 000 ern.or of one of the great States of the . 

. . • · Umon-that we do not have in this 
In .my JU~gment that substantiates the country the local self-government which 
pomt which the Senator from Texas was intended state nd 1 1 ·ts f 
and the Senator from New Mexico are · a oca um o 
making. If we give the people of Hawaii government have been at fault at times. 
the opportunity to consider common- On the ot?er ha?d, there have been , 
wealth status and to realize its benefits those wor~mg agamst us who have tried 

. • to centralize all powers 
once It has been properly explained to , · · 
them there is no doubt in my mind that I cannot help b?t rememb~r the plat-
they will choose the right road for them, form and. resolutiOn~ c~mmittee of ~he 
which is the commonwealth road Dem~ratiC ConventiOn m 1948 at Phlla-
. In 1940, when there was an ele~tion in delphia. I. sat thtough the sessions of 

Hawaii on the question of statehood the that committee. I remember that when 
only question on the ballot was, "Do' you tJ;le plank of the platform proposing to 
want statehood for the .Territory of give more local self-:go~ernment and in- · 
Hawaii?" There was no alternative dependence .to Ter~Itones of the United 
question. In 1940, about 70 percent of State~ •. naming. Puer~o Rico, Alaska, and 
those who cast their votes said that they Hawau, was up for diScussion, a delegate 
wanted statehood. There has not .been ~rom Alabama rose and asked to amend . 
an election on the question since that It so as to add "and to the 48 States." 
time. The proposal was tabled. We could not 

In 1950, when the next vote was had, get anything in the platform advocating 
the only question was, "Do you believe any more local .self-government for the 
the Territory of Hawaii should have a States. 
constitution, or do you approve of a con- The argument we are making for 
stitution for the Territory of Hawaii?" ~ommot?-wealth status as an alternative 
It was a rather vague, misleading ques- IS not Idle talk. It is not simply an 
t_ion. Once again, that was the only· e1Iort to try to defeat statehood. If the 
question on the ballot. Those who voted people of Hawaii could really under· 
could vote only "yes" or "no" on that stand the advantages of commonwealth 
question. Obviously they would vote status, as the people of Puerto Rico un
''ye~... The have never had an oppor-· derstoo~. them w~en the newspapers 
tumty to consider the commonwealth were ynlllng to write about the subject, 
status. I hope that some time within the and if they could understand what 
next year those who guide the destinies Puerto Rico does to attract business to 
of the Hawaiians in the Territory of :?uerto Rico, how much more local self
Hawaii will give those people the oppor- government the people of Puerto Rico 
tunity to make a choice between state- have, and the advantages in the tax sit
hood and commonwealth status. U:ation, while they still enjoy the na-

Mr. DANIEL. I join the Senator tn. tlonal defense protection of the United~ 
that hope. . States without contributing any money 

The discussion of the alternative of they would see that it would be a pretty 
commonwealth status, and the statement good thing for them. · 
that the Senator from Texas favors it. . Puerto Ricans are subject to the draft -
and the Senator from Florida favors it, They help in the defense of this coun~ 
are not c~lculated to delay the state- try; and so would Hawaii under com
hood bill or to try to defeat it. I am m.onwealth status such as Puerto Rico 
sure that I speak for the junior Senator·· has. But so far as taxes are concerned 
from Florida. I know that I speak for the Puerto Ricans do not contribute' 
myself with .an sincerity when I say that because all the income taxes levied by 
I intend to JOin the Senator from Okla- Puerto Rico remain in Puerto Rico, and 
homa [Mr. MoNRoNEY] and other sena:- are not collected by the Government of 
tors who have introduced the common- the United States. 
wealth b~I and to work for it in every Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
way POSSible. There are Members of the Senator from Texas yield? 
the Senate who are going to vote for the Mr. DANIEL. I yield 
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Mr. ANDERSON. I wish to assure 

the Senator from Texas that no one will 
claim that the proposal made by the dis
tinguished Senator from Florida [Mr. 
SMATHERS] is a move to delay the Sen
ate in its consideration of the statehood 
bills. 

Mr. DANIEL. If I may interrupt the 
Senator·from New Me:xico at that point, 
I should like to say that I have over
looked one of the original J,roponents of 
commonwealth status, the junior Sena
tor from Nevada [Mr. MALONE]. He in
troduced a bill which has been before 
our committee for a long time, and on 
which we have had no hearings. I wish 
to apologize to the Senator from Nevada 
for having omitted mentioning him. He 
is the original author of commonwealth 
status for Hawaii. 

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

Mr. ANDERSON. I should just like 
to complete my brief statement if the 
Senator from Texas will yield. I have 
in my hand a c~py of the original hear
ings on Alaskan statehood, which were 
held in the Territory of Alaska. The 
volume is entitled "Alaska Statehood 
and Elective Governorship." It shows 
that the hearings were held before the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs of the United States Senate, 83d 
Congress, 1st session, on S. 50, on a bill 
to provide for the admission of Alaska 
into the Union, and on S. 224, a bill to 
provide that the Governor and the Sec
retary of the Territory of Alaska shall 
be elected by the people of that Terri
tory. 

Therefore, the Senate has before it 
the hearings held on proposals for state
hood and also on proposals to provide for 
the election Of the Governor and the 
Secretary of the Territory. 

As the Senator from Texas has men
tioned, the junior Senator from Nevada 
has been discussing this subject for some 
time, and he believes firmly in a com
monwealth status. However, those of us 
who believe that statehood for both Ter
ritories comes closer to representing the 
desires of the people of those Territories, 
do not for one moment question the 
sincerity of those who feel that com
monwealth status would be more desir
able. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, in glanc
ing over to the Republican side of the 
aisle a short time ago I took note of the 
fact that there was not one Senator on 
the Republican side who was present 
during this argument. In doing so I 
failed to note the presence of the Sen
ator from Nevada [Mr. MALONE]. I. 
apologize for not noting his presence, and 
I wish to say to him that I appreciate 
his being present. I wish that there were 
some way of having more Senators pres
en t on the other side of the aisle to 
hear the arguments which are being de
veloped, particularly Senators who seem 
to be obligated to vote for statehood. I 
know of no way we can convince them 
if they do not attend committee meet
ings and if they do not hear our argu
ments on the floor of the Senate. I am 
sure that all of them do not have the 
t ime to read the a::.·guments in the CoN-. 
GRESSIONAL RECORD. 
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I wish there were some way in which 
we could get our arguments to the peo
ple, as Walter Lippmann suggested in his 
fine article, which I intend to read in full 
during my remarks. I have already read 
a part of it. I now yield to the Senator 
from Nevada. 

Mr. MALONE. I should like to ask the 
distinguished ju~ior Senator from Texas 
whether he has reference to the Walter 
Lippmann article which appeared in the 
Washington Post of yesterday? 

Mr. DANIEL. That is correct. I stated 
earlier that the Senator from Nevada 
had read the article into the RECORD yes
terday, but that I thought it merited my 
reading some of it again on the question 
of what policy we should establish, 
namely, whether we should adopt the
Farrington policy of either statehood or 
"inferior citizenship," or recognize the 
fact that there is an alternative method 
of providing a legally constituted gov
ernment by way of commonwealth status 
to this farflung island Territory. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Texas yield further? 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield. 
Mr. MALONE. The United States has 

many territories. As the junior Senator 
from Nevada pointed out on the Senate 
floor on numerous occasions, but as he 
has particularly pointed out in commit
tee over a number of years, since 1947, 
what the status of these territories 
should be is a very serious question. 

If we once established the status of 
statehood for Hawaii, or Alaska, or 
Puerto Rico, or any other possession, we 
would have established a precedent. 
From then on there would be no reason 
whatever to deny statehood to any other 
territorial possession. As many as 5 
or 6 such territories would then be eli
gible under that precedent. Certainly if 
we grant statehood to Hawaii, we would 
also have to grant statehood to Alaska 
and Puerto Rico, especially Puerto Rico, 
because of its wealth and large popula
tion. There would be no reason, either, 
for not granting statehood to the other 
Territories. 

However, Mr. President, I rose pri
marily to ask the distinguished junior 
Senator from Texas whether he agreed 
with the junior Senator from Nevada 
and with the senior Senator from Ne
braska (Mr. BuTLER] in the introduction, 
by the Senator from Nebraska, of a bill 
to grant Alaska the responsibility of 
electing its own governor and secretary 
and of choosing its own judges and of 
writing its own constitution, within the 
framework of the Constitution of the 
United States, to be approved by Con
gress. 

A similar bill was introduced by the 
junior Senator from Nevada, to provide 
the same privileges for Hawaii. It was 
patterned generally on the bill which 
was introduced and passed whereby 
Puerto Rico was granted the opportunity 
to write its own constitution, which it 
did. Puerto Rico adopted its own con
stitution, and it was then approved by 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, of which the distinguished junior 
Senator from Texas is a member. Later 
the constitution was approved by the 
Senate and by the House. Today the 
people of Puerto Rico elect their own 

governor and appoint their own judges, 
and they seem to be very happy about the 
status which has been accorded them. 

Does the distinguished junior Senator 
from Texas agree with the junior Sen
ator from Nevada and the senior Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. BuTLER] in the 
introduction of those bills, which were 
the first bills introduced on that subject 
so far as Hawaii and Alaska are con
cerned? 

Mr. DANIEL. Yes; I do. Of course, 
I have not read both bills in full, but in 
general I am in agreement that the solu
tion they propose would be satisfactory. 
I hope the Senator from Nevada and the 
other Senators who have offered com
monwealth bills, will draw up appropri
ate amendments covering both Hawaii 
and Alaska, so that there may be before 
the Senate proper substitutes for the bill 
which is now pending. 

Mr. MALONE. I would welcome-and 
I am certain the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. BuTLER] would also welcome-ad-· 
ditional Senators joining us in our pro
posal to grant Hawaii the right to elect 
its own governor and secretary, and to 
appoint its own judges, and to grant the 
same privilege to Alaska. 

Mr. DANIEL. I should like to ask the 
Senator from Nevada whether the bills 
to which he has referred contain tax 
provisions similar to those applicable to 
Puerto Rico? 

Mr. MALONE. I do no.t believe they 
are exactly the same. However, as the 
distinguished Senator from Texas well 
knows, after serving a year and a half 
in the Senate, the introduction of a bill 
merely provides a framework upon which 
a committee may hear witnesses and
upon which the committee may then 
write any bill it wishes to write. In 
fact, it may report a bill or it may not 
report one. Perhaps the committee may 
decide to report the bill as originally in
duced, or with such amendments as it 
may wish to add to the bill. Further
more, whatever bill is reported by the 
committee may be amended on the floor 
of the Senate. In other words, the bill 
represents the structure upon which 
hearings may be had. 

I am very desirous to have the Senate 
recommit the pending bill to the com
mittee, with instructions that the com
mittee hear evidence on the bills which 
have been introduced by the junior Sen
ator from Nevada and by the Senator 
from Nebraska, and on other bills also. 
I believe that to be the possible solution 
of the problem as it relates to offshore 
areas. 

Of course, I do not wish to interrupt 
the Senator's speech any longer, but I 
do have one basic and fundamental rea
son for believing that it would be unwise 
for the United States to begin taking in 
offshore areas at random and giving such 
areas representation in the Senate and 
the House of Representatives, because it 
is impossible to have a homogeneous 
people 2,000 miles from the mainland. 

Perhaps in 50 years not 1 percent of 
the Hawaiian people would ever visit 
the United States. Of course, some peo .. 
pie would have the money to do it, and 
some people in the United States would 
have the money to travel to Hawaii to 
spend a winter or summer vacation 
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there. · However, I daresay that not 
ninety-nine and ninety-nine one-hun
dredths of the population of the United 
States would ever go to Hawaii, Puerto 
Rico, or Alaska. That applies even to 
Senators. I have been to Hawaii on 
business on 4 or 5 occasions. One occa
sion was during the war, during which 
time the Territory had two Governors, 
but I have never been there except on 
business. I doubt whether I would be 
able to raise the money, without worry
ing about it, in order to go there on a 
vacation. 

Mr. President, it is impossible to have 
a homogeneous people in Hawaii. If the 
Territory bordered on one of our States, 
of course, .the situation would be differ
ent, because its people would be going to 
our institutions, its children would be go
ing to our schools, and the people gen
erally would be mingling with our peo
ple at town meetings, and in that way 
there would be reason to believe that 
within a very short period of time there 
would be a homogeneous people in the 
new State. But it is now impossible, and 
I think statehood would be dangerous to 
the best interests of the United States. 

As I took occasion to say yesterday, 
Mr. Walter Lippmann is a fine man and 
writes a fine column. There have been 
very few times when I could agree with 
him, but this was one occasion on which 
I agree with him, and I took occasion 
to read his editorial into the RECORD. I 
am gratified that the Senator from Texas 
agrees with the method suggested, and I 
shall listen to his speech" with a great 
deal of interest. 

Mr. DANIEL. I thank the Senator 
from Nevada. 

Mr. President, the article by Mr. Lipp
mann goes on to say: 

The point of it all is that at one time or 
another, both parties-the Republicans as 
late as the Eisenhower campaign of 1952-
have been in favor of statehood not only for 
Hawaii and Alaska but also for Puerto Rico. 
Yet in fact we have seen the working out of 
quite different relationship with Puerto Rico. 
It is, therefore, not true that the only choices 
are permanent inferiority in a colonial con
dition or statehood. There is no such ugly 
dilemma. The Congress can, as Senators 
FuLBRIGHT, MoNRONEY, and others are now 
proposing, work out a constitutional status 
for Hawaii and Alaska which avoids the Far
rington dilemma of statehood versure colo
nialism. 

Such a constructive solution cannot, of 
course, be improvised quickly-especially 
amidst the turmoil of this Congress. 

Nor can it be made acceptable without 
careful and thorough negotiation. But this 
is what should be attempted if and when
as now seems probable-the combined bill 
becomes stalled. 

This is the kind of problem to which the 
President's favorite device of a mixed com
mission is well suited. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Texas yield? 

Mr. DANIEL. I wish to finish the quo
tation from Mr. Lippmann's article, but 
I shall be happy to yield. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I should 
like to couple my question with an ob
servation. I have listened with keen 
interest to the discussion of common
wealth status by the able junior Senator 
from Texas. I also read the article 
written by Mr. Walter Lippmann. ;I find · 

the suggestion quite challenging. The 
question I wanted to submit to the able 
junior Senator from Texas is this: What 
essential tenet of freedom would remain 
aloof from the people of Hawaii if that 
Territory were given commonwealth 
status? 

Mr. DANIEL. I cannot think of any 
essential element of freedom or inde
pendence which would be enjoyed under 
statehood that the people of Hawaii 
would not enjoy under commonwealth 
status. There are other elements of 
freedom and independence they would 
enjoy under commonwealth status far 
in excess of those enjoyed under state
hood. They could levy their own taxes 
in place of Federal income taxes. Ten
nessee and Texas cannot do that. 

The people of Texas and Tennessee 
have to contribute a part of their in
come-tax money to the national defense. 
Puerto Rico does not have t0 do that. 
It can use that money at home. The 
people of Hawaii would have the same 
advantage under commonwealth status 
if it were granted them along the lines 
of the Puerto Rican commonwealth 
status. 

I do ·not know of anything the people 
of Hawaii would be denied under com
monwealth status. Does the Senator 
from Tennessee think of any possibility? 

Mr. GORE. I have been trying to 
think, or, at least, I have been exploring 
in my own mind the subject as the dis
tinguished Senator has been speaking. 
I could pot think of an essential tenet 
of freedom which would be lacking. Of 
course, they would not have the right to 
elect two Members of the Uniteci States 
Senate. But that is not exactly a tenet 
of freedom. That is a right which would 
come with statehood. 

Mr. DANIEL. I think of one argu
ment which might be made, namely, that 
the people would have no representation 
in connection with a declaration of war. 
Since they would have no voting Mem
bers in the Congress, they would not 
have a chance to participate, through 
their representatives, in a declaration of 
war. But even that could be handled 
as in the British Commonwealth. The 
members of the British Commonwealth 
are not bound by any declaration of war 
made by the British Parliament. They 
have independence even on that score. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, if the Sen
ator will yield further, I know an emi
nent Tennessean who recently told me 
he was establishing a factory and con
sidering the establishment of still an
other factory in Puerto Rico, because of 
the advantageous tax situation there. 
Would the distinguished Senator include 
that as one of the benefits of common
wealth status? 

Mr. DANIEL. There can be no ques
tion about that. I hold in my hand a 
little pamphlet issued by the Puerto 
Rican Industrial Development Co., in
viting attention to certain advantages 
which can be enjoyed in Puerto Rico 
with reference to industry. It lists some 
of the advantages to which I am sure 
the Senator from Tennessee was refer- · 
ring. It refers to the fact that there is 
no Federal income tax there, that there 
is plentiful labor, strategic location, low 

freight rates, and ample Government 
cooperation. So the people of Puerto 
Rico offer to industry some advantages 
which the people of Texas and of Ten
nessee cannot offer. 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I shall lis
ten to the presentation of the common
wealth bill and to the speech of the dis
tinguished junior Senator from Okla
homa [Mr. MoNRONEY] with heightened 
interest because of the able address of 
the junior Senator from Texas. 

Mr. DANIEL. I thank the Senator 
from Tennessee. 

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

Mr. DANIEL. I shall be happy to 
yield for an observation or a question. 

Mr. SMATHERS. In line with the 
subject about which the junior Senator 
from Tennessee was inquiring, since 
Puerto Rico has had a commonwealth 
status, since it has not had to pay any 
Federal taxes, the figures show that 252 
new factories have been established in 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico since 
that island has received the new desig
nation as a commonwealth. The num
ber of jobs has increased by more than 
65,000. The number of students in the 
schools has increased. Illiteracy has 
been greatly reduced. Health has im
proved. Economic and political condi
tions are a hundred percent better since 
Puerto Rico has been a commonwealth 
than they had been prior to that time. 
Since they have known that they were 
not going to become a State, a number of 
industries have decided that Puerto Rico 
is the place to which they should move. 

So far as Alaska is concerned, I think 
the able Senator from New Mexico, who 
is most sincere and vigorous in his ef
forts to obtain statehood for Alaska, will 
agree that Alaska's problem is primarily 
one of economics. People went to 
Alaska during the gold rush, not because 
they thought they were going to get the 
vote there, but because they thought 
they were going to make some money. 
People nowadays will go to Alaska when 
they believe they will thereby obtain 
some economic advantages. As condi
tions stand at the moment, the cost of 
living in Alaska is about 20 percent 
higher than it is in the United States. 
Until some additional economic induce
ment is given to people to make the trip 
to Alaska, and live in the northland, 
they are not going to go there. 

The best way to develop the Territory 
of Alaska and to make it economically 
sound is to provide the same type of tax 
advantage which the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico now enjoys. 

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

Mr. DANIEL. I should like to read 
first one paragraph of the article by 
Walter Lippmann. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I did not know 
whether statehood for Puerto Rico, the 
Virgin Islands, Alaska, or Hawaii was 
being discussed. Now that the debate 
has turned to the subject of Alaska, I de
sire to ask the distinguished Senator 
from Texas a question. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may yield to 
the Senator trom Washington, to enable 
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him to propound a question to the dis
tinguished Senator from Florida. 

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. The distinguished 
Senator from Florida has spoken of a 
tax advantage. I do :1ot think the people 
of Alaska want a tax advantage; they 
merely want representation along with 
their taxation. As I recall history, the 
American Coloilies fought a revolution 
over taxation without representation. 

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator from 
Washington is eminently correct. The 
people of Alaska should not be required 
to fight another war because of taxation 
without representation. So if they are 
not to be given representation, they 
should be given that which is best for 
them. 

As the Senator from Washington well 
knows, if a map of Alaska were placed 
over a map of the United States, Alaska 
would stretch from South Carolina all 
the way to the Senator's home city in 
the far western reaches of the United 
States. 

What is the population of Alaska? 
Today there are only 130,000 people 
there, including the personnel of the 
armed services. The truth is that there 
are not a sufficient number of people in 
Alaska actually to bear the cost of state
hood. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The people of 
Alaska think they have sufficient popu
lation. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I know they think 
so, but the facts and figures ought to be 
considered. The people of Alaska are a 
wonderful people. If it were a question 
of deciding which of the two Territories 
should be admitted, I should much prefer 
to see Alaska admitted. But I believe 
their problem is economic, and the way 
to get industry to go to Alaska, the way 
to get mining operations under way 
there, and the way to get business started 
there is to encourage people to go to 
Alaska by giving them a tax advantage. 

Mr. DANIEL. I wish to answer fur
ther the question of the Senator from 
Washington. Evidently he was not in 
the Chamber when I was explaining that 
Puerto Rico has greater representation, 
so far as taxes are concerned, than does 
the Senator's State of Washington, be~ 
cause Puerto Rico levies its own taxes. 
The Legislature of Puerto Rico levies all 
the income taxes and keeps them at 
home, whereas in the United States the 
taxes are levied by the -Senators and 
Representatives from all the States. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator from 
Texas knows, does he not, that the peo
ple of Alaska are without representation 
in Congress? 

Mr. DANIEL. Yes; and I agree that 
the situation should be changed. Under 
commonwealth status, the people of 
Alaska would have representation in the 
matter of the levying of their taxes. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, I 
hope the Senator from Texas will yield 
to me. 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield to the Senator 
from New Mexico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. The people of 
Puerto Rico, under their present organ
ization, have -no authority whatever to 

levy income taxes. They all pay the 
same Federal income tax that every 
citizen pays. They merely retain their 
taxes in Puerto Rico. That is not some
thing which followed commonwealth 
status; it has been going on since Puerto 
Rico had an income tax. 

I know the Senator from Texas is al
ways more than fair. I am certain he 
would not wish to have appear in the 
RECORD a statement that the people of 
Puerto Rico are in a position to alter the 
basic principle of the income tax. They 
do, however, have an opportunity to 
change the incentives for business. 
They have changed them, and that is 
what has made Puerto Rico extremely 
attractive. 

Mr. DANIEL. Is it not correct that all 
the income taxes collected from the peo
ple of Puerto Rico stay in Puerto Rico? 

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator is ab
solutely correct. 

Mr. DANIEL. The appropriations are 
made and expended by the officials of 
Puerto Rico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. The Senator is cor
rect. The Government of Puerto Rico 
also has the responsibility for the collec
tion of the taxes, so that they do not 
come to the United States for the same 
review that taxes paid in the United 
States undergo. 

Mr. DANIEL. Technically, the Sena
tor from New Mexico may be correct; 
but I asked our committee counsel to 
check on the matter, because I had heard 
the Senator from New Mexico make the 
same statement before. The statement 
I have made to the Senate was confirmed 
today by the committee counsel, to the 
effect that the legislature of Puerto Rico 
has the right to determine the rate of 
the Puerto Rican income tax, and that 
our United States Federal income tax 
does not apply. 

I wish to ask the Senator from New 
Mexico if he is certain that that state
ment is incorrect. 

Mr. ANDERSON. No, I am not at all 
certain, but I helped to write the legis
lation under which the Puerto Rican gov
ernment is now operating. I do notre
member it; I will put it that way. I do 
not think it is possible, but I will check 
at once. -

Mr. DANIEL. I assure the Senator 
from New Mexico that if my statement 
contains any error, I will join him in 
making the correction. 

Mr. President, I was about to say that 
the literature being furnished to indus
try, and to which I referred a moment 
ago, lists "No Federal Income Tax" as 
one of the advantages the people and 
the industries of Puerto Rico have. It 
may be that the situation is as the Sen
ator from New Mexico has just described 
it, and the rate is the same as is paid 
by citizens of the United States; but 
actually the money stays in Puerto Rico. 
I wish to read from a pamphlet which 
I have before me: 

In combination with section 251 of the 
United States Internal Revenue Code (in
come tax), the Puerto Rican tax exemption 
makes it possible for many types of Ameri
can industries to operate without paying any 
income tax at all either to Puerto Rico or 
to the United States until June 1959 with 
partial exemption for 3 years thereafter. 

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

Mr. DANIEL. I yield for a question. 
Mr. SMATHERS. Did I understand 

the Senator from Texas to say that the
Senator from New Mexico said that 
Puerto Ricans were not paying Federal 
taxes? 

Mr DANIEL. No, he did not say that. 
I understand the Senator from New 
Mexico to say that the rate of taxes is 
fixed by Congress. The taxes are paid 
by the people of Puerto Rico and are 
retained there and spent by the common
wealth legislature. 

Mr. SMATHERS. That applies only 
to certain excise taxes which the people 
of Puerto Rico are required to pay. As 
a matter of fact, inquiry has been made 
of the Internal Revenue Service and of 
various other agencies, and considerable 
confusion exists in the matter. But the 
best opinion seems to indicate now that 
no Federal taxes whatsoever are paid in 
Puerto Rico except the excise taxes, 
which are collected and returned to 
Puerto Rico. But no Federal income tax 
is paid. 

Mr. DANIEL. Social security taxes 
are pair: by the people of Puerto Rico, 
because Puerto Ricans participate in the 
social security program of the United 
States. That is my understanding, too, 
I may say to the Senator from Florida. 
If there is any correction that should 
be made, it will be made at a later date. 

But, Mr. President, the most important 
point is that whatever the rate is, and 
whoever determines the rate, the taxes 
are spent for the people of Puerto Rico. 
I believe the legislature of Puerto Rico 
has the right to control the rate to be 
charged, so far as income taxes are con
cerned, at least. 

Mr. President, I desire to read the 
final paragraph of the article by Walter 
Lippmann: 

The formation of a State which lies 2,000 
miles off the coast of the United States is 
an unprecedented and radical change in the 
structure of the Union. 

Not only in connection with the repre
sentation of the State in Congress, but 
also in connection with the structure of 
the Union, so Mr. Lippmann says: 

No one questions, and no one can question, 
the right of the people of Hawaii or Alaska 
to equality with all American citizens under 
the American fiag. What must be ques
tioned is whether their interests and those 
of the people of the continent are so nearly 
identical that they can be fused in the 
same legislative body. 

Mr. President, I could not have writ
ten or summarized the point which I 
have attempted to make as my first 
point in Qpposition to the pending legis
lation, as well as Mr. Walter Lippmann 
did in the column which I have read to 
the Senate. I think we must face up to 
the fact that there is some alternative 
for our offshore Territories other than 
their present status and other than 
statehood, which will leave the present 
structure of the American Government 
and the present representation in the 
Congress of the United States intact. 
At the same time we can give those 
people the self-government, freedom, 
and independence which they deserve 
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under the American flag and as a part 
of the great American commonwealth. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question before he 
leaves the point he has been discussing? 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield to the Senator 
from Mississippi for a question. 

Mr. STENNIS. I was very much in
terested in what the Senator said about 
the commonwealth status or common
wealth bill relating to Hawaii, particu
larly what he said about the common
wealth status of members of the British 
Empire. Since the Senator is a member 
of the committee, I should like to ask 
whether there has ever been presented 
to the people of Hawaii a plan for are
lationship like the commonwealth sta
tus, and whether the advantages of such 
a plan have been explained to them. 

Mr. DANIEL. I have not found any 
evidence that the commonwealth plan 
has been presented to the people of 
Hawaii themselves. What I have found 
is a definite indication that the news
papers of Hawaii will not write about 
the commonwealth plan and will not 
discuss its advantages. There exists in 
Hawaii an economic situation in which 
there is control of the economy at the 
top, with the capital being in the hands 
of a few, and control of labor by Com
munist leaders, according· to the uncon
troverted evidence presented before the 
committee. According to what was ex
plained to me as a member of the com
mittee and what has been written to 
me, the newspapers of the islands, those 
controlled by the Communists and the 
ones controlled by those in the upper 
brackets, will not go into the matter of 
a commonwea1th status and present U 
to the people. 

I have before me a letter from a mem.;. 
ber of the chamber of commerce in 
Honolulu, setting forth what I have just 
stated about the failure of the news
papers of Hawaii to explain the com
monwealth status. The letter has gone 
to all members of the chamber of com
merce in Honolulu, along with Puerto 
Rico's advertisement as to the advan
tages of commonwealth status, and the 
businessmen evidently are now being cir
cularized. The letter is dated Septem
ber 28, 1953. This is the only attempt 
I know of which has been made to ex
plain to the people of Hawaii the advan
tages of commonwealth status. 

Mr. STENNIS. Will the Senator yield 
for another question? 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. If the Senator from 

Mississippi correctly understands the 
situation, it is that the commonwealth 
status has not been explained to the 
people of Hawaii because they do not 
have a newspaper which will write on 
the subject, and certain persons or or
ganizations have to resort to writing 
letters to various leaders in an attempt 
to get the information made public. Is 
that what the Senator from Texas un
derstands, from his position on the com
mittee and as a result of the hearings 
and from making some inquiry into the 
subject? 

Mr. DANIEL. Those are the charges 
which were made to me as a member of 
the committee. I cannot say they were 
made in open committee hearings. :They 

were made to me, in person and in let
ters, by those who are supposed to know 
the situation in the Hawaiian Islands. 
Of course, I cannot say whether the 
charges are true or not, but I am pretty 
well convinced that they are. 

Mr. STENNIS. Does the Senator 
know of any facts which contradict such 
charges? 

Mr. DANIEL: None whatever. All 
the publicity has been in favor of state
hood or "inferior citizenship." 

Mr. STENNIS. Or colonialism? 
Mr. DANIEL. Or colonialism; and, as 

Mr. FARRINGTON has said, "I want no part 
of anything other than statehood." 

Mr. STENNIS. He has told the people 
of Hawaii that the only alternative is 
colonialism, has he not? 

Mr. DANIEL. The argument of Mr. 
FARRINGTON is that the only alternative 
is colonialism or inferior citizenship. 
Of course, Mr. FARRINGTON desires that 
Hawaii shall have 2 United States Sen
ators and 2 Representatives in the 
House. I do not blame him for desiring 
that. AJ5 I said at the beginning of my 
speech, I have a feeling for the people 
who want statehood for their Territory. 
I do not like to be here opposing those 
who want their Territory admitted as a 
member of the American Union. I have 
read arguments made on the Senate 
floor against admitting Texas as a State, 
and I did not like them. Undoubtedly 
the people of Hawaii will not like the 
arguments I am making on the floor of 
the Senate, unless it is made possible for 
them to understand the alternative of 
commonwealth status; As I have said 
previously, in all sincerity, I think com
monwealth status is better than state
hood for the people of Hawaii, so far as 
local self-government, independence, 
and freedom are concerned. 

STATUS OF OFFSHORE AREAS 

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

Mr. DANIEL. I yield to the Senator 
from Nevada. 

Mr. MALONE. Apropos what the 
Senator was just reading on the ques
tion of colonialism versus statehood, 
when the junior Senator from Nevada 
introduced the Senate bill which would 
provide that the Territory of Hawaii 
would elect its own governor and sec
retary, and appoint its own judges, the 
Junior Senator from Nevada was reviled 
quite extensively by a sheet which is 
published here in Washington, and pre
sumably financed by tax money collected 
in Hawaii. 

It devoted 2 or 3 issues partially, and 
1 almost wholly, to questioning the mo
tives of the junior Senator from Nevad~ 
in introducing the bill. Naturally, the 
junior Senator took issue with them in 
committee; and eventually Mr. FARRING
TON, for whom I have the highest regard, 
disclaimed any responsibility for the 
questioning of my motives. Neverthe
less, I was subjected to terrific abuse, 
which I am willing to take. I have 
taken abuse on quite a few occasions 
during the past 30 or 40 years, and i: 
have become used to it. When one 
comes in contact with sewage, the body 
develops a kind of natural defense 
which fights o:fl the attack, so a good deal 

of such attack slides off without too 
much effect. However, I did not like it. 

I think the people of Hawaii should be 
presented the proposal and given a 
chance to consider it, and I think the 
people of Hawaii will take it into con
sideration when they have that oppor
tunity. I hope that issues of the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD carrying this debate 
are going into Hawaii, so that they can 
be available to the people, and the peo
ple can have the opportunity to know 
what it is all about even without a fair 
presentation in the press. They may 
learn through the RECORD how serious 
we are in trying to deterinine what the 
future should be for Territories owned 
and controlled by the United States of 
America. 

I merely wished to inject that state
ment, because there has been nothing 
but attack so far in store for anyone who 
offers any solution to the problem ex
cept by offering seats to 2 Senators on 
the Senate floor and 2 Representatives 
on the "House floor. 

I thank the Senator for allowing me to 
interrupt him at this point. 

Mr. DANIEL. I thank the Senator 
from Nevada. 

Mr. President, proceeding to my 
second reason-for opposition to this pro
posal, it is that the admission of Hawaii, 
with 2 Senators and 2 Representatives, 
would seriously dilute and subtract 
from the representation of the present 
States and their people in the United 
States Congress. 

Statehood for Hawaii and Alaska 
would involve a basic alteration of the 
present -representation of the people of 
the 48 States in the Congress. Once 
granted, it would become irrevocable. 

Mr. President, Hawaii has one three
hundredths of the population of the 
United States, but if Hawaii were ad
mitted to statehood, she would be given 
one forty-ninth of the total vote and 
power in the United States Senate. 

Hawaii and Alaska together have one 
two-hundred-forty-seconds of the popu~ 
lation of the United States. If both 
those Territories should be admitted to 
statehood, they would be given one 
twenty-fifth of the total vote and power 
in the United States Senate. 

Under the present Constitution, it is 
necessary that each State have two 
Members in this body. Thus, Mr. Presi
dent, the Senators from Hawaii and 
Alaska would be 4 out of a total of 100 
Members. 

(At this point Mr. DANIEL yielded to 
Mr. MoRsE, whose remarks were, by 
unanimous consent ordered to be 

- printed in the REcORD at the conclusion 
Of Mr. DANIEL'S speech.) 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, with 
four new Members of the Senate, where 
would their percentage of the total rep
resentation in the Senate come from? 
It would come from every one of the 
present 48 States. Of course, if Hawaii 
alone were admitted to the Union, she 
then would have one forty-ninth of the 
total representation in the Senate. On 
the other hand, if both Hawaii and 
Alaska were admitted, they would have 
one twenty-fifth of the total represen
tation in the Senate. Thus, if both 
Territories should be admitted, every 
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State now represented on this floor 
would give up one twenty-fifth of its 
present proportionate power and vote in 
the Senate, and would give it up 
irrevocably. · 

As I pointed out a moment ago, if we 
look on the pending issue as a matter 
applying to ourselves as individual Mem
bers of the Senate, from individual 
States, we find that it is entirely pos
sible that some of us will be voting to 
admit new Senators who do not under
stand the problems of our States, but 
who will have the power to cancel the 
votes of any four of the Senators. 

The political aspects in connection 
with this subject have been discussed at 
great length. One of the political parties 
seems to feel that it might profit by the 
admission of two Senators from Hawaii, 
because they would be Republicans. It 
is said by some that the Democrats feel 
that we would get two Senators from 
Alaska. Neither of these predictions or 
expectations is reliable. Any Senator 
who votes for the admission of two new 
Senators to the Senate from either Terri
tory expecting to profit politically could 
be disappointed, and in my opinion 
should be disappointed. 

Let us consider Hawaii, for example. 
Some of my colleagues on the other side 
of the aisle have talked about this ques
tion as a party matter. For that reason 
they feel obligated to go along with the 
proposal. I believe that one Member of 
the Senate on the other side of the aisle, 
in speaking in Hawaii a while ago, stated 
that the Republicans were expecting two 
new Republican Senators, whiGh they 
really needed. 

Actually, the Republican plurality in 
Hawaii has gone down since 1948, as fol
lows: in 1948, in the election of the 
Delegate to represent Hawaii in the Con
gress, the Republican candidate received 
more than 50,000 plurality. In 1950, it 
fell to 30,000; in 1952 to 9,000. Think 
of it. In a year in which there was a 
Republican sweep of the States, the Re
publican majority in Hawaii went down 
to 9,000. In 1952 Alaska elected a Re
publican legislature. 

So, so far as the political aspect of 
this question are concerned, I do not give 
much weight to them, and I hope that 
not many Senators will allow the polit
ical prospects to influence them in their 
decision on this vote. If we are thinking 
about politics, if we are thinking about 
influence and power ir_ the Senate, Mem
bers of the Senate had better be think
ing about trying to preserve the power 
and the vote they now have for their 
States in the Senate, because if they vote 
to admit Hawaii, they will be giving 
away one forty-ninth of their present 
power and vote in the Senate; and if 
they bring in both Territories, they will 
be giving away one twenty-fifth of their 
present power and vote in the Senate. 

This change in representation would 
be disproportionate and inadvisable. It 
would be an injustice to the present 
States, because of the population situa
tion which exists. Because of the fact 
that the Constitution provides that every 
ne·w State shall have 2 Senators, re
gardless of population, Hawaii, with 
less than 500,000 people, less than half 

as many people as live in Harris County, 
Tex., would have 2 United States Sen
ators. We in Texas, with more than 7 
million people, have only 2 United States 
Senators. The national average of popu
lation for each Senator is about 1,600,000. 
On the average, each United States Sen
ator is accountable to that many people. 
They have a part in electing him and 
sending him here. . 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
ScHOEPPEL in the chair) . Does the Sen
ator from Texas yield to the Senator 
from Washington? 

Mr. DANIEL. Just a moment. 
Hawaii, with less than 500,000 people, 

would have 670 percent of the power rep
resented by the average number of in
habitants of the 48 States in the elec..: 
tion of United States Senators. Of 
course, the percentage would be even 
greater in the case of Alaska, with only 
a little more than 130,000 population. 

I now yield to the Senator from Wash
ington for a question. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I wonder if the 
Senator realizes that, if that philosophy 
had been carried to its ultimate con
clusion, there would have been no States 
west of the Mississippi. We would still 
have the Original Thirteen States in this 
country. All the States which were ad
mitted subsequent to the adoption of the 
Constitution had less population than the 
original States. For example, Alaska 
has as many peovle today-and would 
have even more the day it became a 
State-as the State of Texas had when 
it became a State. 

Mr. DANIEL. I am coming to that 
point. That is the next subject I intend 
to discuss. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am sorry I inter
rupted. 

Mr. DANIEL. The interruption cer
tainly came at the right place. 

It is true that Hawaii, at least, has as 
many people today as any of the States 
when admitted to the Union after the 
Original Thirteen; and it is true that 
Alaska has as many people as some of 
our States had when they were admitted 
into the Union. 

The population question and the dis
proportionate representation in the Sen
ate, involving the dilution of the present 
representation of the States in the Sen
ate, should not control if there is some 
overruling factor, if there is some greater 
reason foT the admission of a new State. 
Population alone should not hold a State 
back. But when, in addition to a small 
population, a Territory is 2,000 miles 
from the nearest shore of the United 
States, and is itself chopped up into 
many little islands scattered for 1,600 
miles out into the middle of the Pacific, 
that fact, plus the population factor, is 
sufficiently important to make us stop, 
look, and listen before we decide to bring 
that Territory into the Uni0n and give 
its people equal representation in the 
Senate with Kansas, Texas, New York, 
Washington, and the other States of the 
Union. In my opinion, the rule that 
every State should have two Senators 
is sound so long as we have some limit 
as to the territory and population we 
add by admission of new States. 

In the House there is pending a 
proposed constitutional amendment to 
article XVII of the Constitution, which 
would provide for a change in the num
ber of Senators each new State would 
have, so as to make the representation 
more nearly in proportion to population. 

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

Mr. DANIEL. In a moment. 
Perhaps something like that should 

be considered some day. But so long 
as the Constitution remains as it is, 
providing that each State shall have 
two Senators, we should consider the 
population question before we decide to 
set a precedent which might result in 
admitting island territories in the vari
ous oceans. 

I now yield to the Senator from Mich
igan. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, 
would it not be necessary, in order to 
make such an amendment to the Con
stitution, for each State to consent to 
it? That is the one provision in the 
Constitution which two-thirds of the 
Senate and House and three-fourths of 
the State legislatures cannot amend. 
They cannot change the number of Sen
ators from each State. 

Mr. DANIEL. The Senator from 
Michigan is correct so far as the present 
States of the Union are concerned. Ha
waii and Alaska not being present States 
of the Union, I doubt whether that con
stitutional provision would apply except 
in this way: Before admission they would 
have to give consent to the representa
tion which a new constitutional amend
ment would provide for them in the 
United States Senate. The Senator from 
Michigan is correct, that article XVII is 
one of the articles which cannot be 
changed by amendment, except with the 
consent of the State concerned. But 
such consent could be granted by the new 
State at the time it came into the Union. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Would the proposed 
amer..dment apply only to States coming 
into the Union from now on? 

Mr. DANIEL. In the future; yes. 
Mr. FERGUSON. What does it pur

port to do? 
Mr. DANIEL. I shall come to that 

question in a moment. I shall discuss 
the proposed amendment, although I am 
not endorsing it. 

I say that the Constitution is perfectly 
sound as it is now written. We all know 
the history of the provision in the Con
stitution calling for equal representation 
in the Genate. It is cne of the most in
teresting pieces of history to be found in 
connection with the Constitutional Con
vention. It was a case of the larger 
States against the smaller States. Sen
ators will recall that the smaller States 
wanted equal representation in the 
United States Senate, because they knew 
that in the Constitutional Convention 
they could never obtain equal represen
tation in the House. As a matter of 
fact, it was decided early by the Consti
tutional Convention that representation 
in the House would be based upon popu
lation. The larger States were in con
trol of the Constitutional Convention, 
and they voted also that representation 
in the Senate would be based upon 
population. 
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This was the great crisis of the Consti

tutional Convention. Four of the small€r 
States d€cided that the lines were drawn 
and they were going to walk out. Those 
States were Rhode Island, Connecticut, 
New Jersey, and Delaware. They de
cided to leave. 

Jonathan Dayton, the youngest mem
ber of the Convention, tells us what hap
IJened. As recorded by William Steele, 
he describes the crisis oand the result, as 
follows: 

When the details of the House of Repre
sentatives were disposed of, -a more Knotty 
point presented itself in the organization 
of the Senate. The larger States contended 
that the same ratio, as to States, should 
be common to both branches of the Legis
lature; or, in other words, that each State 
should be entitled to a represt:ntation in 
the senate (whatever might be the number 
fixed on), in proportion to its population. 
as in the House of Representatives. The 
smaller States, on the other hand, contended 
that the House of Representatives might be 
considered as the guardian of the liberties 
of the people, and theref.ore ought to bear 
a just proportion to th-eir numbers; but 
that the Senate represented the sovereignty 
of the States. and that as each State, whether 
great or small, was equally an independent 
and sovereign State, it ought, in this branch 
Of the Legislature, to have equal weight and 
authority; without this, they said, there 
could be no security for their equal rignts
and they would, by such a distribution of 
power, be merged and lost in the larger 
States. 

This reasoning, however plain and power
·ful, had but little influence on the n1inds 
of delegates from the larger States-and 
.a- they .formed a large majority of the Con
vention, the question, .after passing through 
the forms of debate, was decided that each 
State should be represented in the Senate 
in proportion to its population. 

When the Convention had adjourned 
over to the next day, the delegates ol' the 
four smallest States, 1. e., Rhode Island, 
(sic) Connecticut, New Jersey, and Dela
ware, convened 1;o eonsult "What course was 
to be pursued in the im:Jortant crisis at 
which we had arrived. After serious in
... estigation, it was .E:o1emnly determined to 
ask for a reconsideration the next morning; 
and 1! 1t was not granted, -or if, when 
granted, that offensive feature of the Con
stitution oould not be expunged, and. the 
.smaller States put upon an equal footing 
with the largest, we would secede :from the 
Convention. and, returning to our constitu
ents, inform them that no compact could. 
be formed with the large States, but one 
whieh would. sacrifice our sov.ereignty and 
independence. 

I was deputed -to be -the organ "through 
which this communieation _should be made
! know not why, unless it be that young 
men are generally chosen to perform .rash 
'actions. Accordingly, when the Convention 
had assembled, and as "Soon -as the minutes 
of the last Sitting were .read, I arose and 
.stated the view we had tak.en of the organ
ization of the Senate--our desire to obtain 
a reconsideration and suitable modification 
of that article; and, in failure thereof, our 
determination to secede from the Conven
tion and return to our constituents. 

Mr. President. I am 'Sure that the 
.Members of the Senate remember the 
'Story irom there. At that point Ben
jamin Franklin suggested that the con
vention recess ior 3 day.s, and he im
plored the delegates during the recess 
not to talk with other delegates with 
whom they had agreed, but to talk to 
delegates on the other side of the ques
tion, and then to return after the 3-day 

recess, -consider the matter anew and try 
to resolve the great crisis which had 
arisen. 

It was at that point that Benjamin 
Franklin made his famous suggestion 
that the delegates had forgotten to im
plore and ask for the help of the 
Almighty in performing their duties and 
that from then on, when they came back, 
they should open their sessions with 
prayer. 

Some of the most stirring accounts I 
ever read appear in the proceedings at 
that point, according to the report of 
Madison and also of Dayton. 

It is interesting to note the effect that 
Franklin's speech had on the Conven
tion. When the delegates came back 
they did work together better, and they 
did ask for God's help. They were able 
to work out the controversy. 

Franklin moved for reconsideration 
and suggested that equal representa
tion be had in the Senate. After a tie 
vote and some further work the dele
gates finally were able to agree. 

I have gone into that history to show 
how the question of equal representation 
in the Senate came up and why it was 
settled as it was. At that time the big 
fight was between the large states and 
the small States. We do not confront 
such a problem today, though in the ad
mission of any new State, we do face the 
problem of equal representation in the 
Senate of the new State. My view is 
that we should not admit a new State 
when its population is so far out of line 
with the States now in the Union that 
we will be taking away from our present 
States such an important and such a 
large part of their present power and 
vote in the Senate. 

For instance, Texas has a populatioD 
of 7,950,000, and has two United States 
Senators. If Hawaii is admitted to 
statehood, of necessity it will have two 
Senators, and, bearing in mind that Ha
waii has a. population of less than 500,-
000, the votes of the inhabitants of 
Hawaii will be 16 times more effective 
in the naming of United States Senators 
than will the votes of the individual in
habitants of my State. 

In the case of New York State, with a 
population of 15 .million, and a repre
sentation of two Senator.s, the votes of 
the individual citizens of Hawaii will be 
31 times more in the naming of Senators 
than the votes of the individual inhab
itants of New York State. 

I have some tables which have been 
prepared on this subject with respect to 
all the States. The same situation is true 
of representation in the electoral college . 
It will be changed, and of course, every 
State will lose a certain percentage of its 
power and vote in th€ electoral college by 
reason of the provisions of the Consti
tution. 

Representative JOHN R. PILLION, of 
New York, who, I suppose, has doll€ more 
work in compiling the figures with re
spect to the losses which would result in 
the various States in their power and 
representation in the Senate if Hawaii 
and Alaska were admitted into the Union. 
in a Spe€Ch made on July 16, 1953~ said: 
, We are concerned tod.ay with the question 
of tb.e political Justice and wisdom of equal-

ity of representation for newly admitted 
States in the United States Senate. It is 
fully accepted that the plan of equality of 
senatorial representation by States was 
adopted for the protection of the States 
from encroachment by the Federal Govern
ment. It was in furtherance of this purpose 
that the Constitutional Convention enacted 
the provision that the Members of the United 
States Senate be chosen by the State legis
latures. 

It seems clear that the provision for 
equality of representation for States in the 
United States Senate was implemented by 
the provision that the States in their cor
porate capacities as States be secured in 
that right of equality by the grants to them 
as States to choose their Senators by vote of 
the State legislatures. The provision for 
election of Senators by the State legisla
tures was an integral part of the compro
mise by which equality of .representation in 
the Sena-te was granted to the States. The 
convention would never have agreed upon 
the principle of equality in the Senate for 
States if that right had not been secured by 
the mode of selection, that of choice by leg
islatures. 

Mr. President. I am continuing to read 
from Representative PILLION's SP€ech. 
He expresses some thoughts with which 
I do not agre€ fully. He expresses his 
thought on the change in the 17th 
amendment, and its effect on the direct 
election of Senators, as follows: 

The principle of election of Senators by 
popular su1frage destroyed the underlying 
theory of equality .of representation for 
States. Popular suffrage in the election of 
Senators conforms to and ls tenable only 
with the principle of equality of suffrage 
for each individual. We have consistently 
rejected the proposition that wealth or any 
other test be limitation upon or a cause for 
an increase in the voting rights of our citi
zenry or to permit voting rights to vary from 
that of absolute equality of each individual 
voter. 

Statehood for Hawaii would violate the 
principle of equality of vote for each in
dividual. Hawaii with a population of 477,-
000 inhabitants would become entitled to 
2 United States Senators. At present the 
averag.e population represented by 2 Sen
ators is approximately 3,210,000. 'Upon 
grant of statehood, the inhabitants of Ha
waii would en]oy representation of 670 per
cent of that of the average inhabitant of 
the other 48 States in the election of United 
States Senators. They would possess 6 .1 
times the vote of the people of Florida, 22.9 
times the vote of the people of California~ 
and 31 .8 tin1es the vote of the people of the 
state of New York. 

Mr. PILLION presented to the House ·a 
complete table, which I now ask unani
mous consent to have printed in th~ 
REcoRD at this point. 

There being no objel!tion, the table was 
ordered to be printed .in the RECORD, as 
follows.: 
ScHEDULE A.-Comparison of voting power 

D/ a Hawaiian voter in the election of 
United .States Senators and United States 
President with the voting power of voters 
of other States 
Method of computation: 
Population of Hawaii (2 United States 

Senators), 477,000; population of Alabama 
~2 United States Senators), 3,075,000; 3,075,-
000 divided by 477,1300 equals 6.4, represent
ing the voting right of a Hawaiian voter in 
electing 2 United States Senators as com
pared to ~ vote for the voter in Alabama. 

Presidential electors of A1abama ( 11) , 1 
per 279,545 inhabitants; presidential electors 
of Hawaii (3), 1 per 159,000 lnha.bltants; 
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279,545 divided by 159,000 equals 1.7, repre
senting the voting right of a Hawaiian in 
electing a United States President as com
pared to 1 vote for the voter of Alabama. 

St'lte 

Alabama _____________ 
Arizona _____ _________ 

Arkansas._----------
California. ___ _ ---- ___ 
Colorado ____ _ --------
Connecticut.--------
Delaware ____________ 
District of Columbia. 
Florida.-------------
Georgia •• _____ -------
Idaho. ___ ---- ____ ----Illinois _______________ 
Indiana ______________ 

Iowa .•• --------------
.Kansas._------------
Kentucky __ ---------
Louisiana .• ---------~ 
Maine ____ -----------
Maryland. __ --------Ma..«sachusetts _______ 
Michigan ____ ________ 
Minnesota ___________ 
Mississippi.---------
MlssourL.----------
Montana_-----------Nebraska ___ _________ 
Nevada ______________ 
New Hampshire _____ 
New Jersey----------New Mexico _________ 
New York ______ _____ 
North Carolina ______ 
North Dakota _______ 
Ohio ____ -------------
Oklahoma.----------
Oregon.-------------Pennsylvania ________ 
Rhode Island ___ _____ 
South Carolina.-----
South Dakota _______ 
Tennessee.----------Texas ________________ 

Utah._--------------Vermont _____________ 
Vir!!inia __ -----------Washington. ______ :__ 
West Vir~inia ________ 
Wisconsin._---------

jif~~un:::::::::::::: 
Total, United 

States------.--

1 No voting rights. 
1 Proposed. 

Ponula-
tion 

July1, 
1951, 

United 
States 
census 

3,075, 000 
807,000 

1, 940,000 
10,942,000 
1, 375,000 
2, 068,000 

332,000 
790,000 

2, 951,000 
3, 487,000 

602,000 
8,872,000 
4, 075,000 
2,669, 000 
1, 964,000 
2, 914, ()()() 
2, 778,000 

909,000 
2, 418,000 
4, 777,000 
6, 622,000 
3,054, 000 
2, 210,000 
4, 086,000 

597,000 
1, 368,000 

170,000 
544,000 

4, 989,000 
702,000 

15, 182,000 
4, 135,000 

620,000 
8, 166,000 
2, 302.000 
1, 583.000 

10,729,000 
789,000 

2, 115, ()()() 
656, ()()() 

3, 358,000 
7, 950,000 

719,000 
382, ()()() 

3, 301,000 
2, 402,000 
2, 040,000 
3, 517,000 

285,000 
477,000 

154, 803, 000 

Voting power 
of1 Hawai-
ian versus 

Num- 1 vote for 
ber of voter of other 
presi- States for-

dential 
elec-
tors United United 

States Etates 
Sen a- Pre..«i-
tors dent 
----

11 6.4 1.l. 
4 1.7 1.2 
8 4.1 1.5 

32 22.9 2.1 
6 2.8 1.4 
8 4.3 1.6 
3 .7 .7 
0 (1) (1) 

10 6.1 1.7 
12 7.3 1.8 
4 1.2 .9 

27 18.6 2.0 
13 8.3 1.9 
10 5.6 1.6 
8 4.1 1.5 

10 6.1 1.8 
10 5.8 1.7 

5 1.7 1.1 
9 5.0 1.6 

16 10.0 1.8 
20 13.8 2.0 
11 6.4 1.7 
8 4.6 1.7 

13 8.5 1. 9 
4 1.2 .9 
6 2.8 1. 4 
3 .3 .3 
4 1.1 .8 

16 10.4 1. 9 
4 1.4 1.1 

45 31.8 2.1 
14 8.6 1. 8 
4 1.3 .9 

25 17.5 2.0 
8 4.8 1. 7 
6 3.3 1.6 

32 !<2. 5 2.0 
4 1. 6 1.2 
8 4. 4 1. 6 
4 1.3 1.0 

11 7.0 1.9 
24 16.7 2.0 
4 1. 5 1.1 
3 .8 .8 

12 6.9 1. 7 
9 5.0 1.6 
8 4.2 1.6 

12 7.3 1.8 
3 .6 .6 

I 3 ------- -----------
534 ------- -------

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, the in
sertion I have just made has a column 
on the right-hand side showing the dif
ference in the power and effect of a citi
zen's vote in Hawaii as compared with 
the vote of a citizen of each of the pres
ent States, and the power and effect on 
the vote for President of the United 
States in the electoral college. 

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

Mr. DANIEL. I yield to the Senator 
from New Mexico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. I believe what the 
Senator said a moment ago about in
come taxes is exactly correct, and what 
I said is entirely wrong. I find that the 
Internal Revenue provision did permit 
the Legislature of Puerto Rico to assess 
income taxes on the citizens of Puerto 
Rico, and the commonwealth law did not 
change that provision at all. While the 
rates applied by the Puerto Rican Gov
ernment are comparable to the rates of 
the Federal Government generally, they 

are not identical. I have been checking 
with the Bureau of Internal Revenue, 
and I find there are some differences 
between them. Generally they are the 
same; but the important point is that 
the authority does remain in the Com
monwealth of Puerto Rico to fix taxes, 
which is exactly what the Senator from 
Texas was saying. _ 

Mr. DANIEL. I certainly appreciate 
the statement of the Senator from New 
Mexico. I said, I believe in the Sena
tor's absence, that if I found I was in
correct I would readily join him in a 
statement to that effect. I am glad to 
know that the statement is correct, be
cause that is an important part of the 
argument I made for commonwealth 
status in place of statehood, so far as 
the people of Hawaii and of Alaska are 
concerned. 

Mr. President, I want Texas always to 
remain a part of this Union, but if we 
put the proposition of commonwealth 

· status up to the people of Texas or the 
people of Washington, New Mexico, or 
any other State, if they saw the advan
tage Puerto Rico has over the States in 
its ability to levy its own taxes and to 
use them all and not have to contribute 
to the national defense, together with a 
few other advantages which common
wealth status gives to Puerto Rico, I feel 
that some of our citizens might long for 
such an arrangement. However, I am 
sure none of them would want the 
change if it meant that they would not 
be a part of the Union. We want to re
main a part of the Union. We admire 
those Territories which would like to 
come into the Union, but there must be 
a limit somewhere. If we do not estab
lish a proper precedent in this instance, 
I do not know what will happen to other 
island areas. We have already charted 
the way with Puerto Rico, and if we 
could let the people of Hawaii know 
about it, I believe we would find them 
changing their minds as the Puerto 
Ricans did, and preferring common
wealth status. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Texas yield further? 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield. 
Mr. ANDERSON. I do not think the 

income-tax matter has any relationship 
to commonwealth status, but there is a 
provision of the code which provides that 
the statutory laws of the United States 
not locally inapplicable, and so forth, 
shall be in effect, except the Internal 
Revenue laws. That was passed on 
March 2, 1917. Then, in 1926, Congress 
gave permission to the Puerto Rican leg
islature to modify the income-tax rates 
in effect there, which had theretofore 
been identical with the rates in conti
nental United States. Thereafter, the 
rates have been kept comparable. They 
are not identical, but it is a factor of 

. some importance to Puerto Rico that the 
legislature can modify the income-tax 
provision. 

Mr. DANIEL. The people there have 
taxation with representation. 

Mr. ANDERSON. Yes. It is an in
cident of commonwealth status, and, 
therefore, it is quite different from the 
situation in both Hawaii and Alaska 
neither of which has permission to 
modify its income tax rates. 

Mr. DANIEL. That is correct. Even 
before the creation of the commonwealth 
status the income-tax provisions were 
adopted for Puerto Rico. 

Mr. ANDERSON. They were adopted 
in 1917. What threw me off badly was 
that in considering the legislation which 
provided that there should be no change 
in the income-tax situation the testi
mony at that time was that the taxes 
were identical with those in the United 
States. I realize now that they are com
parable, but are not identical. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, if we 
should give Hawaii commonwealth 
status, permitting the Territory to name 
its own governor and make its own laws, 
and, in addition, giving it a tax status 
which they do not now possess but which 
Puerto Rico was given even before its 
commonwealth status, the people of Ha
waii would have the privilege of levying 
their own taxes in lieu of Federal income 
taxes. 

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

Mr. DANIEL. I yield. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Assuming the 

argument which the Senator from Texas 
is so ably making is correct, and that we 
should stop the unequal representation 
as relating to Senators, which might di
rectly affect the difference between the 
State of Nevada and the State of New 
York, is it not still true that if the Sen
ator's philosophy had been carried out to 
its conclusion and we had changed the 
whole method of admitting Territories, 
we would never have gotten beyond the 
Original Thirteen States of the Union? 

Mr. DANIEL. I think that is correct, 
but-

Mr. MAGNUSON. I think the Senator 
has made a good argument that it should 
stop now, but if for 150 or more years 
we had followed the argument of the 
Senator, we would now have only 13 
States. 

Mr. DANIEL. But the Senator will 
remember that I pointed out that this 
should not be the sole factor. There 
are exceptions to the rule, as there are 
to all rules. What do we find in the 
case of Nevada? The Territory of Ne
vada was contiguous to States already 
in the Union. There was only a line be
tween Nevada and the adjoining States. 
There were States on each side, I believe, 
at the time Nevada was admitted into 
the Union. It was a part of the Amer
ican continent. Certainly, if we are 
going to admit Territories which have 
far less than the average popu'ation of 
existing States, and which have neither 
contiguity or anything like a propor
tionate population, we have a different 
situation. Hawaii is in an entirely dif
ferent category. It is not a part qf the 
American continent. It does not stand 
in the same situation which some of the 
smaller populated states did when we 
forgot about population and permitted 
them to come into the Union. 

I think the Senator from Washing
ton will admit that there is a difference. 
If Hawaii were contiguous to the pres
ent States of the Union, or to one of 
the present States of the Union, I should 
say the population argument ought not 
to control. But when we are consider
ing non-contiguity, when the islands 
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contain a population that will not gen
erally come into our present States, is
lands which really are not a united 
whole, but are separated at great dis
tances by international w~ters, I think 
it is necessary to stop and think whether 
we shall let those people have so much 
greater proportionate power in the elec
tion of Senators than the inhabitants .:>f 
the present States; and whether, by the 
same token, we .shall give up some of 
the powers of our own States in the 
Congress. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for one more ques
tion? Then I shall be finished. 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I agree with the 

Senator from Texas that there are some 
other factors involved, probably more 
in connection with the Hawaiian situa
tion than in the case of Alaska. 

Mr. DANIEL. As the Senator may 
have observed, I have been referring 
more to Hawaii than to Alaska, because, 
frankly, the greatest difference, the fac
tor which has made me feel that Alaska 
has a better case for statehood than Ha
waii~ is that Alaska is, at least, a part 
of the American continent. One does 
not necessarily have to traverse a great 
body of international water to reach 
Alaska. Furthermore, Alaska is not 
chopped into dozens of little islands, 
having international waters between 
them. There are some islands com
prised within Alaska, l'ut the main body 
of Alaska is a solid part of the main
land. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. If only the popu
lation argument itself were to be con
sidered-and I agree w1th the Senator 
from Texas that other factors are in
volved in both cases-it might be said 
that the State of Texas never would have 
been admitted into the Union. 

Mr. DANIEL. That is correct. Fur
thermore, if Congress had taken the 
word of Daniel Webster--

Mr. MAGNUSON. There woUld not 
have been any other States in the Union 
except Massachusetts. 

Mr. DANIEL. At least, Texas would 
not have been admitted. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Did not Daniel 
Webster say that he did not wish the 
United States to go beyond the city lim
its of Boston? 

Mr. DANIEL. I am not certain where 
he placed the limit, but he put it too far 
east, that is certain. 

I may be putting the limit too far east 
today,· Mr. President, but I do not think 
so, after having heard the evidence. I 
do not believe we can continue forever 
tD expand the United States westward 
now that we have reached the outer con
fines of the American Continent. 

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

Mr. DANIEL. . I yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. I have noticed that 

the Senator from Texas has presented 
certain facts and statements as prece
dents, saying that this has happened and 
that has happened in the past, with ref
erence to the admission of States. 

Is it not true that always, heretofore, 
the Territory which was proposed to be 
admitted to the Union was itself con-

nected to the United States? It was all 
one piece of land. Even though a Ter
ritory might have had some lakes with
in it, it was all one piece of land, or it 
touched some other State. I believe 
there was one exception. California did 
not touch what was then the United 
States. But, generally speaking, the ad
mission of States has been more or less 
a progression, going to the west on the 
Continent of the United States. 

Whatever precedents have been estab
lished would all be abandoned once we 
leave the shoreline, take off into the 
Pacific Ocean, especially for more than 
2,000 miles, admit a group of islands, and 
call them a State. Will we not have 
abandoned all precedents once we have 
established such a new pattern? 

Mr. DANIEL. The Senator from Mis
sissippi is correct. I am certain he re
alizes that what we may say about the 
matter will not be taken with as much 
weight by some persons in the United 
States .as what a man like Walter Lipp
mann may say about it. Mr. Lippmann, 
in his article published in the Washing
ton Post only yesterday, said almost ex
actly what the Senator from Mississippi 
has said so well. Let me quote again a 
sentence from Mr. Lippmann's article~ 

The formation of .a State which lies '2,000 
miles o1f the coast of the United States is 
an unprecedented and radical change in the 
structure of the Union. 

Mr. STENNIS. That would be an alto
gether new precedent; in fact, it would 
be a departure from the entire pattern 
of what has heretofore been considered 
to be the precedent. In fact, if I may, I 
should like to add what I think is the 
spirit of the Constitution when it pro
vides, "Congress may admit new States 
into the Union." 

Mr. DANIEL. Is the Senator from 
Mississippi familiar with the name of 
our country? Is it officially "The United 
States of America"? Is that the Sena
tor's understanding? 

Mr. STENNIS. It is always so consid
ered and so thought. "U. S. A.~~ ordi
narily refers to that part of America 
which comprises the area between Can
ada and Mexico. I have said that in the 
event of the admission of Territories 
which are not a part of the mainland, 
the name of this country might then be 
The United States of America, and of 
the Pacific, and of a part of Asia. 

Mr. DANIEL. And eventually of the 
Caribbean, the Gulf of Mexico, and per
haps even the Atlantic Ocean. 

A few moments ago, when I said the 
distance to Europe was about the same 
as from Washington to Honolulu, I was 
asked whether or not Ireland had been 
considered, on this day, as a possible 
new State. The Senator who mentioned 
it to me was, of course, only joking. But 
suppose the people of Ireland seriously 
petitioned the United States to join our 
Union? Does not the Senator think that 
it would become even as popular as Ha
waiian statehood? 

Mr. STENNIS. If the people of Ire
land presented such a petition, they 
would have a powerful argument in their 
behalf; and so would the people of Swe
den, if they should choose to present a 
similar petition. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. At least, Mr. Presi
dent,. the people. of Ireland would have 
powerful arguers in their behalf. 

I wish to have the RECORD clear a.s to 
what the Senator was referring to when 
he spoke of islands. I am certain the 
Senator from Texas did not mean that 
because in .\Iaska the shore stretches 
out through the Aleutian chain, which is 
contiguous to the mainland of Alaska, 
similar to Catalina Island off the coast 
of California, 'Or Long Island, off the 
coast of New York, the argument of non
contiguity would hold true of Alaska. 

Mr. DANIEL. The main body of 
Alaska is a solid mass of land~ although 
some islands extend out in the Aleutian 
chain. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Oh, away out. 
Mr. DANIEL. That presents an en

tirely different situation from the case 
of Hawaii. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Hawaiian Is
lands stretch out for almost 2,000 miles. 

Mr. DANIEL. Where would be the 
main body of the State of Hawaii? 
Would it be comprised of the eight prin
cipal islands? If the Senator from 
Washington will observe on t~c map, 
many of the islands of Hawaii are sep
arated by international waters. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I once was in the 
Navy, I may say to the Senator from 
Texas, and I condemned, for the use 
of the United States Navy~ an island, to 
be used for an airbase, whi-ch was to be 
a part of the city of Honolulu, 1_,600 
miles away. 

Mr. DANIEL. Was that Palmyra? 
Mr. MAGNUSON. It was Palmyra. 
Mr. DANIEL. Does the Senator from 

Washington know that when the origi
nal Hawaiian statehood bill was intro
duced, it included Palmyra, 1,600 miles 
a way from the 8 main islands? 

Mr MAGNUSON. From the main is
lands, yes. 

Mr. DANIEL. Does the Senator from 
Washington know that as the bill was 
originally introduced, it included Pal
myra Island2 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Palmyra would be 
something like Attu, in the Aleutian 
chain. It would not be much different. 
But it is true that the Aleutian chain, 
geographically speaking, is more con
tiguous to Alaska, and I wanted to make 
it clear that although Alaska has the 
Aleutian chain stretching out from the 
mainlan~, that would not make the 
Aleutians comparable to the Hawaiian 
chain. 

Mr. DANIEL. No. I think the case 
of the Aleutians is more comparable to 
the islands off tbe State of California. 

Mr. President, as I remarked a mo
ment ago, the admission of Hawaii as a 
State would also dilute the power of the 
present States and their citizens in the 
electoral college. I quote Representa
tive PILLION again, because, as I have 
said, he has made the best study of the 
question, and he is really the one who 
has reduced it all to figures and per
centages. He says: 

By reason of the election of our President 
under the electoral college system. the ad
mission of Hawaii would give to the voters 
of Hawaii a far greater right of suffrage in 
the election of a President than is now en
Joyed by the average voter in the 48 States. 
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Assuming that the House version 1s adopted, 
giving Hawaii one Representative in the 
House, then the voter in Hawaii would have 
1.7 times the vote of a voter in Florida, 2.1 
times the vote of a voter in California, and 

• J. times the vote of a voter in New York in 
the election Of a President. The complete 
table of the comparison of the voting power 
in the election of a President of a voter in 
Hawaii with that of a voter in each State is 
listed in the last column of schedule A of 
this statement. 

I have just inserted Schedule A in the 
RECORD. • 

If the Senate b111 is adopted granting 
Hawaii 2 Representatives, then the voting 
power of its voters in the election of a 
President is increased so that a voter in 
Hawaii would have 2.3 times the vote of a 
voter in Florida, 2.8 times the vote of a voter 
in California, and 2.8 times the vote of a 
voter in New York in the election of a Presi
dent. With two Representatives the voting 
power of a Hawaiian voter in the election of 
a President is increased by one-third over 
the figures given in the last column of 
schedule A. 

Mr. President, I do not know if Sena
tors are aware of it or not, but there are 
several fundamental differences between 
the bill which passed the House and the 
bill now being considered by the Senate 
as it came out of the committee. The 
House bill provides for one Representa
tive from the State of Hawaii, and the 
Senate bill provides for two Representa
tives. There are other differences in the 
bill, which I need not point out at this 
time, but I merely wish to show why 
figures have been given which contem
plate both one Representative and two 
Representatives. 

Representative PILLION says of his 
resolution, House Joint Resolution 199: 

The resolution • • • would amend the 
17th amendment of our Constitution by pro
viding that any State hereafter admitted 
shall be entitled to one Senate seat only 
when it attains a population of one-hal! of 
the average population represented by each 
Senator of all the other States-

In other words, the average now being 
1,600,000 people for each United States 
Senator, a new State hereafter admitted 
under his amendment would have to at
tain a population of half that number in 
order to have one Senator-
and shall be entitled to two Senators only if 
it attains a population of one and one-hal! 
times the average population represented by 
each Senator of all the other States. For 
example: Theh average population repre
sented by each Senator according to the 1951 
census estimate is about 1,600,000. Under 
the resolution proposed by Mr. PILLION, 
Hawaii would become entitled to one Sena
tor only upon attaining a population of one
half of the average or 800,000 persons. It 
would be entitled to two Senators only upon 
attaining a population of 2,400,000 persons or 
one and one-half of the average population 
represented by each Senator. 

As I said a moment ago, I do not nec
essarily agree with Mr. PILLION's pro
posed constitutional amendment. Ac
tually, it is my opinion that we would 
be better off if we adopted the policy 
of giving commonwealth status to our 
offshore island Territories rather than 
worry about changing the representa
tion in the United States Senate to fit 
such possible cases in the future. 

STATES PASS ON NEW STATES 

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

Mr. DANIEL. I yield to the Senator 
from Nevada . 

Mr. MALONE. What would the dis
tinguished Senator from Texas think 
about a proposed amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States, which 
has been discussed, but which has not 
yet been offered, which would provide 
that any new State would come into the 
Union on the same basis or through the 
same channels in which a constitutional 
amendment is adopted, by having it ap
proved by the Congress and voted on by 
the States-requiring the approval of 
three-fourths of the States? 

Mr. DANIEL. I did not quite under
stand the Senator. Did he ask for my 
opinion on such a constitutional amend
ment? 

Mr. MALONE. Yes. It has been pro
posed and discussed, not officially, but 
unofficially. 

Mr. DANIEL. I think that might be 
a good provision. How many States 
would be required to approve statehood? 

Mr. MALONE. The same number as 
would be required to adopt a constitu
tional amendmen'tr-three-fourths of the 
States. Such an amendment would pre
vent the stampeding of Congress, which 
is a terrible charge to make against Con
gress, but those of us who have observed 
congressional action for the past 22 or 
23 years know Congress can be and has 
been stampeded. 

Mr. DANIEL. I will say to the Sena
tor from Nevada that if the course taken 
with respect to the Hawaiian statehood 
bill continues as it has been followed 
since I have been a Member of the Sen
ate, I will favor such an amendment, 
because I will have to come to the con
clusion that it is necessary for the pro
tection of the rights of the States. The 
Senator knows that two United States 
Senators from each State are supposed 
to be elected to the Senate in order to 
look after their State's sovereignty and 
its representation and power in this 
body, as well as the rights in general 
of all the States. If the United States 
Senators do not take more interest in 
the evidence which has been brought for
ward on both sides of this issue relating 
to admission of new States, I am going 
to have to come to the conclusion that 
the rights of the States, and their pres
ent power in the Senate, cannot be prop
erly protected. I do not say that in 
criticism, but we may just as well face 
the facts. We know that there are many 
Members of this body who will never 
study the evidence and the arguments 
which have been made on this floor for 
and against Hawaiian statehood. 

I do not know why some persons take 
it for granted that statehood should be 
conferred, except that we have a great 
President who is in favor of statehood 
and the two political parties are also in 
favor of statehood. 

Of course the Senator from Nevada 
knows how so much of this "steam" 
for statehood was built up in the po
litical parties. Alaska and Hawaii have 
votes in the party conventions; and the 

desire to obtain their votes in the po
litical conventions seems to have been 
such that the Territories were easily 
able to obtain the endorsement of both 
political parties for statehood. 

PARTIES PASS RESOLUTIONS FOR VOTES 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Texas yield further to me? 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield. 
Mr. MALONE. I have noticed that 

for many years the Democratic Party 
has approved statehood for both of these 
Territories, but always has found it in
advisable to bring the statehood issue 
before the Senate in such a manner as 
to bring it to a vote for either Hawaii 
or Alaska. 

On the other hand, the Republicans 
are just a little more naive. Our Pres
ident has been in the Army practically 
all his life and away from the United 
States for several years and I suppose 
that he and his associates naturally 
thought that someone had thought 
through the consequences of such 
action. 

I have mentioned the possibility of 
letting the .States have a voice in con
nection with the admission of new States 
which could vitally affect the future of 
every one of the present States of the 
Union. As a matter of fact, if the pres
ent movement were carried far enough. 
the offshore areas could wield the bal
ance of power on the floor of the Senate. 

Mr. DANIEL. That is correct. 
:MEXICO-CAN ADA 

Mr. MALONE. Therefore, I am of the 
opinion that there is considerable merit 
to the unofficial discussion which has 
been occurring around the Capitol for 
a considerable time, to the effect a con
stitutional amendment should be re
quired in order to admit a new State, 
even if such State were made up of 
Mexico or Canada. Of course, it seems 
to me that under certain conditions 
those areas could conceivably be ad
mitted to the Union as States if they so 
desired, because they are contiguous 
areas and the United States is the only 
real defense that the nations of the 
Western Hemisphere have. If we are to 
admit new States, it is conceivable that 
if Mexico desired to become a State of 
the United States, we could admit her. 
because the territory of Mexico is con
tiguous to the territory of the United 
States. As a result of the admission of 
Mexico as a State, finally the people of 
the present United States and the people 
of Mexico would become a homogeneous 
people. 

As a matter of fact, the people of 
Canada already are practically a homo
geneous people with the United States. 
If Canada desired to be admitted as a 
State, then, the admission of Alaska 
could logically follow, both Canada and 
Alaska would then be contiguous to the 
United States. 

Of course, if Mexico were to petition 
for admission as a State, there probably 
would be less objection to her admission 
since she is a contiguous area. 

Of course, Mr. President, Hawaii is 
such a delightful place in which to take 
a vacation, that many who have enjoyed 
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a vacation there might be inclined to 
favor her admittance as a State without 
giving the matter further thought. 

OFFSHORE AREAS 

Nevertheless, if such offshore areas 
were to be admitted as States, the Sen
ators from those new States would hold 
the balance of power in the Senate; and 
then the condition existing in the Senate 
of the United States would resemble to 
a considerable extent the condition ex
isting today in the French Assembly. 

Mr. DANIEL. As a matter of fact, 
four new Senators would be able to wield 

· · the balance of power in the Senate next 
year. 

Mr. MALONE. In fact, even two new 
Senators would be able to hold the bal
ance of power. Of course, at the mo
ment even one new Senator could wield 
the balance of power. 

So, Mr. President, this matter has been 
seriously discussed around the Capitol 
tor the last 12 months, because of the 
continuous pressure upon Members of 
the Senate to "Go along, just go along 
and be a good fellow." 

Of course, the Members of the Senate 
did just that for practically 22 years; 
on a number of issues the Senate has 
"gone along" about as far as the country 
will stand in taxes and public debt. 

That is why I ask the Senator from 
~exas whether, in his opinion, it might 
be a good thing to give the States a "say" 
in regard to this matter. For one thing, 
it would give the advocates of statehood 
a chance to "cool off," and perhaps they 
would not then be so ''red hot" or so 
much on fire in their zeal to have Puerto 
Rico, for instance, become a State. 

Some of us had an opportunity to see 
that process in operation, when in 1947 
five Members of the Senate went to 
Puerto Rico to study the situation there, 
including the proposal for statehood for 
Puerto Rico. Fortunately, we were able 
to keep our feet on the ground; and when 
we returned, we said "No," insofar as 
statehood for Puerto Rico was concerned. 
Instead, we recommended that various 
reforms, including a new constitution 
and the right to elect their own gov
ernor, be made for the benefit of the peo
ple of Puerto Rico. Now Puerto Rico 
has a new constitution, and can elect her 
own governor; and the people of Puerto 
Rico seem to be very happy about that 
situation. 

On the other hand, suppose we had 
said, "Yes, let Puerto Rico become a 
State." It seems to me that our expe
rience during the past few weeks should 
teach us that many people of such terri
tories do not think along the same lines 
as do the people of continental United 
States. That is particula:..·ly true in the 
case of people who live in areas several 
thousand miles removed from the main
land of the United States. 

Mr. DANIEL. Certainly at least ami
nority of those people do not think the 
way we do. 

Mr. MALONE. I say to the distin
guished Senator from Texas that I have 
spent some time in these areas. For in
stance, I have traveled all over Alaska. 
I am the one who was sent in there be
hind the Japs, following the attack on 

Dutch Harbor. At that time I was a 
special consultant to the Senate Com
mittee on Military Affairs; I was not 
then a member of the Senate. I made 
the report on Alaska; and, if I do say so 
myself, it was a down-to-earth report. I 
studied the situation in all of Alaska, all 
the way from Juneau to Nome and Fair
banks and the Aleutians. I did not like 
what I saw there, from the point of view 
of the admission of Alaska as a State. 

Alaska is a wonderful area; and as an 
engineer, I realize that Alaska can be 
effectively developed to increase our sup
plies of critical and strategic materials. 

On the other hand, Alaska is not well 
adapted to becom3 a State-any more 
than Hawaii or Puerto Rico are. 

As a matter of fact, I macle a report on 
the Alcan Highway, when it was under 
construction, and I also made a report on 
the Canol oil project, un which the 
United States spent millions and millions 
of dollars in an effort to transport oil 
through a 4-inch pipeline at elevations 
up to 10,000 or 12,000 feet. I made an 
adverse report en that project, but the 
Congress was not able to stop it until 
later. 

So I say to the junior Senator from 
Texas that I have had an opportunity to 
study these areas, and I realize that the 
people who live in them simply do not 
think along the same channels as do the 
people of the mainland areas of the 
United States. The atmosphere and 
surroundings and commun:ties of these 
Territories are different from those in 
continental United States. 

Therefore, Mr. President, we should 
give great consideration and forethought 
to the proposal to admit Hawaii or 
Alaska to statehood. It would be well 
for the people of all the States to have 
a year or two to consider the proposal. 
If, after such consideration, the people 
of three-fourths of the States finally ap
prove statehood for thece Territories, 
then at least due consideration will have 
been given to the proposal, before making 
what could be a very vital and danger
ous move. 

Mr. DANIEL. I agree with much that 
the Senator from Nevada has said, and I 
thank him for h is remarks. 

Perhaps he and I disagree on one 
point, namely, that the people of the 
Territories are so different from the 
people cf cont inental United States, and 
that we cannot get close enough to them 
to justify admitting them to statehood. 

Actually, Mr. President, I believe that 
we can, through a commonwealth ar
rangement, get the people of the Terri
tories to understand our ways; and, by 
that means, I believe it will be possible 
for us to come to understand their ways 
with the result that we can be of mutuai 
benefit to each other. 

If I thought that denying statehood 
would cut us off from Alaska and Hawaii 
so that we would no longer associate and 
have the right kind of business and polit
ical interests with those people, that 
would concern me greatly. But under 
the commonwealth status I see the pos
~ibility for all the good things which can 
flow from the fact that we are all under 
the same flag, and all American citizens. 

'As the Senator from Nevada knows, there 
are many advantages under the com
monwealth status which we do not have 
in our States today, advantages which 
Puerto Rico has under the common
wealth status. 
TERRITORIES DEPENDENT UPON UNITED STATES 

FOR THEm DEFENSE 

Mr. MALONE. If the Senator will 
further yield, I want the Senator to 
understand the approach of the junior 
Senator from Nevada. I believe that at 
present we have just as good a con
nect ·on and relationship as we can ever 
have. If they would rather elect their 
governor and assume more responsibil
ity, I think they should be permitted 
to do so. But there could be no closer 
relatinnsh ip, because they are utterly 
dependent on us for - their defense and 
for their markets, and always will be 
~ust as the entire Western Hemispher~ 
IS dependent upon the United States for 
defense. We are however, much more 
dependent upon the Western Hemi
spheric nations for the critical materials 
at the moment than even many of our 
own people realize. 

AVAILABILITY OF CRITICAL MATERIALS 

We are just about to complete hearings 
on Senate Resolution 143, dealing with 
the availability of critical materials for 
this Nation in t ime of war. When the 
report on that resolution is made I am 
sure it will be a very interesting docu
ment to the Senate. It shows our de
pendence on the people of the Western 
Hemisphere nations for several strategic 
and crit ical materials, because we can
not obtain such materials across a major 
ocean during an all-out war. Therefore 
there can be no closer relationship than 
the relationship which must be brought 
about between the United States and 
the territories of the Western Hemi
sphere, including Hawaii and other areas 
such as Cuba, which are utterly depend~ 
ent for -their defense upon the United 
States. · 

I bring this problem to the attention 
of the distinguished Senator from Texas 
because there seems to be danger of the 
Senate going off the deep end in this 
mat ter. I have heard the argument 
made on the floor of the Senate and in 
committee that the Asiatic people will 
think we are not friendly to them if we 
do not accept this area as a State and 
give them two Senators, because there 
are so many Japanese and Chinese in 
the Hawaiian area. There are 185,000 
Japanese and enough Chinese so that 
the total ·outnumbers the Hawaiians and 
Caucasians. 

It was stated before our committee 
that it would be an affront to those peo
ple and that the Asiatic peoples would 
be affronted if we did not take Hawaii 
in as a State. I say that is not sound 
reasoning. 

Mr. DANIEL. Let me say something 
on that point. It has already been an
swered by the British commonwealth 
system. The people of Asia understand 
the system of the British Commonwealth 
of Nations. The people of Asia know 
that Australians are not in a position of 
"'inferior citizenship," as Mr. FARRINGTON 
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refers to the commonwealth status of 
Puerto Rico. The people of Asia under· 
stand how the commonwealth system ac· 
tually works to bring about greater in· 
dependence for those areas, and how it 
put an end to colonialism. It eliminated 
many disadvantages. 

I certainly agree with the Senator 
from Nevada that there is nothing to the 
argument that the people of Asia would 
consider it an affront to them if we 
refused to take Hawaii in as a State. 
If we give Hawaii full commonwealth 
status, such as that enjoyed by Puerto 
Rico, the people of Asia will understand 
the importance of the act and the free
dom and self-government which will 
result. 

Furthermore, I should be perfectly 
willing to provide that we may not draft 
their sons without the approval of their 
legislature. That is the way the British 
Commonwealth system operates in time 
of war. In that way they would have 
something to say about every question 
affecting them. I believe that the people 
of Asia would realize that we would be 
giving Hawaii more independence and 
freedom. We would be giving the people 
of Hawaii a preferred status. The 
peoples of Asia are familiar with the 
British Commonwealth system. 

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

Mr. DANIEL. I yield. 
INDEPENDENCE OF UNITED STATES INVOLVED 

Mr. MALONE. I merely point out 
that our own independence is involved 
in this question. Our own independence 
of thought and action is involved. Our 
own independence to determine the 
course which the United States wishes 
to pursue in national and international 
policy is indelibly linked with what we 
do here. 

As a matter of fact, our authority for 
such action is spread too thin now. We 
are entered into a war without Congress' 
consent. Congress has had rttle to say 
on that question. I think we ought to 
get off that horse, too. The Constitu
tion says that Congress shall act in the 
event of war. In the opinion of the 
junior Senator from Nevada we must re· 
tain in the United States the last word 
as to what this Nation's destiny should 
be, and the direction we should take to 
protect it. We should direct our own 
destiny in peace and in war. 

Mr. DANIEL. I agree with the Sena· 
tor from Nevada. I am surprised that 
this important issue has not attracted 
more study, thought, and debate on the 
part of the people of the country and 
Members of Congress than I have been 
able to detect in what has happened 
during the past few years. 

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

Mr. DANIEL. I yield to the Senator 
from Florida. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I should like to 
make one further observation. 

On the question of whether or not the 
people of the 48 States ought to have 
something to say in connection with new 
States coming into the Union, anyone 
who will read car-efully the debates whi~h 

took place during the early days of this 
Republic, when the form of government 
we were to have was being discussed, 
must know that when the Articles of 
Confederation were finally agreed upon 
it was provided that no new State should 
be admitted to the Union without 9 
States out of 12 approving it. It was 
the intention of the original founders of 
this Government that no State should 
subsequently be admitted without at 
least two-thirds or three-fourths of the 
existing States having an opportunity 
first to vote and approve the proposal. 

In article IV, section 3, of the Consti· 
tution, which is the provision under 
which we are operating, it is provided in 
one sentence that the Congress may 
admit new States. It has been held by 
parliamentarians since that time that 
that meant that all that would be re. 
quired would be simply a majority vote. 
Yet when we go back and read the Fed· 
eralist papers and the debates in the 
constitutional convention, we discov.er 
that· the delegates from the State of Vir. 
ginia proposed that there be a provision 
in the Constitution that no new State 
should be admitted unless three-fourths 
of the then states of the Union approved 
of it. In the course of the debate which 
took place over a period of 5 weeks that 
provision was inadvertently omitted. 
Some 16 years after the Constitution 
was adopted Gouverneur Morris wrote 
explaining the sentence which provided 
that new States might be admitted into 
the Union. He frankly said that it was 
intended that the other States in the 
t:nion should pass upon the admission 
oi' new States, but that that provision 
was omitted. He said that we went as 
far as we could go when we said that new 
States might be admitted to the Union. 
It was contemplated at that time that 
canada would be the only new State. 

So I subscribe to the remarks of the 
able junior Senator from Texas this 
afternoon, that in truth and in fact, the 
matter of admitting new States into the 
Union so vitally concerns the representa· 
tion which the States now have in the 
Congress, and so vitally affects them in 
respect to what is to happen to them, 
that they should have a voice in the 
matter. It is regrettable that in the 
early days, when the form of the Consti· 
tution was being debated, the provision 
which was originally in the Articles of 
Confederation, requiring approval of 
three-fourths of the States, was inad· 
vertently omitted from the Constitution. 

Mr. DANIEL. I could agree with the 
junior Senator from Florida fully, if it 
were not for the fact that Texas came 
into the Union by only one vote in the 
Senate, and by only a majority vote in 
the House. We failed the two-thirds 
route. I doubt if Texas would have come 
into the Union until many years later 
if it had not been for what the junior 
Senator from Florida believes to be a 
means that was not intended by the 
founders. Many political scientists and 
constitutional lawyers argue that Texas 
was not legally admitted into the 
Union. I am sure the Senator has read 
arguments to that effect. 

However .. I agree with the Senator 
from Florida that, even though we have 
been following the majority vote system, 
we may have to make some change in it 
if we start to go beyond the American 
continent to bring in new States and to 
consider the subject as seriously as we 
are doing now. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. :?resident, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield. 
Mr. SMATHERS. I know that all of 

us are pleased that Texas became a dis
tinguished State of the Union. I have 
no doubt, and I am sure the able Senator 
from Texas has no doubt, that it would · 
have been a matter of only a few years 
until Texas would have been admitted. 

However, we are confronted with a 
constitutional provision under which, 
conceivably, only a few Senators on the 
:tloor of the Senate, and only a few Rep
resentatives in the House of Representa· 
tives, with little or no debate, could bring 
into the Union possibly even the great 
country of Ireland, which we are honor· 
ing today, St. Patrick's Day, and for 
which there is great enthusiasm today. 
It is entirely possible that in such a mo· 
ment of great enthusiasm-and this is 
not entirely outside the realm o: reason
a majority of the few Senators on the 
:tloor could admit any Territory into the 
Union as a new State. 

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

Mr. SMATHERS. I say it could be 
done. I am not saying that it would 
happen. 1 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I would not want 
the RECORD to stand that way, because 
the distinguished Senator from Florida 
knows, in the first place, that with re· 
spect to the statehood bills the Hawaii 
bill has passed the House on at least two 
different occasions and has "been the sub· 
ject of debate in the Senate. Moreover, 
it has been the subject of extensive com· 
mittee hearings. While it is true-and 
I have many times expressed regret that 
it is true-that the Senate under its 
custom and practices must hold commit· 
tee hearings, because otherwise it could 
not transact its business promptly, I am 
certain-and I am sure the Senator will 
agree-that most of the Senators religi· 
ously and diligently read the RECORD, 
and in that way do keep informed of the 
discussions on the :tloor of the Se!late. 

I am sure the Senator knows that there 
is always present on the :tloor of the Sen· 
ate either the majority leader or the mi· 
nority leader, or a Senator who is substi· 
tuting for them. Therefore, if any at· 
tempt were made to take any action even 
remotely resembling what the Senator 
has suggested, there would be the imme· 
diate suggestion of the absence of a 
quorum. Of course, such a thing as the 
Senator suggests would not happen. 

Theoretically, if we were to grant that 
no Senators were paying attention to the 
subject under discussion at a t~me when 
the Senate was considering the admis
sion of a State to the Union, or were con· 
sidering the subject only lightly, a case 
could be made for such a procedure suc
ceeding. But, as the majority leader of 
the Senat~and I am sure I speak also 
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for the minority leader on the other side 
of the aisle-! would not want it to be 
said that Ireland or any other country, 
whose inhabitants are not citizens of the 
United States and the proposal for the 
admission of which country had not had 
the benefit of committee hearings, could 
very easily become a State of the Union. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I .thank the ma
jority leader. The remark I made was to 
the effect that under the law as it now 
stands, we could this afternoon, con
ceivably, admit Ireland, if we could get 
the House to vote on it, and if the Presi
dent did not veto the bill, because under 
the law all that would be required would 
be a majority vote of those who vote on 
the issue, and that would be a majority 
of those present on the floor of the Sen
ate and of the House. 

I agree wholeheartedly with what the 
able Senator from California has said 
about Senators who would object to the 
admission of any area as a new State, 
and that it is not likely that what I sug
gested would happen. However, under a 
great wave of enthusiasm, such as we 
find to exist for Ireland on a happy oc
casion such as today, while it is not prob
able that such a thing would happen, it 
is possible that it could happen, under 
the law as it stands today. 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I hope 
by this debate the distinguished majority 
leader and the distinguished junior Sen
ator from Fiorida are not giving· the 
country the impression that if we should 
start taking in offshore States, Ireland 
would be barred. [Laughter.] 

All of us know that there are many 
people who advocate taking in more and 
more foreign nations as States as a war 
preventative. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. If the Senator 
from Texas will yield further without 
his losing the floor, I should like to say 
that the junior Senator from Nevada, 
with his fine Irish name of MALONE, rec
ognizes the fact that the Irish have made 
very fine citizens of the United States, in 
all of our States, including his western 
State and my State, and have performed 
outstanding service. I merely state as 
a matter of fact that I do not believe an 
offshore, noncitizen country, which has 
not adopted an enabling act, or which 
does not have an organized Territorial 
status, could be taken .:.ntO the Union 
willy-nilly. 

ONCE THE START IS MADE-NO END TO IT 

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Texas yield further, with 
the understanding that he wiil not lose 
his right to the floor? 

Mr. DANIEL. With that understand
ing, Mr. President, I yield. 

Mr. MALONE. I am not so sure 
about that. This is my eighth year of 
service in the United States Seriate. It 
seems impossible that time should fly so 
fast. However, after watching the Sen
ate operate for 8 years, I am not so sure 
of what it might do under stress of emo
tion. 

I say to the distinguished junior Sen
ator from Texas that there are many 
people who advocate that the way to· 
stop wars is for the United States to 
take in more and more areas of the world 

as States. Australia has been suggested. 
Many people have suggested that Eng
land be taken in as a · State. If we start 
taking in offshore noncontiguous areas 
as States, there is really no argument 
against continuing the practice. The 
reason given for advocating that we take 
in more and more States is that if the 
United States of the World got all-in
clusive, there cnuld be no more wars. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
am reminded of an expression which was 
used during World War II, when I served 
for a time in England. As an English 
gentleman would say, the British might 
have something to say about that, and 
I am inclined to believe, as the English 
expression goes, that the people of Eng
land would take a very dim view of our 
taking them into the Union without 
their permission. 

Mr. MALONE. So long as they are 
on our payroll; -~ am not so sure about 
that. We1 are paying the taxes of France, 
and I am not so sure about France. I 
am not so sure about Australia. Perhaps 
the Senate would be surprised at what 
nations would apply if it once started 
to take in offshore, noncontiguous areas· 
as States. 

All the foreign countries on our pay
roll say we are the world leaders. They 
build us up to feel important-important 
enough to give them our taxpayers' 
money. Then, while we have our heads 
in the air thinking of our own impor
tance, they divide our markets and our 
money. We have begun to believe our 
clippings. Mr. President, as soon as any
one starts to believe his clippings, he gets 
clipped, whether he is a baseball player 
or a boxer or any other individual or 
nation. 

The Senate believes its own clippings, 
and has done so for about 10 or 15 years. 
Every since that time the legislation 
which it has passed has been more and 
more surprising and disappointing to 
many people in the United States. Bil
lions mean nothing to the Senate-all 
they do is to approve more taxes or def -. 
icits, it is time we got our feet on the 
ground. 

It has been argued that the way to 
stop wars is for the United States to take 
in many outside areas foreign nations or 
states, and that by taking them into a 
United States of the World and repre
sented on the Senate floor, we would 
stop the incentive for wars. 

Mr. President, what we are discussing 
today is a much more wider question, 
with broader implications than some 
would have us believe. If we break the 
precedent on noncontiguous areas, there 
is no stopping place. I should like to ask 
the distinguished Senator from Texas if 
he can think of any reason why we 
should stop taking such areas as States 
if once we start taking in offshore areas. 

Mr. DANIEL. I can think of a good 
reason, but I doubt that we would stop. 

Mr. MALONE. After we once· create 
the precedent. 

Mr. DANIEL. The Senator from Ne
vada is correct. My attention has been 
called to the fact that Texas is well able 
to take care of itself in any lack of rep
resentation we might have in the Senate 

if Territories are admitted as new States. 
Our annexation agreement provides that 
we may create four additional States 
out of the area of Texas. In that way 
we would have eight additional Senators. 
The Texas annexation agreement, in the 
third provision, provides: -

New States of convenient size, not exceed
ing four in number, in addition to the said 
State of Texas, and having sufficient popula-
tion- · 

I do not know what is meant by "suf
ficient population"-
may hereafter, by the consent of the said 
State, be formed <. ut of the territory thereof; 
which shall be entitled to admission under 
the provisions of the Federal Constitution. 

Mr. President, we do not want to have 
to resort to cutting our State up into 
five States. We have the right, under. 
this agreement, unless it should be 
treated as another ''scrap of paper" by 
the Congress or by the courts, to divide 
the State into a total of 5 States with 
a total of 10 United States Senators. 
But the people of Texas have never 
wanted to do that, and we do not want to 
be forced to any such extreme in pre
serving our representation in the Senate. 
I believe we can preserve the representa-. 
tion of our State and its 8 million people 
by keeping the proportionate representa
tion we now have in the United States 
Senate. We do not want to do that at 
the expense of the people of Hawaii and 
of their freedom, liberty, and represen
tation in tax matters. We can give 
them their rights and preserve every
thing to which they are entitled under 
the commonwealth status. 

Mr. President, I should like to finish 
my remarks. I have had the floor a good 
while, and before some Senator suggests 
that I am departing from the subject I 
should like to complete my remarks. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD a table prepared by Representa
tive PILLION showing the average per
centage value of senatorial representa
tion of persons in each State and the 
percentage of loss by admission of Ha
waii, based on certain data. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

, as follows: 
Average percentage value of senatorial 

representation of persons in each State and 
percentage of loss by admission of Hawaii, 
based on following data: 

A. Total population of United States July 
1, 1951, excluding the District of Columbia 
and Hawaii, 152,572,000. 

B. Average representation by each Sena
tor, 1,589,292. 

C. Total population of United States July 
1, 1951, including Hawaii but excluding the 
District of Columbia, 153,038,329. 

D. Average representation of each Sena
tor with 2 Hawaiian Senators included, 
1,561,616. 

E. Average percentage value of vote of 
persons in the United States in senatorial 
representation, 100 percent. 

F. Column 1 is percentage value of vote of 
residents of States without Hawaii state
hood. 

G. Column 2 is percentage value of vote 
of residents of States if Ha~aii is granted 
statehood. 
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H. Column 3 is loss of percentage value of 

vote of residents of States if r.awaii is grant
ed statehood. 

Without With 
Hawaii Hawaii Loss of 

Etate statehood statehood sufirage 

(1) (2) (3) 

---------1------------
Percent 

Alabama_-------------- 104 
Arizona_-- ------------- 394 
Arkansas_______________ 166 
California._------------ 29 
Colorado _- ------------- 231 
Connecticut__ __________ 156 
Delaware_______________ 966 
Florida ______________ .___ 107 
Georgia __ -------------- 91 HawaiL ________________ ----------
Idaho _----------------- 539 
Illinois. ---------------- 36 
Indiana__ ______________ 79 
Iowa __ ----------------- 121 
Kansas_________________ 16.3 
Kentucky-------------- 109 
Louisiana______________ 115 
Maine_________________ _ 356 
Maryland ____ ---------- 130 
Massachusetts__________ 67 

~~i!~t8~~:=========== 1~ 
~:o~r~:=========== = ~;g Montana_______________ 540 
Nebraska_______________ 236 
Nevada ________________ 1,859 
New Hampshire________ 595 

~::~~rca~::========= 4~ New York _____ _________ 21 
North Carolina_________ 77 
North Dakota__________ 525 
Ohio ___ ---------------- 39 
Oklahoma______________ 140 
Oregon_________________ 204 
Pennsylvania___________ 30 
Rhode Island __ _________ 400 
South Carolina_________ 150 
South Dakota__________ 491 
Tennessee______________ 96 

t~!~~================= ~g V~r~o_nt.______________ 8g~ 

~~~tO'il::========== 131 
West Virginia_ --------- 159 
Wisconsin______________ 91 
Wyoming______________ 1, 077 

Percent 
103 
388 
164 

28 
227 
153 
949 
105 

90 
670 
529 
35 
77 

119 
160 
107 
113 
350 
128 
66 
4.8 

104 
142 
77 

530 
232 

1, 826 
585 
63 

444 
21 
76 

516 
39 

138 
200 
30 

394 
147 
483 
94 
39 

441 
837 

92 
129 
157 

90 
1,059 

Percent 
1 
6 
2 
1 
4 
3 

17 
2 . 
1 

--------iii 
1 
2 
2 
3 
2 
2 
6 
2 
1 
1 
2 
3 
2 

10 
4 

33 
10 
1 
8 
0 
1 
9 
0 
2 
4 
0 
6 
3 
8 
2 
1 
7 

15 
2 
2 
2 
1 

18 

NOTE.-New York, Ohio, and Pennsylvania _would 
also each show a small loss if the figures were carried out 
to another digit. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD at this point a table prepared 
by Representative PILLION, with refer- . 
ence to the average percentage value of 
presidential representation of persons in 
each State and the loss if Hawaii is ad
mitted, based upon certain data. 

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

Average percentage value of presidential 
representation of persons in each State and 
loss if Hawaii is admitted, based upon the 
following data: 

A. Total population of the United States 
July 1, 1951, excluding the District of Colum
bia and Hawaii, 152,572,000. 

B. Total population of United States July 
1, 1951, including Hawaii but excluding the 
District of Columbia, 153,038,329. 

c. Average percentage value of vote of 
persons in the United States in presidential 
representation, 100 percent. 

D. Column 1 is percentage value of presi
dential vote of residents without Hawaii 
statehood. 

E. Column 2 is percentage value of presi
dential vote of residents if Hawaii is granted 
statehood. 

F . ColUinn 3 is loss of percentage value of 
presidential vote of residents 1f Hawa11 is 
granted statehood. 

Without 
Hawaii 

State state-
hood 

(1) 

Percent 
Alabama_ ______________ 103. 9 
.Arizona__ ______________ 142.8 
Arkansas_______________ 120.3 
California__ ____________ 83.4 
Colorado_______________ 125.3 
Connecticut____________ 112.8 
Delaware.______________ 262. 0 
Florida_________________ 97.0 

~:o;~f_--~============== -----~~~~-
Idaho_- ---------------- 194. 8 
Illinois_ ________________ 88.0 
Indiana__ ______________ 92.5 
Iowa______ _____________ 109.5 
Kansas_____ ____________ 117.9 
Kentucky-------------- 98. 3 
Louisiana______________ 104.2 
Maine __ ______ _________ _ . 161. 1 
Maryland______________ 105.9 
Massachusetts__________ 97. 2 
Michigan _______ ________ R7. 8 
Minnpsota______________ 105. 6 

~l~~~~r~!============= ~g~: ~ Montana_______________ 195. 1 
Nebraska_______________ 127. 9 
Nevada . _-------------- 504.1 
New Hampshire________ 215. 2 
New Jersey------------- 92. 4 
New Mexico___________ 181.6 
New York .. ___ _________ 86.0 
North Carolina_________ 97. 3 
North Dakota__________ 100.0 
Ohio ___ ____ ____________ 89.1 
Oklahoma______________ 101.4 
Oregon _________________ 110.7 

~t~il:l~~it========== 1~: ~ 
South Carolina_________ 108. 2 
South Dakota____ _____ _ 177.6 
Tennessee______________ 95.3 
Texas ___ --------------- 86. 3 
Utah___________________ 162.1 
Vermont.______________ 231.1 
Virginia________________ 101.9 
Washington____________ 106.6 

~r:!~~f~~~========== 
1

M: ~ Wyoming________ ______ 292. 2 

With 
Hawaii 
state-
hood 

(2) 

----
P ercent 

103.4 
142.1 
119.8 
83.0 

124. 7 
112.3 
260.8 
96.6 
98.5 

245.4 
193.9 
87.6 
92.1 

109.0 
117.4 
97.9 

103.8 
160.3 
105. 5 
96.7 
g7. 4 

105.1 
104.4 
92.0 

194. 3 
127.3 
501.8 
214.3 
92.0 

181.3 
85.7 
96.8 

189. 1 
88.7 

101.0 
110.2 
86.7 

144.3 
107.7 
176.8 
94.8 
85.9 

161.4 
230.1 
101.4 
106.2 
114.7 

1!8. 8 
290.\, i 

Loss of 
sufuage 

(3) 

----
Percent 

0.5 
• 7 
.5 
.4 
.6 
.5 

1. 2 
.4 
.4 

--------:9 
.4 
.4 
. 5 
. 5 
.4 
.4 
. 8 
. 4 
. 5 
.4 
.5 
. 5 
. 4 
. 8 
.6 

2. 3 
.9 
.4 
.3 
.3 
.5 
.9 
.4 
.4 
.5 
.4 
. 6 
.5 
.8 
.5 
.4 
.7 

1.0 
.5 
.4 
.5 
.4 

1.3 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I invite 
attention to the fact that every State 
would lose some percentage of its pres
ent power in the Senate and in the elec
toral college. The percentages for each 
State are set forth in the table. 

Representative PILLION has continued 
his study and brought his figures up to 
date on both Hawaii and Alaska if they 
are admitted together, and I ask unan
imous consent to have printed at this 
point in the RECORD a recent summary 
by Representative PILLION, entitled "Re
duction in the Senatorial Representation 
of the 48 States." 

-There being no objection, the sum
mary was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
REDUCTION IN THE SENATORIAL REP~ESENTA

TION OF THE 48 STATES 

The admission of Hawaii and Alaska under 
the present constitutional provision will en
title their residents (628,437 combined) to 
4 seats in the United States Senate. The 
average representation would be 1 Sena
tor for each 157,000 inhabitants. The peo
ple of the 48 States, having a population of 
152,572,000 represented by 96 Senators today, 
enjoy the average representation of 1 Sen
ator for each 1,589,000 persons. Thus, HawaU 
and Alaska would become entitled to repre
sentation in the United States Senate 10 
times greater than the average representation 
of the people of the 48 States. Each voter will 
have approximately 33 times the power of 
vote of the people of California in the United 
States Senate, 27 times the power of vote of 
the people of llllnois, 32 times the power o! 

vote of the people of Pennsylvania and 47 . 
times the vote of the people of New York. 

A comparison of the voting power of the 
voters of Hawaii and Alaska (combined) with 
that of the people of the 48 :-·tates in the . 
election of United States Senators is con
tained in schedule A of the accompanying 
table. 

The representation in the United States 
Senate for Hawaii and Alaska is acquired by 
a corresponding reduction of the present 
power of representation of the people of the 
48 States in that body. The right of suffrage 
equal to that of 6,356,000 persons is taken 
from the 152,572,000 residents of the 48 States 
in varying percentage amounts and is trans
ferred to the 628,437 residents of Hawaii and 
Alaska. 

Statehood will give HawaU and Alaska 4 
votes in a Senate of 100 Members of one 
twenty-fifth of the membership, although 
their combined population is only one two
hundred-and-forty-second of the popula
tion of the 48 States. This grant of one 
twenty-fifth of the membership in the 
United States Senate dilutes and diminishes 
by that fraction the representation in that 
body of the people of the 48 States. 

REDUCTION IN THE PRESIDENTIAL ELECTION 
VOTING RIGHTS OF THE 48 STATES 

The disproportionate advantage of Alaska 
and Hawaii would also apply in the presiden
tial elections. Upon admission these States 
would have a total of 7 electoral votes, an 
average of 1 electoral_ vote for each 89,776 in
habitants. The 152,572,000 people of the 48 
States with a total of 531 electoral votes are 
entitled to 1 electoral vote each for an aver
age population of 287,300. Thus, the voter 
in Hawaii and Alaska would have an aver
age voting power in the election of a United 
States President 3.2 times greater than the 
average vote of the voter in the 48 States. 

The comparison of the voting rights of the 
voters of Hawaii and Alaska (combined) with 
that of the people of the 48 States in presi
dential elections is contained in schedule B 
of the accompanying table. 

The electoral vote of 2,011,100 (7 electoral 
times 287,300 average population for 1 elec
toral vote) persons will be taken from the 
152,572,000 residents of the 48 States and 
transferred to the 628,437 residents of Ha
waii and Alaska. The disfranchisement of 
the residents of the 48 States applies not only 
to the executive branch but also applies to 
the judicial branch of our Government be
cause the appointing power to the judiciary 
lies with the President. 

The total electoral vote would be tempo
rarily increased to 538 by the 7 electoral votes 
of Hawaii and Alaska. After the 1960 census, 
the House of Representatives would be reap
portioned to reduce the temporary member
ship of 438 to 435. With the Senate in
creased to 100 Members, the electoral college 
would be permanently increased to 535 
members. 

Although the combined population is only 
one two-hundred-and-forty-seconds of the 
population of the 48 States, Hawaii and 
Alaska (combined) would enjoy one seventy
sixth (or seven five-hundred-and-thirty
fifths) of the total voting strength of the 
48 States in the election of a President. The 
right of suffrage of the 48 States in this re
spect is dlminished by that fraction. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a table pre
pared by Representative PILLION in con
nection with the foregoing statement be 
printed a~ this point in the RECORD. It 
shows the prospective voting power of 
the average Hawaiian-Alaskan voter in 
the election of United States Senators 
and a United States President with the 
voting power of the voters of the 48' 
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States. The table is based on the pos
sibility of both Hawaii and Alaska being 
admitted into the Union. 

There being no objection, the table 
·was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 
TABLES COMPARING THE PROSPECTIVE VOTING 

POWER OF THE AVERAGE HAWAIIAN-ALASKAN 
VOTER IN THE ELECTION OF UNITED STATES 

SENATORS AND A UNITED STATES PRESIDENT 
WITH THE VOTING POWER OF THE VOTERS OF 

THE 48 STATES 

METHOD OF COMPUTATION 

Schedule A: Population of Hawaii and 
Alaska (combined) is 628,437 with 4 Sena
tors. One Senator for 157,000 residents. 
Population of Alabama is 3,061,000. One 
Senator for 1,537,500 residents. 1,537,500 
divided by 157,000 equals 9.8, representing 
the average voting rights of the residents of 
Hawaii and Alaska as compared to 1 vote for 
voter in Alabama in the election of the 
United States Senate. 

Schedule B: Presidential electors for Ha
waii and Alaska (combined) will be 7, or 1 
for each 89,700 residents. Presidential elec
tors for Alabama is 11, or 1 for e.ach 278,000 
residents. 278,000 divided by 89,700 equals 
3.1, representing the average voting rights of 
residents of Hawaii and Alaska as compared 
to 1 vote for the voter of Alabama in the 
election of a United States President. 

"A" "B" 
Voting power 

of average 
Num- Hawaiian-

ber Alaskan voter 
Po pula· of vs. 

State and tion, Presi- 1 vote for 
Territory 19.50 dential voters of other 

census elec- States for-
tors 

u.s. u.s. 
Senate Presi-

dent 
------

Alaska.. _______ 128,643 3 
----9~8-Alabama _________ 3,061, 743 11 -----3:i 

Arizona __________ 749,587 4 2.4 2.1 
Arkansas __ ------ 1, 909,511 8 6.1 2.6 California _______ 10,586,223 32 33.7 3.6 Colorado ___ ______ 1, 325,089 6 4. 2 2.4 
Connecticut _____ 2,007, 280 8 6.4 2.8 
Delaware ________ 318,085 3 1.0 1. 2 
Florida_--------- 2, 771,305 10 8.8 3.0 Georgia _________ 3, 444,578 12 10.9 3. 2 Hawaii_ _________ 499,794 4 _ ___ i_9_ --------Idaho ____________ 588,637 4 1.6 
IDinoi~----------- 8, 712, 176 27 ~7.8 3.6 Indiana __________ 3, 934,224 13 12.5 3. 4 Iowa. _____________ 2, 621,073 . 10 8.3 2.9 Kansas __________ 1, 905,299 8 6.1 2.6 Kentucky _______ 2, 944,806 10 9.4 3.3 
Louisiana ________ 2, 683, 516 10 8. 5 3.0 Maine,_ _________ 913,744 6 2.9 2.0 
Maryland---- -- - 2,343, 011 9 7.8 2.9 
Massachusetts __ _ 4, 690, 514 16 15.4 3. 2 
Michigan __ ______ 6, 371, 766 20 20.3 3. 5 Minnesota ___ ____ 2, 982,483 11 9. 5 3 .. 0 Mississippi_ _____ 2,178, 914 8 6.6 3.0 
Missouri__ _______ 3, 954,653 13 11. 3 3.4 Montana _______ 591,024 4 1. 9 1.6 Nebraska ________ 1, 325,510 6 4.2 2.4 Nevada _________ 160,083 3 .5 .6 
New Hampshire_ 533,242 4 1.1 1.5 
New J ersey--- --- 4, 835,329 16 15.6 3.3 
New Mexico _____ 681,187 4 2. 2 1. 9 
New York _____ __ 14,830,192 45 47.2 3.6 
N ortb Carolina._ 4,061, 929 14 12.9 3.2 
North Dakota ___ 691.636 4 2. 2 1. 9 Ohio _____________ 7, 946,627 25 25.2 3.5 
Oklahoma _______ 2, 233,351 8 7.1 3.1 Oregon __ ____ ___ _ 1, 521,341 6 4.9 2.8 
Pennsylvania ____ 10,498,012 32 32.8 3. 6 
Rhode Island ____ 791,896 4 2.5 2. 2 
South Carolina __ 2,117,027 8 6. 7 2.9 
South Dakota ___ 652,740 4 2.0 1.8 Tennessee _______ 3, 291,718 11 10.5 3.3 Texas ____________ 

7, 7ll, 194 ~ ~5 3.5 
Utah ___ --------- 688,862 4 2. 2 1.9 Vermont _________ 377,747 3 1. 2 1. 4 Virginia _________ 

3,318, 6BO 12 10.5 3.0 
Washmgton _____ 2, 378,963 9 7. 6 2. 9 
West Virginia ____ 2,005, 552 8 6.3 2. 8 Wisconsin _______ 3, 434,575 12 10.9 3.1 Wyoming ________ 290,529 3 .9 Ll 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, there is 
another thing with reference to the 
change in representation which would 
be brought about by statehood for Ha
waii, namely, the distribution of the loss 
of three House seats. There are several 
States represented on the floor at this 
time which might be affected. 

There are several other States which 
have been losing population, and some 
State or States will lose three Members 
of the House of Representatives after the 
next census if Hawaii and Alaska are 
admitted. We have gone into the ques
tion of the loss of representation and 
power in the Senate. The Senate state
hood bill would grant 2 seats in the 
House of Representatives to Hawaii, and 
1 seat to Alaska. At the reapportion
ment following the 1960 census, the 
membership, temporarily increased to 
438, will be reduced to the present num
ber of 435 Members. 

The United States Census Bureau re
ports that the following 10 States show 
a population loss between April 1, 1950, 
and July 1, 1952: Maine, New Hampshire, 
Vermont, Iowa, North Dakota, West Vir
ginia, Tennessee, Mississippi, Arkansas, 
and Oklahoma. 

In all probability, these States, after 
the 1960 reapportionment, will bear the 
loss of the three seats which would be 
granted to Hawaii and Alaska in addi
tion to any other loss of seats they may 
suffer by reason of population apportion
ment. 

It is clear, Mr. President, that some 
State or States will lose representation 
in the House of Representatives if these 
territories are admitted to statehood. 

Mr. President, my third point with 
reference to the reasons for opposing the 
proposed legislation is that charges that 
members of the Communist Party are in 
position to control the ecenomy and 
to influence elections in Hawaii have 
not been thoroughly investigated or 
answered. 

I have prepared an extended resume 
of various testimony before our commit
tee on this subject. It has already been 
indicated on the floor that a former Gov
ernor of the Territory of Hawaii ap
peared before our committee. He is now 
a supreme court judge in Hawaii. He 
testified that the Communist-dominated 
labor union had control of the economy 
of the islands and could influence or, at 
least, veto the election of United States 
Senators and Representatives. There is 
a great deal . of evidence. I shall not 
undertake a restatement of it at this 
point. It may be necessary later to 
present the prepared material which I 
have. But, suffice it to say, Mr. Presi
dent, that the testimony as to Commu
nistic influence has not been satisfac
torily denied. There has been no thor
ough investigation or answer, in my 
opinion, as to the power and control of 
the Communist-dominated union over 
the economy and its influence in the 
political affairs of the Territory of 
Hawaii. 

I do not say that the evidence before 
us is correct. As I said earlier, if there 
is a Communist menace there, it is one 
which we shall have to handle whether 

Hawaii is a Territory or a State. It does 
not make too much difference, except 
that we should not admit the Territory 
as a State and permit it to elect Sen
ators and Representatives if influence 
and power are in the hands of the Com
munist leaders of the labor unions. My 
only point on that, Mr. President, is that 
the subject has not been investigated as 
thoroughly as we have investigated 
other charges of communism in other 
places. 

The Attorney General writes that he 
does not think there has been any in
crease in communism. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Texas yield? 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. Not having been a 

member of the committee and not hav
ing heard the charges of communism, I 
was very much interested in what the 
report says on that subject, and if the 
Senator will refer to the bottom of page 
7 of the report of the Senate committee 
he will find this language. 

I am now quoting from the Attorney 
General: 

The facts known to me concerning com
munism in Hawaii do not indicate any rea
son to believe that communism is a greater 
menace in Hawaii at the present time than 
it was in 1950. 

Mr. President, I say to the Senator 
from Texas that that is the conclusion of 
the Attorney General of the United 
States. Is that all the committee had 
before it on the question? 

Mr. DANIEL. No. I am certain it had 
some other opinion, such as the opinion 
of the attorney general of the Territory 
of Hawaii. But from the Department of 
Justice or from the Attorcey General 
of the United States, as I recall, that is 
all the committee had. 

Mr. STENNIS. Did the Attorney Gen
eral give any reasons for saying that 
he felt satisfied that communism was not 
a greater menace now than it was in 
1950? Does the Senator recall any tes
timony by the Attorney General in addi
tion to the letter which is included in the 
report? 

Mr. DANIEL. I do not recall . any 
testimony by the Attomey General on 
that point. As I remember, his letter 
was all the committee had from him on 
that point. If I had not been on my feet 
so long this afternoon, and if I were not 
so tired, I should like to spend some time 
on that very point and to discuss the 
reply by the Attorney General. 

Mr. STENNIS. I do not wish to detain 
the Senator longer on his feet. 

Mr. DANIEL. No. I should like to 
speak further on the very point the Sen
ator from Mississippi has raised. 

Mr. STENNIS. Did the Director of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, Mr. J. 
Edgar Hoover, testify before the com
mittee? 

Mr. DANIEL. No; he did not. 
Mr. STENNIS. Did the gentleman 

representing the Department of Justice, 
the United States attorney who prose
cuted the Communist case in Hawaii last 
year, testify? 

Mr. DANIEL. No; I do not recall that 
he did. 
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Mr. STENNIS. I do not wish to de

tain the Senator from Texas any longer, 
but these are serious questions which I 
wish to ask tomorrow. 
· Mr. DANIEL. What was the danger 
from communism in 1950? Is the Sena
tor from Mississippi acquainted with the 
report made by the committee headed 
by the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs, the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. 
BUTLER]? 

Mr. STENNIS. I am familiar with it 
in a general way. 

Mr. DANIEL. The distinguished Sen
ator from Nebraska opposed statehood 
because of the Communist menace. 

Mr. STENNIS. I remember his very 
fine statement on the subject. 

Mr. DANIEL. But that was, I believe, 
in 1949, when the committee made its 
investigation. It made its report on 
June 21, 1949. 

If the Senator from Mississippi will 
look at pages 519 to 530 of the hearings 
on the statehood bills, he will find the 
report made by the distinguished Sena
tor from Nebraska dated June 21, 1949. 

If the menace of communism is as bad 
today as it was in 1949, it is bad enough 
to defer the proposed admission of Ha
waii to statehood and to give it more 
consideration, as the Senator from 
Nebraska did back in 1949. All that the 
Attorney General of the United States 
said was: 

The facts known to me concerning com
munism in Hawaii do not indicate any rea
son to believe that communism is a greater 
menace in Hawaii at the present time than it 
was in 1950. 

Mr. STENNIS. I shall not pursue the 
matter further now, in deference to the 
Senator from Texas, but I was amazed to 
learn that that was as far as the Attor
ney General went in'jc this serious ques
tion. He simply made a statement to 
the committee that he thought condi
tions with respect to communism were 
not so bad now as they were in 1950. 

Mr. DANIEL. Of course, I assume the 
Senator from Mississippi is familiar with 
the rest of the letter. 

Mr. STENNIS. I have before me only 
what is printed here. 

Mr. DANIEL. The Attorney General 
continued by saying: 

As a matter of fact, the known members 
of the Communist Party in Hawaii appear 
to be fewer in number at present than they 
were in 1950. Undoubtedly the recent con
viction of the -leaders of the Communist con
spiracy has contributed to this decline in 
Communist Party membership. I believe it 
inevitable that this conviction will have a 
weakening effect on the strength of com
munism in Hawaii. 

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

Mr. DANIEL. I yield to the distin
guished majority leader. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yesterday, I be
lieve, the distinguished Senator from 
Florida [Mr. SMATHERS] raised a question 
about one of the unions in Hawaii hav
ing leadership which was either affiliated 
with communism or was sympathetic to 
the Communist cause. I think in the 
colloquy on the fioor it was developed 

thatJ of course, that type of leadership 
in any labor organization which hap
pened to be in a key industry, whether 
the electrical industry or the mining and 
smelting industry, or whatever it might 
be, would be equally dangerous either 
in the continental United States or in 
an offshore United States possession, 
whether it be Hawaii, Alaska, or any 
other area. 

It seems to me to be a little unfair, 
because of the domination of the ILWU 
at the moment by Mr. Harry Bridges, 
that that should be the reason used for 
barring statehood for Hawaii. In the 
first place, even assuming that the state
ments and charges made were factual, as 
.to the controlling officers being Commu
nist affiliated or sympathetic to commu
nism, I do not think that should indict all 
the membership of the ILWU, because 
under the laws of the United States 
there are a great many people who of 
necessity, in the collective-bargaining 
arrangements, have become members of 
labor organizations without being them
selves sympathetic to the views which 
the officers of the organization may 
have. I would not wish the RECORD to 
stand as showing that I think all of the 
20,000 members of the ILWU, which I 
believe was the figure mentioned, are, 
ipso facto, par; and parcel of the Com
munist conspiracy; because I simply do 
not happen to believe that that is so. 

The CIO has fought me in every elec
tion campaign in which I have partici
pated in the State of California. I hold 
no brief for them. Certainly I hold no 
brief for their leadership. But I do not 
believe the fact that a person is a mem
ber of the ILWU makes him either a 
Communist or a Communist sympa
thizer. Therefore, I do not believe the 
ficure of 20,000 should be loosely used, 
as though it represented the Communist 
strength, per se, in the Hawaiian Is
lands. 

A second suggestion which I think is 
also a little unfair is that since Mr. Harry 
Bridges happens to be the head of the 
ILWU, he should be charged to Hawaii, 
and Hawaii thereby should be penalized, 
because it so happens that Mr. Bridges, 
I regret to say, has his headquarters in 
my state of California. I hope the Sen
ator from Texas, because of that fact, 
will not seek to deprive California of 
her statehood, which she received 100 
years ago. I do not think Harry Bridges 
should be chargeable to the people of 
Hawaii, and thereby have Hawaii de
prived of gaining statehood, which the 
people of Hawaii have been promised for 
a period of 50 years. Hawaii, I think, 
has very ably served its apprenticeship. 

I do not wish to take the time of the 
Senate this evening to repeat what I am 
certain is known to all Members of this 
body, but the testimony before commit
tees of the Senate and the House has 
made ' it very clear that during World 
War II there was not a single case of 
sabotage on the part of the people of 
Hawaii. The parents of many Hawaiians 
·had come from Germany, Japan, and 
other countries of Asia. Many citizens 
of Hawaii had Caucasian background. 
Some of them had a background which 

was originally Hawaiian. But there was 
not a single case of sabotage on the part 
of the people of Hawaii during World 
War ·II. 

I think the junior Senator from Texas 
has very generously made mention of the 
fact, and I was pleased that he did, that 
an excellent war record was compiled by 
members of the Armed Forces from Ha
waii, regardless of their background. I 
believe it was the 442d regimental com
bat team and the 100th battalion which 
made such outstanding records during 
World War II. I believe it was testified, 
or at least the statements of Gen. Mark 
Clark, and others, were placed in the 
RECORD, that those units were among the 
most decorated outfits in the entire 
United States Army. 

The junior Senator from Texas has 
also generously pointed out that at the 
outbreak of the Korean War, perhaps 
by happenstance, many citizens of the 
United States whose residence was in 
Hawaii had been in several of the di
visions which had been in Japan on oc
cupation duty. When the Korean War 
began they were obviously the ones who 
were closest to the scene of trouble and 
were immediately moved into Korea. 
Perhaps that accounts for tne fact that 
their rate of casualties, both of killed 
and wounded, was, proportionately, 
higher than the rate of any other State 
of the Union. 

So I think -the people of Hawaii have 
demonstrated, not only in the Korean 
War but also in World War II and World 
War I, a high degree of patriotism to 
the United States, which certainly com
pares favorably with the patriotism of 
any of the 48 States of the Union. 

Hawaii has served its apprenticeship 
for 50 years. It now has a larger pop
ulation than that of four of our States, 
and almost as much as a fifth State. 
Hawaii has a greater population than 
any of the Territories had when they 
were admitted to the Union, with the 
sole exception of Oklahoma. 

Hawaii has been an organized Ter
ritory for a longer period than any of 
the Territories which were required to 
serve an apprenticeship, with one single 
exception, which I believe was Okla
homa, although it may have been one 
of the other Territories. 

The people of Hawaii, when they 
drafted their State constitution, wrote 
into the constitution itself a provision 
that no person who believed in the over
throw of the Government of the United 
States by force or violence would be per
mitted to hold any office of trust in the 
State of Hawaii, and, as some have 
pointed out, that was adopted despite 
the opposition of some of the officers of 
the ILWU and other groups who have 
been suspects. The constitution was 
adopted by a vote of more than 3 to 1. 

With all of this background, it seems 
to me to be a little unfair to the splen
did people of the Territory of Hawaii to 
deny them statehood. Perhaps I speak 
feelingly because, coming from the Pa
cific coast, it has been my pleasure to go 
to the islands on a number of occasions. 
Perhaps being closer, being at least one 
of the neighbors closest to the people of 
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Hawaii, we in California think we know 
them best as good neighbors who are 
across what we at least consider a rela
tively narrow channel of water. -They 
are no more removed from us than Cali
fornia was from the eastern seaboard 
when California was admitted into the 
Union 100 years ago. From a time point 
of view, Hawaii is much closer, because 
one can :fly there overnight, when it used 
to take weeks and sometimes months to 
get to the Pacific coast in the covered
wagon days. 

With all of that background, the mere 
fact that they are not contiguous, in the 
sense that there is not a land connec
tion, should not prevent them from being 
granted statehood, which they so earn
estly hope for and believe they should 
have-and I think they should have it. 

I happened to participate last Wednes
day, I think it was, with the distin
guished Senator from Florida [Mr. 
SMATHERS] in a radio discussion. I 
would not call it a debate. There were 
several at the meeting with varying 
points of view. The distinguished Sen
ator from Florida, I think, mentioned 
in the discussion that at the time the 
great State of Texas was being consid
ered for statehood by · the Congress of 
the United States a man whom we con
sider one of our great American states
men, Daniel Webster, made some ob
servations to the effect that the coun
try should stop admitting States; that 
it was expanding too far; that it would 
no longer be the compact nation which 
had been visualized; and if Texas were 
admitted as a State, where would we 
stop? 

I wish to say that I am pleased that 
Daniel Webster's advice was not fol
lowed, and that the great State of Texas 
was admitted as a State, and that we ex
panded beyond Texas, out to the Pacific 
Coast. I think our country is better for 
it. 

I do not believe we should limit our 
horizons. Certainly, the people of 
Hawaii are American citizens. They are 
a part of our Nation. Hawaii has been 
an organized Territory. The people of 
Hawaii have been promised statehood, as 
have the people of Alaska. I myself 
would be very reluctant to have any 
other possession of the United States 
become an organized Territory, because 
I do not think we should organize a Ter
ritory unless we are prepared later to 
extend statehood to it. 

It may be that through the happen
stance of the moment the people of Ha
waii and Alaska may not be granted 
statehood this year. I hope that will not 
be the case. So far as I can to help them 
get statehood, I shall do so. However, 
if they do not succeed, I am as certain 
as I am that there are Senators on the 
floor of the Senate now on this St. Pat
rick's Day that inevitably Hawaii and 
Alaska will become States of the Union. 
They will be admitted as inevitably as 
Texas, California, Oregon, Washington, 
-and other States became States of our 
great Union. I think that those who 
follow us in the years ahead, after we 
have passed from this Chamber and 
from this life, will be as thankful that 
we had the foresight to admit Hawaii 
and Alaska to statehood as we are now 

thankful that the advice of Daniel Web· 
ster was not followed, and that Con· 
gress admitted Texas as a State, and 
then extended statehood to areas all the 
way to the Pacific coast. ...... 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, most of 
the remarks of the majority leader were 
made by the junior Senator from Texas 
earlier in the day. As I have stated, the 
people of Hawaii were wonderful in 
World War II and in the Korean war. 
At the very beginning of my remarks to
day I stated that the majority of the 
people are patriotic, loyal American citi
zens. The only ones against whom I 
would make any criticism are the mi
nority, who are members of the Com
munist Party, and who have more con
trol than they should have over the 
economy and the political life of the 
islands. 

I also stated that I realized I was 
making a noncontiguity argument which 
had been made against my own State by 
Daniel Webster; and I think he was 
wrong. Of course, someone may stand 
on the :floor of the Senate in future years 
and say that I was wrong in making this 
argument, but I believe there has to be 
a stopping place somewhere, unless we 
are going to spread out into Asia, and 
the same number of miles over toward 
Europe. 

It is facetious, for instance, to suggest 
admitting Ireland as a State; but the 
majority leader has given the distances 
from the mainland to Hawaii. The same 
distance from Washington to Honolulu 
going eastward would take us into 
Spain, Italy, and France. I think we 
need to have a stopping point someplace, 
and it appears to me that the limits of 
the American Continent are as far as we 
should go. This might not be true if 
there were no other way by which we 
could give full self-government and in
dependence and the rights which the 
people of the Territory of Hawaii should 
have; I agree with the Senator on that. 
But I believe we can give them those 
rights through a commonwealth status. 

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

Mr. DANIEL. I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. I wish to make the 

observation, and I say it most sincerely, 
that it would have been a great loss to 
the United States and to the Senate if 
Daniel Webster's advice had been taken 
insofar as Texas was concerned, because 
we would not have had the able member
ship in this body not only of the distin
guished junior Senator from Texas, who 
has added so much to the deliberations 
and debate in the Senate during the time 
he has been a Senator, on legislation of 
great importance, but also, because my 
good friend and colleague across the 
aisle, the senior Senator from Texas [Mr. 
JoHNSON], the minority leader, would not 
have been a Member of the Senate. 

The Senator has quite correctly 
pointed out that had our vision been 
limited at that time, neither he nor his 
colleague, nor a good many others of 
us, would now be Members of the Senate. 
I think we should expand our horizon 
at least to the extent of taking in these 
two parts of America which have been 
recognized as an integral part of our 
country. I do not believe it would fur· 

nish any precedent for going outside the 
confines of the country and the area 
where the Constitution of the United 
States already applies. 

Mr. DANIEL. I thank the majority 
leader for his kind words. I should like 
to ask him, however, what he thinks 
about extending statehood to Puerto 
Rico if the people of that island should 
change their minds and desire state
hood. Would the Senator favor state
hood for Puerto Rico? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. No. I say quite 
frankly that I would be very much in 
favor of independence for Puerto Rico 
if the Puerto Ricans wanted independ
ence, as some have indicated they do. I 
have not been in favor of organizing 
Puerto Rico as a Territory, for the rea
son that I do not think we should organ· 
ize a Territory unless we are prepared to 
give it ultimate statehood. So far as I 
am concerned, I am not prepared to ex
tend to Puerto Rico the status of an 
organized Territory. 

Mr. DANIEL. The Senator will re· 
member that the Republican Party plat
form of 1952 called for ultimate state
hood for Puerto Rico. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I wil~ say to the 
distinguished Senator from Texas, that, 
while it may be an admission against 
interest, at times even the Republican 
Party has been known to make mistakes 
i1 its platform. 

Mr. DANIEL. What about the prom
ise which has been made to the people 
of Puerto Rico, in connection with their 
request for statehood? The Senator 
from California says we promised state
hood to Hawaii and Alaska. I have ex
amined those promises, and I do not 
find them anywhere except in the 
speeches which were made in an attempt 
to obtain votes at the political conven
tions, and also in the party platforms. 
But what is the difference between party 
platform statements about statehood 
for Alaska and Hawaii and party plat
form statements about statehood for 
Puerto Rico? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I think the dif
ference is that there is a long history, 
not only of promises, but, I believe they 
can be called, of understandings be
tween the people of the United States 
and the people of Hawaii and the people 
of Alaska; and I believe the whole his
tory of organized Territorial govern
ment has, without exception, been that 
the creation of an organized Territory 
has been considered a step on the road 
to statehood; it has been considered a 
period of apprenticeship, leading to 
stateLood. 

The only two organized Territories we 
have today are the Territories of Hawaii 
and Alaska. 

I thank the Senator from Texas for 
yielding to me. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Texas yield to me at 
this time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
UPTON in the chair). Does the Sen
ator from Texas yield to the Senator 
from Florida? 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield to the Senator 
from Florida for a question. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, the 
majority leader, the able Senator from 
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California [Mr. KNowLAND] said he 
thought it was a little unfair to bandy 
about some figures which, in his opinion, 
were not quite accurate. I am sure he 
wishes to be fair; and, in doing so, I am 
sure he would not wish to impute that 
I or any other Member of the Senate 
who opposes the admission of Hawaii as 
a State has been using false figures or 
has been trying to create a false 
impression. 

As a matter of fact, the Senator from 
California said he thought it was un
fair to talk about the ILWU as a great 
menace, and I believe he said it would be 
equally dangerous if it were located with
in the continental limits of the United 
States, and that it was unfair to the CIO 
to make such an imputation. 

Mr. President, the fact is that the CIO 
kicked out the ILWU a long time ago 
because the ILWU, under Harry Bridges, 
so consistently followed the Communist 
line that the CIO had to get rid of the 
ILWU. 

When the Senator from California said 
such a union in the .United States would 
be equally dangerous, I could not find 
myself in greater disagreement with him, 
because he must know, as does everyone 
else who has given any thought to this 
particular problem, that the ILWU is the 
only major union in Hawaii, and that 
the people of Hawaii are completely sub
servient to the wishes and the whims of 
that union, and that when that union 
wishes to stop the economic life of Ha
waii, it can do so. 

I take as my authority for that state
ment the Delegate from Hawaii, Mr. 
FARRINGTON, himself; and in that connec
tion I read from the hearings, on page 
66: 

Senator SMATHERS. Do you recognize that 
the International Longshoremen's Union is 
Communist-domina ted? 

Mr. FARRINGTON. Absolutely. 
Senator SMATHERS. And you recognize that 

that is an influential factor in all elections 
out there? 

Mr. FARRINGTON. There is no question about 
that, Senator. 

So in that connection I do not take 
the word of an infrequent visitor to Ha
waii; but I take the word of a man who 
has lived in Hawaii all his life, and comes 
here as a proponent of statehood for 
Hawaii. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Texas yield, to per
mit me to reply to the Senator from 
Florida? 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. I should like to 

make the point that I do not think I 
denied that there was such domination 
of the ILWU, either in or off the Ha
waiian Islands. 

My point is that even though, unfor
tunately, at the moment the ILWU hap
pens to have that type of leadership, 
I do not think that necessarily means 
that the 20,000 members of the organ
ization are either Communists per se 
or are Communist sympathizers. 

One reason why I think all ·of us 
should diligently protect the sanctity of 
the secret ballot is that so long as the 
people of the United States or the peo
ple of any Territory have the right in 
secrecy to cast their ballots in the bal-
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lot booths, where no one but their God 
and their conscience are their guide, I 
do not believe any union under any kind 
of domination can control their votes. 

But if the secrecy of the ballot is once 
surrendered, and if other persons are 
permitted to see how the votes ate cast, 
then there will be opened up grave dan
ger of domination by either a Commu-· 
nist-led union or a corrupt political or
ganization or some other group. 

Regardless of whether we are Repub
licans or Democrats, I believe we agree 
that one of the greatest obligations we 
have as Senators of the United States 
is to make sure that we protect-even 
to the extent of giving our lives, if neces
sary, to protect them-the secrecy and 
sanctity of the ballot, so that when a 
citizen of the United States enters a vot
ing booth and draws the curtain behind 
him, no labor boss, or political boss, or 
anyone else will be able to control his 
vote or to know how he has voted. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
could not agree more fully with the Sen
ator from California on that point. 
Obviously all of us agree that the secret 
ballot should be maintained. 

However, the Senator from California 
seemed to infer that, in connection with 
the statehood issue, no importance 
should be attached to the fact that the 
ILWU is Communist-dominated and 
is capable of controlling the votes of 
26,000 persons in the Hawaiian Islands. 

Let me say that I am sure the facts 
very well support the statement I have 
made on that point, because the day 
after the conviction of the 7 Com
munists in Hawaii, 26,000 persons in 
Hawaii went on a 3-day strike-not a 
strike about wages, not a strike about 
hours, not a strike about any other con
dition of labor, not a strike about any 
of the things about which unions ordi
narily strike; but that strike was called 
because, as many of the strikers said. 
they protested the conviction of Jack 
Hall as a Communist. 

So it appears to me that certainly the 
Communists have considerable influence 
in that particular union-and particu
larly when that has been testified by the 
Delegate from Hawaii himself. 

As I pointed out a moment ago, when 
I asked Mr. FARRINGTON whether he 
recognized that the International Long
shoremen's Union is Communist-domi
nated, he replied, "Absolutely." 

Then I asked him: 
And you recognize that that is an in-

fluential factor in all elections out there? 

Mr. FARRINGTON replied: 
There is no question about that, Senator. 

So it seems to me it is appropriate to 
ask that the Committee on Government 
Operations-which travels about the 
country in an effort to find Communists, 
and at times picks up various persons 
who have so long been removed from 
Communist activities that it is difficult 
to tell whether they are still Commu
nists-should go to Hawaii and should 
put its finger on the situation there, so 
as to expose the extent of communism in 
Hawaii. 

Mr. President, if anyone has any doubt 
about the Communist issue in Hawaii, 
all he has to do is turn to page 156 of the 

report filed by the Commission on Sub
versive Activities of the Territory of 
Hawaii. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Florida may be permitted to con
tinue his remarks, without" causing me 
to lose the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection--

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I do 
not wish to object; but the word "con
tinue" might be interpreted as meaning 
a very long period of time. 

Mr. DANIEL. I mean for 5 minutes. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Certainly. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? Without objecticn, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. Presicit!nt, I 
now read from page 156 of the report of 
the Commission on Subversive Activities, 
of the Territory of Hawaii: 

In spite of the strong evirlence of Com
munist control bmught to light by the 
HUAC hearings, the Smith Act trial, and the 
public statements of such former Communist 
ILWU leaders as Jack Kawano and Ichiro 
Izuka, the ILWU Communist leadership con
tinues to exert control over the labor element 
of the Territory in the field of shipping and 
in the sugar and pineapple industries as well. 
There is no doubt that if this control were 
exercised contrary to the best interests of 
this country, it could not only bring about 
economic chaos, but could adversely affect 
the war potential and the national security 
of the United States. 

Mr. President, that statement was not 
suddenly made up by a ·member of the 
Commission. On the contrary, it is con
tained in the official report filed on 
March 3, 1953, by the Commission on 
Subversive Activities, of the Territory of 
Hawaii; and that Commission was fi
nanced by the funds of the people of 
Hawaii. I have read from the report of 
the Commission, which reported on the 
conditions it actually found to exist in 
Hawaii. 

I should like to make one other point, 
and then I shall stop. The imputation 
has been made that I attacked the brav
ery of the people of Hawaii. Certainly 
I have not done so. Mr. President. I 
have joined with the junior Senator 
from Texas [Mr. DANIEL] and with all 
other Senators who have given the high
est commendation to those wonderful 
citizens who fought so well in World War 
n. But the fact of the matter is that it 
was their homeland which was attacked 
on December 7, 1941; and had they not 
fought against the enemy which at
tacked their homeland, obviously they 
would not be worthy of even• the good 
name of Hawaiians. 

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

Mr. SMATHERS. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. I admit that it was 

their place of residence, but I submit 
that it was our homeland as well. Our 
battle fleet in the Pacific was in the har
bor at Pearl Harbor. It was just as much 
our homeland as it was their home
land. The Senator has said it was their 
homeland. To me that is just as much 
American soil, just as much within the 
confines of our country, as the ground 
beneath the spot where I am standing 
in the Chamber of the United States 
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Senate. I resented the attack of the 
Japanese imperial forces on the Terri
tory of Hawaii as much as I would have 
if they had dropped a bomb on the city 
of Washington or on my home city of 
Oakland, Calif. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I can find no fault 
with the able Senator from California. 
That was the feeling of everyone in the 
United States, because it was the next 
day that we went to war; but to say 
that there was no sabotage there, it 
seems to me, begs the question some
what, because they were the first ones 
who were struck by the enemy Japanese 
from across the sea-admitting, of 
course, that in some instances, there 
were relatives fighting against relatives, 
just as in our own Civil War. 

I wanted to .try, so far as possible, to 
say to the Senator from California that 
he cannot see any reason to be sympa
thetic with the people of Puerto Rico-

Mr. KNOWLAND. I did not say that 
I was not sympathetic with the people 
of Puerto Rico. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I withdraw that 
remark. The Senator stated that he 
would not vote for statehood for them. 
He stated that the people of Hawaii are 
only 2,000 miles away from his shores; 
that he has been there many times; and 
that he has great sympathy with what 
they want to do. 

Let me say that those of us who come 
from Florida are considerably closer to 
the people of Puerto Rico than to the 
people of Hawaii. As a matter of fact, 
we are considerably closer to Puerto 
Rico than the State of the able Senator 
is to the people of Hawaii, for that mat
ter. We are a thousand miles closer. 
We have visited there many times. We 
know the aspirations of those people. 
We know that in 1944 some 101,000 
people were in the statehood party in 
Puerto Rico, seeking statehood. In the 
last election there were some 90,000 
people in the statehood party. When 
they walk the streets of San Juan and 
we tell them, "You cannot come into 
the Union because you are not incor
porated, but we are going to let the 
citizens who walk the streets of Hono
lulu come in because they are incor
porated," I can assure the Senator that 
they do not understand that sort of legal 
legerdemain and magic. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I joined with the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. CoRDON] in 
introducing Senate bill 49, providing 
statehood for Hawaii. The distinguished 
Senator from Florida is apparently op
posed to it. I have no great objection 
to that. · That is his right as a United 
States Senator. If he is so concerned 
about statehood for Puerto Rico he has 
the right to join in the introduction of 
a bill providing statehood for Puerto 
Rico, as I did in the case of Hawaii; 
and I have the right to vote for it or 
against it. 

I happened to say to the Senator that 
I did not think the cases were parallel, 
because the only two organized Terri
tories are Hawaii and Alaska. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I thank the Sena
tor. I appreciate his kind remarks re
specting my right to oppose the pending 
measure. I understand where his sym
pathies lie, and what his feelings are. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair is under the necessity of remind
ing the Senator from Florida that the 
time granted him by unanimous consent 
has expired. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I thank the Sena
tor from Texas for granting me the time 
which was given me. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Texas yield to me in that 
same connection? 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield to the Senator 
from Louisiana for a question. 

Mr. LONG. I should like to state that 
the ILWU handled the cargo at Pearl 
Harbor which was shipped to Korea to 
be used against the Communists. I 
will listen with interest to hear any 
case produced to show any evidence of 
sabotage in the handling of that cargo. 
It is my understanding that those ILWU 
workers were cleared by the FBI secu
rity check, to work in handling the cargo. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, if 
the Senator will yield at that point, I 
do not think the Senator from Louisiana 
is quite correct in his statement. The 
testimony before the committee revealed 
that the ILWU, for 3 solid days, and 
on another occasion for 2 days, actu
ally refused to load the ships going to 
Korea, and the Army and Navy had to 
load the ships in order to get the equip
ment to Korea. 

Mr. DANIEL. That is my under
standing, too. They did refuse to load 
them at one time, until we put pressure 
on them. 

Mr. LO:KG. Perhaps so, and if so, I 
should be interested to hear what the 
particular complaint was. I should be 
interested to have the Senator produce 
one example to show that there was a 
work stoppage. It is interesting to note 
that most of those workers were cleared 
for security purposes by the FBI. 

Furthermore, certainly Pearl Harbor 
was not attacked when the Korean war 
broke out; yet inasmuch as Hawaii was 
closest to Korea, the Hawaiian National 
Guard was one of the first units rushed 
to the scene of action in Korea. Twenty 
thousand young Hawaiians served in 
Korea against the Communists. Among 
those 20,000 young Hawaiians fighting 
for this country there was not a single 
example of desertion to the Communists. 
Nor was there a single example of a 
Hawaiian being a false confessor. Nor 
did Hawaii have to suffer the ignominy 
of having one of its citizens choose to 
remain with the Communists, as some 
of the States did. I regret to say that 
there was 1 man from Louisiana, 1 from 
Texas, and citizens from about 21 States, 
ln all, who did not choose to come back. 
None of those were Hawaiians. Four 
hundred and thirty-one Hawaiians were 
killed fighting the Communists in Korea, 
which is about three times the number 
of casualties, relative to population, sus
tained by those from the States of the 
Union. 

It is also interesting to note that the 
ILWU endorsed a complete slate of can
didates for the 60 positions of delegates 
to the national convention, and they 
were not successful in electing a single 
candidate whom they endorsed. 

Mr. DANIEL. Evidently the Senator 
from Louisiana was not present when I 

made some extended remarks concern
ing the patriotism of the majority of 
citizens of Hawaii. I certainly agree 
with the statements he has made. I do 
not challenge them at all. 

I will ask the Senator if he does not 
agree that the evidence before our com
mittee showed unquestionably that the 
only really large labor union, the ILWU, 
is dominated by members of the Com
munist Party. Is not that correct? 

Mr. LONG. It is my understanding 
that the top leaders of the ILWU in 
Hawaii are either Communists or are 
very closely connected with the Com
munists, and that it was for that reason 
that they were convicted and sentenced 
to the penitentiary by a Hawaiian judge, 
a citizen of Hawaii, after a Hawaiian jury 
had found them guilty of being Commu
nists. The Hawaiian judge thereupon 
sentenced them to terms in the Federal 
penitentiary, as I understand. 

Mr. DANIEL. Does not the Senator 
agree that according to the testimony 
adduced before our committee the ILWU 
has control over the. economy of the is
lands? 

Mr. LONG. The ILWU is the strong
est single labor unic.n in the islands but 
it is important to note that even ~hen 
the IL WU conducted a strike on the basis 
of what I believe was a very legitimate is
sue, it was cor:.demned. The issue at 
that time was that the ILWU workers 
were being paid a lower wage than work
ers on the west coast, even though all 
government employees were being paid 
a higher wage in Hawaii, and even 
though the cost of living was higher in 
Hawaii than on the west coast. 

Mr. DANIEL. Does not the Senator 
from Louisiana remember that the 
ILWU workers conducted a strike simply 
because their leader, Jack Hall, was con
victed under the Smith Act for his con
nection with the Communist Party? 

Mr. LONG. I understand that there 
wa:s about a 1-day stoppage, or some
thmg of that sort. 

Mr. DANIEL. If it was for 1 hour 
because of the fact that their leade; 
was convicted of being a Communist, 
does not the ;.:;enator from Louisiana feel 
that that indicates that enough n:embers 
of that union believe in their leadership 
to give the leaders control and i:.11luence? 
Does not the Senator believe that that 
indicates that the Communist Party 
members have control over the union? 

Mr. LONG. I presume that if they 
went on strike to protest the conviction 
they probably thought their leaders wer~ 
innocent. Now and then some people 
may think their leaders might be inno
cent of the charges, rather than guilty. 

The fact remains that the government 
of Hawaii had no difficulty in breaking 
the strike of the ILWU, when it had a 
just grievance and a just basis on which 
to strike. After the strike had continued 
for a while this Government recommend
ed arbitration. 

The IL WU was willing to accept ar
bitration of the issue, but management 
was not willing to accept arbitration. 
Therefore there was no arbitration. It 
was necessary to unload the ships, how
ever, and therefore the Legislature of 
Hawaii gave the Governor of Hawaii the 
power to lJreak the strike. The Gover-
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nor of Hawaii did so, as he testified be
fore our committee, by simply taking 
over the docks, and without any diffi
culty he proceeded to unload the ships. 
It shows that even the Territorial gov
ernment was able to deal with the ILWU 
when it was necessary to do so. 

Mr. DANIEL. Does the Senator agree 
that the evidence before our committee 
shows that the IL WU does control the 
economy of the islands? 

Mr. LONG. The ILWU is the strong
est single union in the islands. If the 
Senator wants me to agree that the 
IL WU can strangle the economy of the 
islands, I will not agree, because it is 
not so. The Territorial government 
broke the IL WU strike on the dockside. 
If the Territorial government is strong 
enough to deal with it, it stands to reason 
that a State government would be even 
stronger. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, I wish to 
say that the ILWU is strongly in favor 
of statehood for Hawaii, and that per
haps in some instances they have soft
pedaled some of their desires and some 
of their actions because of the fact that 
it might hurt statehood. At least that 
evidence was brought before our commit
tee. However, it goes without dispute in 
the record before our committee that 
the ILWU is Communist-dominated. 
The majority leader, as I understood 
him, admitted that fact a few moments 
ago. The Senator from Florida [Mr. 
SMATHERS] read from the testimony given 
by Mr. FARRINGTON, who is certainly a 
very ardent advocate of statehood for 
Hawaii, in which Mr. FARRINGTON stated 
absolutely that the IL WU is Communist
dominated. 

The Senator frcm Florida asked Mr. 
FARRINGTON whether he recognh;ed the 
fact that the ILWU has an influential 
effect in all elections -in the islands, and 
Mr. FARRINGTON said, in reply, "There is 
no question about that, Senat0r." 

Mr. President, there is other evidence 
in the RECORD, which I do not under
stand to be disputed at all, to the effect 
that this labor union is so powerful in the 
shipping industry, in the sugar industry, 
and in various other industries in the 
islands, that it does control the economy 
of the islands-or could control it. Of 
course, we might use the Army and the 
Navy and the courts and keep the union 
from doing it, but they have a powerful 
influence in the islands. 

I do not want to labor this point any 
further, Mr. President. I do not charge 
that they will influence Members of Con
gress from Hawaii and con-~rol the econ
omy. I merely say that I do not believe 
we have thoroughly investigated these 
charges, and that we should do so before 
admitting Hawaii as a State. That is 
not the only reason I oppose statehood 
for Hawaii. I simply give that as my 
third reason. 

The fourth and final reason, Mr. Pres
ident, is that commonwealth status 
would give to the people of Hawaii all 
the local self -government which they 
would have under statehood, as well as 
certain tax advantages, which would off
set the lack of representation in Con
gress. Throughout the debate this 
afternoon I have touched on that point. 

To summarize, briefly, iJ: we give the 
people of Hawaii the same common
wealth status which we have given to the 
people of Puerto Rico, and the same tax 
advantages, it seems to me that they 
would have more local self-government 
and independence than our present 
States enjoy. Hawaii would still be de
fended by and connected with the United 
States under the same flag, and they 
would have advantages tax-wise, which 
would be good fx their industry and for 
their people. They could gain nothing 
under statehood they could not gain by 
commonwealth status. 

With just as much sincerity as the 
majority leader evidenced a moment 
ago, when he said eventually statehood 
is going to be granted to Hawaii, I will 
say to the Senate that I believe if the 
facts are presented to the Hawaiian peo
ple with respect to the advantages of 
commonwealth status, as we see it at 
work in Puerto Rico, and if the people of 
Hawaii are allowed to express themselves, 
they will vote in favor of commonwealth 
status. 

There is an "if" in it. The "if'' is that 
if the newspapers of Hawaii, those con
trolled by the Communists and those 
controlled by Mr. FARRINGTON and others 
of wealth in the islands, will give the 
people the facts and the arguments in 
favor of the commonwealth status, the 
people, after having the information and 
being allowed to vote-not on a ballot 
merely saying, "Do you favor state
hood?" but on a ballot saying, "Do you 
favor the commonwealth status or 
statehood ?"-similar to the question 
that was presented to the people of 
Puerto Rico-! believe sincerely that the 
people of Hawaii will choose the com
monwealth route. 

That statement is not idly made, and 
it is not made without having studied 
the advantages from the standpoint of 
knowing the status of the separate 48 
States as compared with the status of 
Puerto Rico today as a commonwealth 
under the American flag. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

ATTITUDE OF SENATOR MORSE 
TOWARD UNANDMOUS-CONSENT 
AGREEMENTS 
During the delivery of Mr. DANIEL's 

speech, 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from Texas yield to me at this 
point, to permit me to make a unani
mous-consent request, with the under
standing that my interruption will ap
pear at the conclusion of his remarks, 
that the interruption will not be greater 
in length than 3 minutes, and that by 
yielding to me for this purpose, he will 
not lose his right to the floor? 

Mr. DANIEL. I yield, if there may be 
that understanding. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ScHoEPPEL in the chair). Is there ob
jection to the request of the Senator 
from Oregon? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in re
cent minutes representatives of the press 
have asked me regarding my position on 
a potential unanimous-consent agree-

ment for a time certain for the Senate 
to vote. In that connection I wish to 
make a statement for the RECORD. 

Some of the Senate leadership have 
been urging that I enter into a unani
mous-consent agreement to lay aside, 
temporarily, the unfinished business, and 
to have the Senate take up the New Mex
ico senatorial election contest, so that 
Senators will be able to vote on it as of 
next Tuesday. I have notified the lead
ership that I shall object, and I wish 
the RECORD to show why I shall object 
if such an agreement is requested. 

In my opinion we should proceed at 
once with-orderly debate leading to final 
action as promptly as possible on the 
statehood bill, so that it may be disposed 
of by the Senate. 

I joined in the amendment submitted 
by the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON], to join Alaska With Hawaii 
in the statehood measure, because of 
2 main reasons: First, the parliamentary 
one that I was satisfied that if Alaska 
were not joined in the statehood bill, 
there would be practically no chance of 
ever having a vote on Alaskan statehood 
reached in the House of Representatives 
at this session of Congress. 

After consulting some of my friends 
in the Housa of Representatives, I was 
satisfied that in all probability the mat
ter would not even get through the 
House Committee on Rules-as was 
pointed out by the Senator from New 
Mexico during the debate. Therefore, 
I was satisfied that the only way by 
which we could obtain consideration in 
the House of Representatives as a whole 
of statehood for Alaska was to have 
Alaskan statehood included as an 
amendment to the Hawaiian statehood 
bill, with the result that statehood for 
Alaska. would be considered in the con
ference on the bill. 

That amendment has been adopted by 
the Senate. As one who for a long time 
has been in favor of statehood for both 
Hawaii and Alaska, I think I owe it to 
the people of these Territories to do what 
I can in the Senate to see to it that 
consideration of the statehood bill is 
not interrupted. 

I understand there is still much to be 
said on the floor of the Senate in con
nection with the bill. I do not object 
to prolonged debate on the merits of an 
issue. I simply object to displacing a 
measure, when there is in the offing 
prolonged debate on it, until such time 
as it will be possible to take up the 
measure again, after we have adjusted 
our schedule so as to accommodate the 
extracurricular activities of certain 
Members of the Senate. 

For my part, Mr. President, I think 
there is no justification for regulating 
the schedule of the United States Senate 
so as to meet the convenience of Mem
bers of the Senate in the extracurricu
lar activities of lecturing and speaking 
outside their duties in the Senate. I 
suppose I give as many outside lectures 
as does any other Member of the Sen
ate, but I always insist upon the condi
tion that the lecture will be canceled, 
even at the last hour, if my duties in the 
Senate require my presence here, par
ticularly in connection with a vote. 
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I wish to say that I believe a very bad · 
tendency is growing in the Senate, in 
that, perhaps unthinkingly, we are de
veloping the attitude that we should 
adjust the voting schedule of the Sen
ate in order to meet the convenience of 
Senators who perform activities over 
and beyond the call of their duties in 
the Senate. I am opposed to such an 
arrangement. 

If any Senator asks the Senate to 
agree, by means of a unanimous-consent 
agreement to vote at a certain time on a 
certain measure, and to do so simply be
cause he cannot be present on_ a particu
lar day. because of some outside engage
ment he has made, I say he is making an 
unreasonable request of the Senate. The 
way to stop that practice is simply not 
to agree to displace proposed legislation 
by entering into a unanimous-consent 
agreement of the sort that is in the mak
ing at the present time. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, I have 
already said on the :floor of the Senate 
that as a matter of policy, I believe 
una~imous-consent agreements to have 
the Senate vote at a certain hour repre
sents a very bad policy. as a general 
habit, insofar as the Senate is concerned. 
It leads to steamroller tactics, and it 
results in the situation that Members of 
the Senate will not be on the :floor of 
the Senate with open minds, subject to 
change, in accordance with the evidence 
and the arguments offered on the :floor. 

Once before I submitted a detailed 
analysis of the history of unanimous
consent agreements in the Senate, going 
back a great many years. The fact is, 
Mr. President, that as we examine the 
statistics, we find that the unanimous
consent agreements are clustered around 
recent dates. They are a new develop
ment in the Senate, and I think that 
development is an unsound one. 

Therefor~. on the ground of that gen
eral policy, I shall object to any such re
quest for a unanimous-consent agree
ment, although, as I have always said, I 
shall reserve the right, in specific cases, 
when I am satisfied that debate upon the 
merits of an issue has been fulfilled, to 
consent to such an agreement if the facts 
merit entering into such an agreement at 
that time. 

So far as the New Mexico senatorial 
election contest is concerned, let me say 
it has been a subject of consideration by 
the Senate for over a year, now. So I 
do not know why there should be a great 
rush to dispose of it at this time, ahead 
of our disposition of the statehood bill. 

I know full well that such action can 
be taken by way of motion, if such a mo
tion is made and agreed to; but in that 
case I shall vote against the motion. I 
will not agree to a request for unani
mous consent to displace the statehood 
bill by the New Mexico election issue, if 
such a request is made. 

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. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, the 
Senate will remember and the RECORD 
will show that I am a cointroducer of 
the two bills for statehood, the bill for 
statehood for Hawaii and the bill for 
statehood for Alaska, for reasons which I 
consider to be eminently sound but 
which I do not propose to argue now. 

The REcoRD will also show, on the ques
tion presented earlier in the debate, as to 
whether Alaska at this time, for pur
poses of this debate be added to the bill, 
by attaching the bill for Alaska statehood 
to that of Hawaii statehood, that I op
posed that amendment and voted against 
it, believing strongly that to attach it 
would greatly complicate the issue and 
would greatly diminish and perhaps even 
entirely destroy the opportunity of pass
age of a statehood bill for either of these 
fine Territories in this session of Con
gress. 

I rise at this time only to read into the 
RECORD an unusually lucid editorial 
which appears this afternoon in the 
Washington Star, certainly a conserva
tive publication, and certainly a highly 
respected publication. The editorial 
voices with some authority the attitude 
of many conservative and highly re
spectable citizens as to what is now under 
way in the Senate. I read the editorial: 

POOR SHOW ON STATEHOOD 

There is little ground for optimism today 
that statehood will be granted to either 
Hawaii or Alaska during the life of the 83d 
Congress. 

When the Senate, by a close but signifi
cantly divided vote, combined the two issues 
in a single bill it deliberately .diluted the 
chances for approval of either. So once again 
there unfolds-at least with resp~ct to many 
opponents of statehood-an old and f&miliar 
story of political maneuvering, in which 
campaign platforms are conveniently disre
garded and dist.onored and in which partisan 
consideration of how statehood for either or 
both of the Territories might affect the bal
ance of power in Congress takes precedence 
over justice. 

Generally speaking, Hawali ls considered 
a pro-Republican territory. By comparable 
measurement, Alaska is considered pro
Democratic. At various times, the House has 
passed statehood legislation for each of the 
Territories-it approved Hawaiian state
hood in the last session of this Congress
but the moves invariably have bogged down 
in the Senate. In this case, a Democratic 
bloc made up mostly of Southern Senators 
supported the amendment linking Alaska 
with Hawaii but for the avowed purpose of 
blocking both proposals. In addition, a 
clear threat by the same group of intermin
able debate-a filibuster in fact-has forced 
the Senate leadership to set the legislation 
aside, perhaps indefinitely. 

In terms of population, proved patriotism, 
experience in territorial government and 
numerous other attributes, the people of the 
Hawaiian Islands have long since qualified 
for the privilege of statehood. It would be 
in the national interest to give the strategi
cally located territory that status. Compara
bly valid claims might be made on behalf of 
Alaska although it is not essential that the 
two problems be considered simultaneously. 

If the action now taken by the Senate has 
the net result of killing any positive decision 
by Congress it is a poor demonstration of 
American politics in action. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. MORSE and Mr. SMATHERS 

addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ore
gon. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I did 
not rise to discuss the Star editorial just 
read by my good friend from Florida, 
but simply listening to it causes me to 
make the brief comment that my eval
uation of that editorial is that it is a 
lot of nonsense, which is not anything 
new with the Washington Star and its 
editorial policies. I think the editorial 
shows how out of touch the writer of the 
editorial is with the manipulation 
which has taken place in the Congress of 
the United States in regard to the state
hood bills. It is too bad that the writer 
of the editorial did not apprise the 
readers of the Washington Star of the 
operation of that gimmick in the House 
of Representatives known as the Rules 
Committee, and about the effectiveness 
of the Rules Committee in keeping off the 
:floor of the House proposed legislation 
which it does not want to have reach 
the floor of the House. 

Those of us who are as enthusiastic 
about statehood for Hawaii and Alaska 
as is my good friend from Florida, sim
ply became convinced that we would 
never get consideration of Alaskan state- · 
hood on the :floor of the House of Rep
resentatives this year unless we joined 
the two Territories in one bill. We were 
confronted with a parliamentary situ
ation. Yet, Mr. President, the editor of 
the Star talks about maneuvering in the 
United States Senate. In my judgment, 
the maneuvering was on the part of 
the administration leaders who do not 
want Alaska to be granted statehood 
this year. Some of us felt that the 
thing to do was to put the administra
tion on the spot, because the adminis
tration has the votes in the House to pass . 
an Alaskan statehood bill if it really 
wants to do so. It can be passed by let
ting the bill go to conference, which 
will be the result of passing the com
bined statehood bills in the Senate. In 
my opinion we are going to get it to con
ference, and then we shall find out who 
representing the administration on the 
House side really wants statehood for 
Alaska. 

In regard to the comment by the edi
torial writer of the Star as to a filibuster 
on · these bills, I believe he is a little 
previous. I think a filibuster could de-
velop, but there are some of us in the 
Senate of the United States who are 
ready to fight it to the finish if it does 
develop. The junior Senator from Ore
gon has already served notice that he 
is not even going to vote to displace the 
bill until we conclude the debate and 
come to a vote. That is his answer to 
this premature charge on the part of the 
editorial writer of the Washington Star 
that there is a filibuster in the offing. 

I am sorry the Washington Star, in
stead of writing about parliamentary 
maneuvering in the Senate, did not ap
prise its readers of the reason why we 
voted to combine the two statehood bills. 
Our reasons are as laudable as are the 
motivations of the editor of the Star. 

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
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Mr. SMATHERS. I appreciate what 

the Senator fror .. 1 Oregon has had to say 
concerning the Star editorial, and I 
agree with his conclusions much more 
than I agree with the editorial cited by 
the senior Senator from Florida as to 
the reasons why the two bills were tfed 
together. 

So far as the junior Senator from 
Florida is concerned, he has made it 
clear to everyone, having expressed him· 
self to the majority leader already today, 
and to other Senators, that there was no 
disposition on his part to indulge in any 
sort of a filibuster. 

Mr. President, there -is one thing for 
which I have always admired the Sena
tor from Oregon, namely, that he has 
been willing to let matters of great im· 
port to our Republic be debated. I am 
sure he will remember that up to this 
point this debate has occupied just about 
a fourth of the time which was consumed 
on the St. Lawrence seaway, about one· 
half the time taken on some of the other 
subjects which have been considered at 
this session, and, obviously, it has taken 
only about one-eighth of the time taken 
on the Bricker amendment. So far as I 
am concerned, on a matter of such im
portance to the Nation as this proposi· 
tion of statehood, I think it is somewhat 
unbecoming for anyone to be suggesting 
that there is a filibuster going on at this 
time, merely because the person making 
the suggestion finds himself in opposi· 
tion to the position we are here taking .. 
The facts do not justify, in my judge· 
ment, that conclusion. 

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

Mr. MORSE. I am delighted to yield.
Mr. HOLLAND. It must be abundant

ly evident from the comment on this 
floor occasioned by the reading of the 
Star editorial that there is something to 
the statement made by the editorialist 
that the support for the particular 
amendment by which Alaska was added 
to the Hawaii statehood bill came both 
from those who sincerely want Alaska 
to have statehood and from others who 
avowedly supported the amendment be
cause they wanted to kill any chances 
of statehood at this session. I simply 
wish to say at this time that the com
ment which came from the floor imme
diately following the reading of the edi· 
torial rather abundantly shows that the 
editorial is correct on that point. 

Mr. President, I should like to make 
just one more observation, and then I 
shall sit down. 

At the time of the discussion of the 
issue of attaching the Alaska statehood 
bill to the Hawaiian statehood bill, I 
noted that the support of the amend
ment was like the hitching up a lion and 
a lamb together, and finding them run
ning down the boulevard neck and neck, 
pulling the same vehicle. It is the queer. 
est sight I have ever seen in my brief 
career in the Senate. 

It now seems rather clear that the old 
team is still running away. I remarked 
that if the lion and the lamb lie down 
together I did not know which one would 
be able to get up from the common bed. 

My distinguished friend from Oregon 
is always so effective in his judgment and 

so kindly in his bearing that I feel we 
should characterize him as the lamb in 
this queer team. 

Mr. MORSE. Those are the kindest 
remarks that have ever been made about 
me. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I will add that if the 
lamb gets back to base with any fleece 
on him at all I shall be pleasantly sur· 
prised. 

Mr. MORSE. I am glad to have the 
comments of the Senator from Florida, 
and, particularly, to have such a kind 
description of me placed in the REcORD. 
I appreciate i~ very much. But the Sen
ator from Florida should not be surprised 
that the Senator from Oregon should 
comment on such a nonsensical editorial 
as is the editorhil in the Washington 
Star, which, in my judgment, shows com
plete lack of understanding as to what 
has happened with reference to the 
statehood bills. The editor apparently 
does not know with what we were con
fronted. It was my judgment that cer. 
tain Members of the House of Represent· 
atives wanted to postpone statehood for 
this year. What the editor of the Wash
ington Star should awaken to is the fact 
that we have put the Eisenhower ad
ministration in a position where it is 
either going to support the Republican 
platform 0r demonstrate that it is walk
ing out on the Alaskan commitment in 
that platform. 

At a later time I intend to discuss some 
of the interests of some of the top Eisen· 
hower supporters in exploiting the natu· 
ral resources of Alaska. They would 
like to get by and finish with that ex
ploitation first, before Alaska receives 
statehood. - As a Senator from the Pa
cific Northwest, I do not intend to stand 
by, when there is a fighting chance to 
get statehood for Alaska, and see certain 
powerful economic interests, such as the 
fishing industry, the lumber industry, 
and the private utility industry, gain out 
of Alaska, by administrative order, rule, 
or regulation under the Eisenhower ad· 
ministration, economic benefits to which 
they are not entitled, and finally turn 
Alaska over as a State, but as an empty 
economic shell. 

If it is really desired to discuss the mo· 
tivations behind some of the Eisenhower 
forces in trying to prevent statehood for 
Alaska, it is necessary to consider the 
economic motivations of some of those 
forces. 

I am making the fight I am making 
for statehood for both Hawaii and 
Alaska, because I think now is the time 
to save Alaska from the exploitation of 
her natural resources, which she will suf· 
fer if she is to remain a Territory in the 
Eisenhower administration. 

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. LONG. I wish the Senator from 

Oregon to know that, for my part, I hope 
he is successful in bringing Alaska into 
the Union, now that he has been success· 
ful in joining with those who carried the 
amendment to join Alaska with Hawaii 
in the bill. 

I shall vote for the bill with Alaska 
included, although I have never felt 
Alaska was ready for statehood at this 

time. But at the rate at which the state· 
hood bills are moving, I suppose Alaska 
will be more than ready for statehood by 
the time the debate on the floor of the 
Senate is concluded. 

I hasten to add, for the benefit of my 
good friend, the distinguished Senator. 
from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS], that I 
am not referring to this particular de· 
bate; I am referring to the fact that this 
issue has been debated, time and time 
again, ever since I have had the pleasure 
to be a Member of the Senate. 

But I can assure the Senator from 
Oregon that some Senators who voted 
with him to add Alaska to the bill will 
be very much disappointed if the result 
of voting to include Alaska. in the 
Hawaiian bill actually brings Alaska in· 
to the Union. 

As the Senator may have noticed, since 
the amendment was agreed to, four 
speeches have been made by Senators 
who voted to add Alaska to th~ bill, and 
each Senator has spoken against state· 
hood for either Hawaii or Alaska. 

Mr. MORSE. I am glad the Senator 
from Louisiana has made that comment, 
because it is in line with the comments 
made by my good friend, the distin· 
guished Senator from Florida [Mr. HoL· 
LAND]. 

I wish to discuss for a moment the very 
happy relationship I have with my as
sociates on the bill. I have never found 
men to be more delightful in conver· 
sation as to a difference of opinion which 
they have over a final vote that is to be 
cast. They were very frank with me 
when I talked to them. 

They said, "We want you to under
stand, WAYNE, that we are not going to 
vote with you on Alaska." 

I said, "I reaiize that, but I want you 
to understand that I have counted noses, 
and I am perfectly satisfied that if the 
bill comes to a vote on the fl,00r of the 
Senate, there will be enough ~ f my for
mer colleagues on the Republican side 
of the aisle who will vote with us on the 
combined bill." 

So, some of my friends on the other 
side of the aisle, whom my friend, the 
distinguished Senator from Florida [Mr. 
HoLLAND J has characterized as lions
! have not even heard a growl out of 
them-are going to find themselves 
pretty much caged in. They simply are 
not going to have the votes with which 
to unlock the door they have in mind. 
They are going to stay locked in on the 
final vote. 

I am sorry to hear that my friend, the 
distinguished junior Senator from Lou
isiana [Mr. LoNG] will not be with us on 
that vote. 

Mr. LONG. I believe the Senator from 
Oregon misunderstood my position. I 
expect to vote for the bill. 

Mr. MORSE. Oh, does the Senator 
from Louisiana expect to vote for the 
combined bill? 

Mr. LONG. Yes. 
Mr. MORSE. Then I did misunder. 

stand the comment of the Senator from 
Louisiana in regard to Alaska. I thought 
he said Alaska was not ready for state. 
hood. 

Mr. LONG. I made that statement. 
However, I am constrained to believe, 
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even if I am forced to vote on statehood 
for the two Territories, that Hawaii has 
such a strong case that perhaps I should 
be willing to forego my doubts with re
gard to Alaska. 

Mr. MORSE. I may venture the pre
diction that when the Senate votes, the 
combined bill will carry by a majority of
at least 7 votes. If my prediction should 
not be correct, and if the junior Senator 
from Louisiana will see me immediately 
after the vote, he will be my guest at 
dinner in the Senate restaurant. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Oregon yield briefly? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. In connection with 

the editorial which has been read by our 
good friend, the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. HoLLAND] , and the remarks in con
nection therewith, I wish to say, very 
briefly, that the Senate is now consider
ing a bill which would establish a new 
precedent and would go far beyond what 
has ever been done before. 

The bill so far as Hawaii is concerned 
has the active backing of the President of 
the United States, and that is all right. 
It is actively sponsored in the Senate by 
the able leader of the majority, the dis
tinguished Senator from California, and 
that is entirely all right. It is sponsored 
by the Senate Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, and that is perfectly all 
right. The bill has pressure popularity 
and is supported by a large segment of 
the press, and that is entirely all right. 

Nevertheless, when the opposition de
sires to take just a few hours' time, and 
after one of the opponents of the meas
ure who worked on the bill in committee 
for' many, many weeks, has spent four 
hours in the Senate this afternoon in 
making a very fine presentation on the 
merits, a speech which was pitched on 
as high a plane as any speech I have ever 
heard-tr'Ue statements, I call them-at 
the end of that address there is read to 
the Senate an editorial. The editorial 
writer in a newspaper has a part to play, 
and it is entirely all right for him to 
take his place. But the editorial was 
read on the floor of the Senate with, ap
parently, the warm aproval of the senior 
Senator from Florida, not intending to, 
but at the same time casting reflections, 
in a way, upon Senators who are opposed 
to the bill, and accusing them of con
ducting a filibuster, accusing them, in a 
way, of delaying passage of the bill by 
interminable debate. 

Mr. President, I submit to the fair and 
impartial judgment of the people of the 
United States, or to anyone else inter
ested, that it is far-fetched, contrary to 
the facts, contrary to the principles of 
our Government, that a Senator should 
not be permitted on the Senate floor to 
discuss any bill on its merits without 
having ·to apologize for so doing. 

With all deference to the Senator from 
Florida and the Senator from Louisiana, 
I wish to refute warmly the content of 
the editorial and the spirit in which it 
was presented. 

I desire to say again that, for the 
welfare of the Nation, instead of their 
reading such editorials, I wish the full 
membership of the Senate could have 
been present this afternoon to have 

heard the able exposition of the question 
by the junior Senator from Texas. 

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

Mr. MORSE. With the assurance that 
my right to the floor will be protected, 
I yield to the distinguished Senator from 
Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. For fear there might 
be some implication that what I have 
said was intended to be any reflection at 
all upon my friend, the distinguished 
junior Senator from Texas, I must say 
that I think he has made a most able 
argument. I have enjoyed it greatly. 
I think he has made a real contribution 
to the debate. 
· But, Mr. President, after all, it has 
been 42 years since a new State was ad
mitted to the Union. I think Mother 
Columbia is entitled to have another star 
or two in her flag, and I have been one 
of those who have been very anxious to 
see her have two new stars. 

The difference in opinion between my 
distinguished friend from Oregon and 
myself is purely one as to the means and 
methods to be followed. But I am a little 
disturbed that some of my good friends 
who are confessedly against statehood 
for both Territories seem to take some 
umbrage against an unknown editorial
ist. I am glad they have not taken um
brage against the senior Senator from 
Florida, because the editorialist saw fit 
to use, in his well considered editorial, 
the word "filibuster." 

My good friends from the South must 
remember one thing, namely, that the 
laurels in that field have passed from 
our section. They must remember that 
our splendid friend from Oregon, lamb
like as I have already stated him to be
and I commend his peaceable attitude
has conclusively won all of the outstand
ing laurels. He has in his library all the 
cups and all the blue ribbons. He has so 
far surpassed any mean and meager 
efforts which we who come from the 
southern part of the Nation have ever 
been able to put forth, that we must doff 
our hats to him and humbly state, so as 
we do here and now, that he is the cham
pion of all filibusterers. 

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I will yield in just a 
moment. I am now complimenting our 
good friend from Oregon. 

I think my good friends from the 
South may be arrogating to themselves 
something which the editorialist did not 
have even remotely in his mind, because 
the editorialist evidently saw what the 
position of my distinguished friend 
from Oregon was on the adoption of the 
amendment attaching Alaska to the bill. 
I can just see that editorialist squirm
ing, worrying, and biting his pencil in his 
editorial sanctum, recalling those 22 
hours and 26 minutes last year during 
which the Senator from Oregon so ably 
filled and occupied the floor of the Sen
ate and the minds of his colleagues. I 
can see, in my mind's eye, that editorial
ist saying to himself, "Why, the junior 
Senator from Oregon is going to do that 
again." 

That was probably the reason why the 
possibility of a filibuster was mentioned; 

I hope my good friends from the South 
will not take umbrage, because it never 
occurred to me that the editorialist was 
referring to them. I think if they will 
bring themselves to date, they will see 
that there is no reason any longer for 
those of us who are from the South feel
ing a little bit worried every time anyone 
mentions filibuster. 

I thank the clistinguished Senator 
from Oregon for yielding. 

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

Mr. MORSE. -I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Sitting in my ex

posed position as the majority leader of 
the Senate, with the compliments pass
ing back and forth as to which side of 
the aisle has the prize for the most pro
longed discussion in the Senate, I might 
say that I hope the distinguished Senator 
from Florida is not setting off a time 
fuse, which will cause some Senator to 
try to break the record of the representa
tive of the Independent Party, because 
I can think of nothing which would 
cause the majority leader more discom
fort than for 2 or 3 Members of the 
Senate, regardless of the side of the 
aisle on which they sit, to try to beat the 
record of the Senator from Oregon. I 
am willing to let that record stand. I 
hope no one will challenge it. 

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield, provided I do 
not lose the iloor. 

Mr. SMATHERS. ·If there was any 
display of umbrage on the part of the 
junior Senator from Florida, it arose in 
the first insta~ce because my senior col
league had sort of strayed from the goOd · 
Senators from the South on this par
ticular issue. We were somewhat dis
turbed about the fact that he and the 
junior Senator from Louisiana bad left 
us. We were a little bit disturbed that 
the senior Senator from Florida left us 
on this particular issue, because other
wise he has usually stood with us faith
fully and shoulder to shoulder. It was 
thought possible that he was imputing 
that we were the ones who were guilty, 
and that we were the ones who were en
gaging in this thing called a filibuster. 
Now that it has been explained that he 
had no reference whatsoever to us, but to 
the Senator on my right, the able junior 
Senator from Oregon, I can say that i! 
any umbrage was displayed on our part 
we are very sorry about it. 

Mr. MORSE. I may say to my two 
good friends from Florida that they have 
overlooked one of the points in my fili
buster, which occurred, I think, during 
the first 5 or 10 minutes of it as they will 
find if they will check the REcORD. It 
was a little matter that I have never 
heard a southem filibusterer admit. In 
the first 5 or 10 minutes of my filibuster 
I publicly confessed that I was filibuster
ing. Any time I filibuster on the floor 
of the Senate, my colleagues will have no 
doubt as to what I am doing. I shall tell 
them very early in the filibuster. 

As I offered to do at that time, I shall 
always be willing to have any measure 
I am filibustering laid aside long enough 
for the Senate to adopt the Morse anti
filibuster l'esolution, which will end fill .. 
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bustering in the Senate for all time. Any 
time my colleagues wish to take me up 
on that, I shall be amenable. 

I inform my colleagues I am going to 
:filibuster the police-State wiretap bill 
which was recommended by the Attor
ney General, if it comes before the Senate 
this year. If that bill comes to the floor, 
I shall see how close I can come to 
breaking the 22-hour-and-26-minute 
record. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I should 
like to tell my distinguished friend that 
I did not at all mean to insinuate that 
there is a filibuster in progress or that 
any Senator should refrain from making 
a speech. I had in mind reading a speech 
previously made by the Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. EASTLAND] a couple of 
years ago. The speech which was made 
on that occasion was a very learned and 
scholarly address. I know the Senator 
from Mississippi has given further 
thought to the pending matter, and that 
he is going to discuss it at some length 
before the debate is over. I am looking 
forward with much interest to hearing 
the Senator after he has given 2 or 3 
years of additional thought to the 
question. 

PASSING THE BUCK ON HELLS 
CANYON 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I have 
a short, nonfilibuster speech I should 
like to give now, urging the immediate 
or earliest possible consideration of S. 
2590. 

Last May, when Secretary of Inte
. rior McKay walked out on the Hells 
C:!l.nyon hearings before · the Federal 
Power Commission, he said that it was 
up to the Commission to decide the 
relative merits of the Idaho Power Co. 
low-dam plan and the high Federal dam. 

The basic· issue involved is which 
plan will provide maximum develop
ment of the Snake River and Columbia 
Basin. McKay subsequently admitted 
in a Capitol cloakroom broadcast that 
the company plan would not provide 
maximum development. 

Now the hearings before the Federal 
Power Commission have reached the 
point where the intervenors, the Na
tional Hells Canyon Association and 
several PUD's and staff counsel for the 
commission, have attempted to put into 
the record data on the economic effects 
of the competing projects. 

So, for instance, there was offered 
evidence on phosphate development in 
Idaho which depends upon the availa
bility of large amounts of low-cost elec
tric power. It is fairly apparent that 
the company scheme would not stimu
late this development of phosphate fer
tilizer, which is of importance to an ex
panding industrial economy in the Pa
cific Northwest and also to the farmers 
of the region and the Midwest. 

Discussion of the admissibility of the 
evidence took several sessions of the 
hearings. It would burden the record to 
present a minute description of the par
ties' contentions and the presiding ex
aminer's rulings. Boiled down, the ex
aminer agreed to receive brief testimony 
on the subject, . but stated that in his 

opinion it was not the function of the 
Federal Power Commission to inquire 
into and decide the question of the effect 
of different plans upon the long-range 
economic development of a region. 

This conclusion is somewhat perplex
ing in view of the provisions of the Fed
eral Power Act. 

Section 4 provides : 
The Commission is hereby authorized and 

empowered~(a} To make investigations and 
to collect and record data concerning the 
utilization of the water resources of any re
gion to be developed, the waterpower in
dustry and its relation to other industries 
and to interstate or foreign commerce, and 
concerning the location, capacity, develop
ment costs, and relation to markets of power 
sites, and. whether the power from Govern
ment dams can be advantageously used by 
the United States for its public purposes, and 
what is a fair value of such power, to the ex
tent the Commission may deem necessary or 
useful for the purposes of this act. 

Section 7 (b) provides: 
Whenever, in the judgment of the Com

mission, the development of any water re .. 
sources for public purposes should be un
dertaken by the United States itself, the 
Commission shall not approve any applica
tion for any project affecting such develop
ment, but shall cause to be made such ex
aminations, surveys, reports, plans, and esti
mates of the cost of the proposed develop
ment as it may find necessary, and shall 
submit its findings to Congress with such 
recommendations as it may find appropriate 
concerning such development. 

Section 10 provides: 
All licenses issued under this part shall 

be on the following conditions: 
(a} That the project adopted, including 

the maps, plans and specifications, shall be 
such as in the judgment of the Commission 
will be best adapted to a comprehensive plan 
for improving or developing a waterway or 
waterways for the use or benefit of interstate 
or foreign commerce, for the improvement 
and utilization of waterpower development, 
and for other beneficial public uses, includ
ing recreational purposes; and if necessary 
in order to secure such plan the Commission 
shall have authority to require the modifica
tion of any project and of the plans and 

·specifications of the project works before 
approval. 

These provisions seem not to merely 
empower, but to require the Federal 
Power Commission to determine the 
broad economic impact of a given pro
posed project upon the region con
cerned. However, the Federal Power 
Commission has been reluctant to dis
charge this function. 

It is entirely possible that the exam
iner's ruling, if it remains unchanged 
and is followed by the Commission, would 
constitute reversible error upon appeal 
to the courts. Such a result would be 
of great assistance to the cause of the 
high Hells Canyon Dam. 

But it will be regrettable if the pro
foundly important issue of full develop
ment must depend upon the spin of a 
legal roulette wheel. The Secretary of 
the Interior has been content to shirk 
his responsibility to advocate the cause 
of full development. The Commission 
seems headed in the same direction. 

Congress has a responsibility not to 
gamble with the greatest remaining 
damsite in the country. If the law is not 
clear, we have the duty of seeing to it 

that the Federal Power Commission does 
not shirk its responsibility of taking evi
dence on the economic effects of a pri
vate utility program which will not de
velop the economic potentialities of the 
region. Our people in the Pacific North
west need the development of the phos
phate beds of the area, and cheap power 
is essential to that end. They will never 
be developed under the Idaho Power 
Company's project of building low dams, 
because the power developed at those 
dams would not be sufficient to permit 
the proper development of the phos
phate beds. 

Mr. President, as I said on another oc
casion on the floor of the Senate, a group 
of farm organizations is willing and 
ready to pro~eed to develop the plants 
which will be able to develop those beds, 
and thus make this cheap fertilizer 
available to all the farmers of the West 
at a saving of between $15 and $25 a ton. 

The Secretary of ·the Interior has 
walked out on the full economic devel
opment of that region. The Commission 
is following on his heels. Congress 
should pass Senate bill 2590, sponsored 
by 17 Senators, including the senior Sen
ator from Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON], 
the junior Senator from Washington 
[Mr. JACKSON], and myself. 

Senate bill 2590 provides that--
In any case in which the Congress has 

authorized or approved the prosecution by 
the United States of any comprehensive plan 
for the development of any river basin or 
has caused to be made any examination, sur
vey, report, plan, or estimate of cost with 
respect to the development of any water 
resources, no license shall be issued for any 
project affecting the development of any 
such comprehensive plan or the development 
of any such water resources unless (1} the 
Commission shall have found and advised 
the Congress that the development of such 
project would not adversely affect the devel
opment of any such comprehensive plan or 
the development of any such water re
sources, as the case may be and (2} the 
Congress thereafter shall have authorized 
the issuance of such license. 

In other words, the bill proposes that 
a check be made, so as to prevent the 
Federal Power Commission from giving 
away the people's interest in the .maxi
mum development of the economic re
sources of the area in which a project is 
to be built. 

Certainly we shall not protect the in
:terests of the people in the natural
resources development of the Nation 
unless we have a check made upon such 
a commission as the Federal Power Com
mission, the chairman of which, who 
was appointed by the Eisenhower ad
ministration, is known to be an opponent 
of the very project upon which he ulti
mately will be called to pass judgment. 
When a commission is so rigged with 
partisans, it is important that Congress 
exercise a check upon the adjudications 
of the Commission. 

Mr. President, today it is the Pacific 
Northwest that has a vital stake in the 
maximum economic development that is 
being ignored. That stake is empha
sized by the serious economic slowdown 
and unemployment that have made the 
region among the most seriously de
pressed in this country. 
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The Secretary of Interior has washed 
his hands of maximum development. 
The Federal Power Commission has 
asked for the basin and towel. Congress 
cannot act the role of a Pilate. 

WESTERN EUROPEAN ELECTIONS 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
wish to bring to the attention of the 
Senate some interesting and informative 
election statistics concerning Western 
European countries. In America there 
is a great deal of concern over the 
strength of the Communist Party in the 
respective western European nations. I 
have found data on the strength of 
communism which should be of interest 
to the Congress. Therefore, I ask unan
imous consent that a table of elec· 
tion percentage figures representing the 
strength of the Communist Party in tl:e 
elections after 1944 in Western Euro
pean countries be printed in the body 
of the RECORD. 

It should be noted that in only two 
countries has the Communist strength 
grown-in Italy, by 3.6 percent; and in 
the Saar, by 0.6 percent. The grow
ing strength of free political parties 
should be of real encouragement to the 
free wor ld. 

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

Data on communism 

Country 

----------1---------
France ____ ------------------
I taly ____ ----------------- __ _ 
Finland _____ ----------------I celand. ___ _________________ _ 
Luxembourg_ ---------------
Saar -- ----- -- ----------------N etherlands ___________ _____ _ 
Austria __ ___________________ _ 

orway ------------- ----- ---Belgium ______ -- - ---- - - _____ _ 
D enmark ___________________ _ 
Sweden ____ ___ ------- _______ _ 
Switzerland._ - --------------West Germany __ ___________ _ 
Northern Ireland ___________ _ 
Great Britain ___ ____________ _ 

26.0 
19. 0 
23.4 
19. 5 
14.5 

8. 4 
10.5 
5. 4 

11.9 
12. 7 
12. 0 
10. 3 
6.0 
5. 7 
3.6 
.4 

25.0 
22.6 
21. 6 
16.0 
10. 0 
9.0 
6.0 
5. 4 
5. 1 
4.8 
4. 3 
4.3 
3.0 
2.2 
.5 
.1 

-1.0 
+3. 6 
-1.8 
-3.5 
-4.5 
+.6 

-4.5 

- 6. 8 
-7.9 
-7. 7 
-6. 0 
-3.0 
-3.5 
-3.1 
-.3 

Source: Dutch weekly, Vrij N ederland, D ec. 19, 1953, 
p . 9. Their information obtained from the London 
Times. 

OPPOSITION TO SECRECY IN GOV· 
ERNMENT-LETTER FROM V. M. 
NEWTON, JR. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 

within the last few days, I received a 
letter, dated March 10, 1954, from Mr. 
V. M. Newton, Jr., managing editor of 
the Tampa Morning Tribune, of Tampa, 
Fla. Mr. Newton's letter is written in 
his capacity as chairman of the Com
mittee for Advancement of Freedom of 
Information, of Sigma Delta Chi, na
tional professional journalistic frater· 
nity. I bring this letter to the atten· 
tion of the Senate because I believe that 
the governmental secrecy to which it re· 
fers must be dealt with by the Congress. 
Government by secrecy is not conducive 
to democratic government. 

Members of the Senate will recall that 
soon after I became a member of the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, 
I urged that the Committee hold more 
open hearings. I am convinced that 

many of the meetings now held in exec
utive session need not be so held, but 
deserve to be brought to the attention 
of the American people. An informed 
electorate is an intelligent electorate. 
An intelligent electorate is the fabric of 
a democratic society. 

So, I ask unanimous consent that the 
letter be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

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

TAMPA MoRNING TRIBUNE, 
Tampa, Fla ., March 10, 1954. 

Senator HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 
United States Senate, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: I am writing 

this letter as chairman of the committee 
for advancement of freedom of information 
of Sigma Delta Chi, national professional 
journalistic fraternity which has 22,000 
newsmen, editors and publishers as members. 

This is to call your attention to an alarm
ing development in American Government 
today, a development wherein secret Gov
ernment, originating in the Federal Congress, 
has spread to all levels of government. If 
this development is not arrested and is per
mitted to spread further, American freedom 
is certain to suffer. 

In 1953, congressional committees held 
1,357 secret meetings from which both press 
and public were barred and wherein the 
restraint of public opinion was missing and 
political privilege ruled supreme. This was 
44 percent of the 3,105 congressional com
mittee meetings held in 1953. 

These 1,357 secret congressional meetings 
dealt with such important matters of the 
American people's business as appropriations, 
expenditures, taxes, drought relief, foreign 
aid, d isposal of surplus farm products, fi
nancing of the Korean war, investigation 
of waste in government, tariffs, public hous
ing, immigration, and virtually every matter 
before Congress. 

Very few or these secret meetings were con
cerned with matters of national security. 

Much of the legislation conceived and 
congealed behind the locked doors of these 
secret congressional committee meetings 
was railroaded through Congress with a min
imum of public debate and with little oppor
tunity for the restraint of public opinion to 
be exerted. Some of it did not see the light 
of public print until it was adopted. 

To give you a concrete example, the House 
Appropriations Committee held more than 
200 secret meetings. In July, Newsweek 
magazine reported to the American people: 
"Congress is now passing complicated ap
propria tions bills in hours instead of weeks." 

Thus, the American people were deprived 
of the opportunity of exerting the restraint 
of public opinion upon the matter of how 
their tax funds were to be spent, and it is 
doubtful, indeed, that as many as 25 percent 
of our Congressmen even knew what was 
contained in these complicat ed appropria
tions bills. 

This dangerous congressional precedent of 
secret government has been seized upon by 
~ur public servan t s on the lower levels of 
American Government. In 1953, for in
stance, the North Carolina Legislature threw 
R aleigh newsmen out of a meeting of its 
Joint Appropriations Committee and then 
rushed through a bill permitting secret leg
islative committee meetings. 

In the debate over this issue, a Nort h 
Carolina legislator rose and shouted: 

"The press stands convicted of inequity 
and injustice to this general assembly un
less they attack the rules of Congress which. 
permit closed sessions." 

Similarly, in the debate over the decision 
of the Common Council of the City of Mil
ytaukee to bar press and public from its 

secret executive meetin gs, one of Milwau
kee's aldermen declared: 

"The Wisconsin Legislature's committees 
always make their decisions in closed ses
sion." 

Thus, it is not difficult for you to see why 
my national Sigma Delta Chi Committee 
was called upon in 1953 to file scores and 
scores of protests against the secret meet
ings of school boards, boards of public health, 
tax commissions, city councils and county 
commissions from one end of our country to 
the other. 

Congress has set the precedent of secret 
Government. Why shouldn't our public of
ficials on the lower levels of American Gov
ernment follow suit a r.d also eliminate the 
restraint of public opinion in favor of the 
somewhat tarnished philosophy of political 
privilege? 

The problem became so critical in 1953 
that the legislatures of four States--Indiana, 
California, Washington and Idaho were 
persuaded by representatives of the free 
American press into adopting State laws 
barring public officials from holding secret 
meetings. 

The legislature of a. fifth State-Texas
adopted a resolution memorializing Con
gress and the legislatures of all of our States 
against secret Gove::-nment. I would like to 
quote to you a part of this resolution, as 
follows: · 

"That citizens everywhere be alerted to 
the ever present danger that free Govern
ment may be subverted by secret proceedings 
that throughout the history of the world 
have been the refuge of corrupt, wicked and 
reactionary governments." 

This memorial apparently fell on deaf 
ears, for our Congress picked up in 1954 
where it left off in 1953 in holding its secret 
·committee meetings. Yet some of the best 
political minds of our time have condemned 
the practice. 

President Woodrow Wilson said: 
"Legislation, as we nowadays conduct it, 

is not conducted in the open. It is not 
threshed out in open debate upon the :floors 
of our assemblies. It is, on the contrary, 
framed, digested, and concluded in com
mittee rooms. 

"It is in the committee rooms that legis
lation desired by the interests is framed 
and brought forth. There is not enough 
debate on it in the open House, in most 
cases, to disclose the real meaning of the 
proposals made. Clauses lie quietly unex
plained and unchallenged in our statutes 
which contain the whole gist and purpose of 
the act; qualifying phrases which escape the 
public attention, casual definitions which 
do not attract attention, classifications so 
technical as not to be generally understood, 
and which everyone most intimately con
cerned is careful not to explain or expound, 
contain the whole purpose of the law. On ly 
after it has been enact ed and has come to 
adjudicat ion in the courts is its scheme as 
a whole divulged. The beneficiaries are then 
safe behind their bulwarks." 

President Wilson went on to comment on 
secret committee meet ings as follows: 

"They promise you a particular piece of 
legislation. As soon as the legislature meets, 
a bill embodying that legislation is intro
duced. It is referred to a committee. You 
never hear of it again. What happened? 
Nobody ever knows what happened. 

"I am not intimating that corruption 
creeps in; I do not kn ow .what creeps in. 
The point is that we not only do not know, 
but it is intimated, if we get inquisitive, that 
it is none of our business. My reply is: 
That it is our busin ess, and it is the busi
ness of every m an in the State; we h ave a 
r ight to know all the particulars of the bill'.s 
h istory. There is not any legitimate privacy 
about m atters of government. Government 
must, if it is to be pure and correct in its 
processes, be absolutely public in everything 
that affects it. I cannot imagine a public 
man without a conscience having a secret 
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that he would keep from the people about 
their own affairs." 

The diary of Harold Ickes, former Secretary 
of the Interior, just published, quotes John 
Nance Garner, former Vice President, as 
follows: 

"Vice President Garner remarked that 
there ought not to be any executive sessions 
of any congressional committee. He made 
the point that it was all public business and 
that reporters should be permitted to attend 
any committee meetings." 

In 1953, Representative JosEPH MARTIN, 
majority leader of the House of Representa
tives, wrote me us follows: 

"I certainly do not believe in closed cham
ber proceedings out of Congress, nor do I 
approve of it in Congress.'' 

In view of the foregoing, 1: respectfully 
urge that you, an bonorable Member of the 
greatest governmental body in American 
Government do give serious consideration 
to this matter of secret government, and 
that you take direct action to eliminate it 
from Congress and thus restore to the Ameri
can people control over the instrument which 
they have created. 

I will be gratefu1, for the record, for your 
views. 

Sincerely yours, 
V. M. NEWTON, .Jr. 

THE FEDERAL ADMISSION TAX 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the body of the RECORD a letter which 
I received from the Council of Motion 
Picture Organizations, informing me 
that since April 1, 39 motion-picture 
~eaters in Minnesota have been forced 
to close because of the 20 percent Fed
eral admission tax. 

I welcome the decision of the House of 
Representatives to reduce the admission 
tax from 20 percent to 10 percent. In 
my judgment, however, that will be in
adequate. It is far preferable to have 
this excise tax removed altogether from 
the statute books. In the alternative, we 
certainly ought to exempt admissions 
under 50 cents. It is my hope, Mr. Presi
dent, that the Senate Finance Commit
t: ~ will correct this action of the House. 
In the event it decides not to do so., I 
believe the Senate ought to adopt an ap
propriate amendment. I shall support 
such an effort. 

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

COUNCIL OF MOTION PICTURE 
ORGANIZATIONS, INC., 

New York, N. Y., March 10, 1954. 
Hon. HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 

Senat e Office Buildi ng, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. HUMPHREY: No doubt you Wlll 
recall that last spring I kept you advised each 
week of the number of movie theaters in 
your State that had been forced to -close 
because of the 20 percent Federal admission 
tax. 

Our records show that from January 1, 
1946, up to February 1, 1954, theater closings 
numbered 6,280. 

Many distressing statistics have been 
assembled to show how badly the motion
picture industry needs complete re1ief from 
this tax; but we can think of nothing that 
'Speaks so eloquently ugainst this unfair im
post as the bleak figure of 6,280 businesses 
destroyed , with all the awful implication of 
unemployment and human misery. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT W. COYNE. 

Theaters closed since April 1 in your State, 
39. 

RETENTION OF VETERANS' ADMIN
ISTRATION OFFICES .AT FORT 
SNELLING - RESOLUTION OF' 
FIFTH DISTRICT AMERICAN LE· 
GION, MINNEAPOLIS, MINN. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

.ask unanimous consent that a resolution 
adopted by the Fifth District American 
Legion, Minneapolis, Minn., urging that 
the Veterans' Administration admin
istrative offices be retained at Fort Snell
ing, be included in the body of the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD and appropriately re
Jerred. 

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

Whereas the Veterans' Administration ad
ministrative offices for Minnesota and sur
rounding area are located at Fort Snelling; 
and 

Whereas Fort Snelling was formerly under 
the control of the Department of Defense, 
but was transferred to the control of the Vet
erans' Administration subject to certain 
rights of repossession by the Department of 
Defense; and 

Whereas it now appears that the Depart
ment of Defense will be making demands for 
the repossession of this property to such an 
extent it will hamper the future operation 
of these administra tive offices; and 

Whereas the Senators and Members of the 
House from the State of Minnesota are under 
the impression the American Legion would 
make a last-ditch stand to keep the Veterans' 
Administration administrative offces at Fort 
Snelling, and have consequently been wag
ing a losing battle due to the repossession 
rights of the Department of Defense; and 

Whereas information from a reliable 
source indicates that the administrative 
offices, presently located at Fort Snelling, 
Minn., will be eliminated with a portion be
ing sent to Denver, Colo., and a portion being 
sent to Philadelphia, Pa.; and 

Whereas adequate office facilities are avail
able in the Minneapolis and St. Paul area 
on long-term, reasonably low-cost leases that 
would permit the transfer of these admin
istrative offices from the Fort Snelling area 
to the metropolitan area, thus keeping the 
a~inistrative offices here "for the conven
ience of our veterans and, further, retaining 
the large personnel and payroll of such 
offices in our area, as tax-paying citizens: 
now, therefore, be it hereby 

Resolved by the Fifth District American 
Legion, Department of Minnesota, in regular 
meeting assembled in Minneapolis this 3d 
day of March 1954, That the Senators and 
.Representatives from the State of Minne
sota in the Congress of the United States be 
:requested to exert every effort upon the Ad
ministrator of the Veterans' Administration 
to retain the administrative offices located at 
Fort Snelling in the metropolitan area of 
Minneapolis or St. Paul; and be it hereby 
fUrther 

Resolved, That a copy hereof be forwarded 
to the Senators and Congressmen from the 
Sta.te of Minnesota forthwith; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That a copy hereof be forwarded 
to the district commander of the several dis
tricts of the department of Minnesota, and 
to the executive committee of the depart· 
ment, for concurrent action. 

Attest: 

F. W.AMEs, 
Adjutant. 

JoHN L. CoRCORAN, 
Commander. 

CONVEYANCE OF TITLE OF CERTAIN 
LANDS TO INDIANS-RESOLUTION 
OF YELLOW MEDICINE COUNTY 
BOARD, GRANITE FALLS, MINN. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that a resolu
tion adopted by the Yellow Medicine 
County Board, Granite Falls, Minn., in 
regard to conveying title to Indians of 
lands in Upper Sioux Community, be 
printed in the body of the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD and appropriately referred. 

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

Whereas the Bureau of Indian Affairs are 
recommending issuing the Sioux Indians oi 
the Granite Falls Reservation deeds to their 
1ands free of all restrictions; and 

Whereas such lands will immediately be
come taxable, subject to liens and judg
ments, and as a result would in aU prob
ability be 1ost and such Indians be ren
dered homeless; and 

Whereas it is the opinion of this board 
that most of said Indians would Bell their 
lands for temporary advantage and the 
money received therefrom would soon be 
spent for automobiles and other luxuries of 
no permanent benefit; and 

Whereas the indigence of said Indians 
would create an additional burden on Yel
low Medicine County for a responsibility 
which this board feels should be at least 
equally shared by the Federal Government; 
and 

Whereas in the opinion of this board it 
would not be of any benefit to the Indians 
whatsoever; and 

Whereas it is the considered opinion of 
this board that as yet the majority of the 
Indians of this community are not capable 
of handling their own property and compet
ing openly with white men, 

Now, therefore, it is unanimously resolved 
that this board is opposed to the relinquish
ment of restrictions on Indian lands. 

Dated this 3d day of March 1954. 
M. E. IVERSON, 

Chairman county board, Yellow Med
icine County, Minn. 

Attest: 
GEO. L. SWANSON, 

County Auditor. 

REQUESTS FOR INCREASED TRANS
PORTATION RATES-RESOLUTION 
OF RETAIL DIVISION OF NEW ULM 
<MINN.) CIVIC AND COMMERCE 
ASSOCIATION 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that a resolution 
adopted by the retail division of the New 
Ulm Civic and Commerce Association 
disapproving the quick rate-timelag
bill be printed in the RECORD and appro
priately referred. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to lie on the table, and 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
RESOLUTION ADOPTED ON MARCH 10, 1954, BY 

THE NEw ULM Civrc AND CoMMERCE Asso
CIATION, INc., NEW ULM, MINN. 
Whereas the members of the retail divi

.sion of the New Ulm Civic and Commerce 
Association are llffected by S. 1461, the so
called quick rate (timelag) bill and have 
discussed this piece of legislation at two 
.committee meetings, they are opposed to the 
bill and hereby join with all others in ac
tively opposing said bfil: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the retail division of the 
New Ulm Civic and Commerce Association, 
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convened at a regular meeting on the lOth 
day of March 1954 and went on record in 
disapproving the bill for the following rea
sons: 

1. The burden would be on shippers and 
receivers to file claims for refunds. Small 
stores do not have the time or facilities to 
handle their claims. If a merchant failed 
to demand a refund the carrier could keep 
the overcharges even though the ICC might 
declare the new rate illegal. Small stores 
do not have traffic claims departments to 
screen this sort of thing. 

2. The bill proposes to allow railroads to 
file rate increases that would automatically 
become effective 60 days after filing, subject 
to adjustment by the ICC at a later date. 
The 60-day period would be inacl,equate and, 
the ICC could not hear public protests in 
that short time. Temporary rates have a 
tendency to become permanent. 

3. It would change the basic principle of 
ratemaking by removing the public interest 
as the first consideration. 

LEON 0CHS, 
Acting Chairman, Retail Division of 

the New Ulm Civic and Commerce 
Association. 

ST. LAWRENCE SEAWAY-RESOLU
TION OF MINNESOTA SOCIETY OF 
PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS, ST. 
PAUL, MINN. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that a resolution 
which I have received from the Minne
sota Society of Professional Engineers, 
St. Paul, Minn., in regard to the st. 
Lawrence Waterway, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

MINNESOTA SOCIETY OF 
PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS, 

St. Paul Minn., March 12, 1954. 
Hon. HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 

United States Senate Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: I have been di
rected to forward to you the following res
olution duly adopted by the House of Dele
gates of our Society at its convention on 
February 26, 1954, relating to the St. Law
rence Waterway: 

Whereas the St. Lawrence Waterway has 
been under consideration for many years and 
is now before the Congress of the United 
States; and 

Whereas the Minnesota Society of Profes
sional Engineers has investigated the engi
neering vroject and has approved its execu
tion: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Representatives and 
Senators from Minnesota be urged to take 
immediate favorable action thereon. 

This resolution expresses our thinking on 
the advantages of this project which we be
lieve merits your continued support. 

Respectfully submitted. 
HAL E. McWETHY, 

Executive Secretary. 

AMENDMENT OF NATURAL GAS 
ACT....:._RESOLUTION OF COMM:ON 
COUNCIL OF WASECA, MINN. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that a resolution 
adopted by the Common Council of the 
City of Waseca, Minn., in support of my 
bill, S. 2971, to amend the Natural Gas 
Act, be printed in the body of the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
RESOLUTION URGING THE PASSAGE OF S. 2971, 

A BILL To AMEND SECTION 4 (E) OF THE 
NATURAL GAS ACT (15 U.S. C. 717C) 
Whereas the Common Council of the City 

of Waseca, Minn., considers the practice fol
lowed by some natural-gas pipeline com
panies of gaining automatic-rate increases 
through the filing of successive new appli
cations for higher rates with the Federal 
Power Coinmission. before determination has 
been reached by said Commission on pend
ing applications, as now permitted under 
the Natural Gas Act, to be unjust and un
fair to the consumers of natural gas; and 

Whereas a bill (S. 2971) to amend section 
4 (e) of the Natural Gas Act has been intro
duced in the Senate of the United States, 
which bill is designed to restrict objection
able practices followed by some natural-gas 
pipeline companies, as aforesaid; and 

Whereas the common council considers 
said bill affords a measure of protection to 
the gas-consuming public and that the pas
sage of said bill would be in the best in
terests of gas users: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That the Common Council of the 
City of Waseca shall, and does hereby, go 
on record as being in favor of the passage 
of said bill by the Congress of the United 
States; .be it further 

Resolved, That the city clerk of the city · 
of Waseca shall, and he hereby is, author
ized and directed to send a copy of this res
olution to Senator EDWARD J. THYE, Senator 
HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, and Congressman AU
GUST H. ANDRESEN. 

Attest: 

WALLACE A. PETERSON, 
Mayor of the City of Waseca. 

E. J. LORIG, 
City Clerk of the City of Waseca, Minn. 

NATIONAL LEIF ERICKSON DAY
RESOLUTION OF FRAM LODGE 5, 
SONS OF NORWAY, DULUTH, MINN. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that a letter 
which I have received from Fram Lodge, 
No. 5, Sons of Norway, Duluth, Minn., 
to have October 9 legalized as National 
Leif Erickson Day, be printed in the 
body Of the RECORD. 

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

DULUTH, MINN., February 24, 1954. 
Hon. HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR: Fram Lodge, No. 5, Sons of 
Norway, of Duluth, Minn., at their last regu
lar monthly meeting moved that their sec
retary at once write you to inform you the 
Sons of Norway, Fram Lodge, No. 5, is 100 
percent behind you to have October 9 legal
ized as National Leif Erickson Day. 

Hoping this will reach you in time and 
also we wish to thank you for your all-out 
effort to get this bill before the Congress or 
the United States. 

Sincerely yours, 
PETER SEVERSON, 

President. 
ESTHER HELMER, 

_____________________ secretary. 

SUPPORT PRICES FOR BUTTER
LETTER FROM MINNESOTA STATE 
FEDERATION OF LABOR 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that a letter 

which I have received from the Minne
sota State Federation of Labor, favoring 
the continuation of 90 percent of parity 
for butter-support prices, be printed in 
the body of the REcoRD and a letter from 
the same organization favoring admis
sion of Alaska. 

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

MINNESOTA STATE 
FEDERATION OF LABOR, 
St. Paul, March 12, 1954. 

Hon. HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 
United States Senate, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR: At a recent meeting of the 

executive council of the Minnesota State 
Federation of Labor a motion was adopted 
favoring the continuation of 90-percent 
parity for butter support prices. 

This action was taken in recognition of 
the close relationship for wage earners. 
Minnesota is primarily an agricultural State. 
In addition to other considerations which 
might prompt our action, we know that if 
there is to be continued prosperity for the 
people we represent, the farmers must re
ceive an adequate price for the products of 
their farms. 

Very truly yours, 
WILLIAM D. GUNN, 

Secretary. 

MINNESOTA STATE 
FEDERATION OF LABOR, 
St. Paul, March 12, 1954. 

Hon. HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 
United States Senate, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR: This is to advise you that 

at a meeting on March 6, 1954, at Rochester, 
Minn., the executive council of the Min
nesota State Federation of Labor passed a 
motion favoring admission to statehood of 
the Territory of Alaska. 

We trust you will support this measure 
which is now pending before Congress. 

Very truly yours, 
WILLIAM D. GUNN, 

Secretary. 

PARITY FOR DAIRY PRODUCTS
RESOLUTION OF BROOK PARK 
GRANGE, BROOK PARK, MINN. 
Mr. HU1viPHREY. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that a resolution 
adopted by the Brook Park Grange, in 
support of 90 percent of parity for dairy 
products, be printed in the CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD. 

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

BROOK PARK, MINN., March 10, 1954. 
Hon. HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 

United States Senator, 
Capitol Building, Washington, D. c. 

DEAR Sm: Following is a resolution passed 
by the Brook Park Grange at the last 
meeting: 

"Wherea-s the dairy farmer is in a poor 
financial position at the present time, and, 
cannot afford a cut in dairy prices; and 

"Whereas they are entitled to the same 
protection as other segments of our econ
omy; and 

"Whereas cutting the price received by 
him for butterfat will force farmers to pro
duce more to make a living, resulting in 
greater surpluses: Therefore be it 

"Resolved, That we the Brook Park Grange 
go on record as favoring 90 percent of parity 
for dairy products until production costs 
are lowered or a better farm plan is brought 
forward." 
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We are behind you 100 percent in your 

fight to protect the dairy farmer and appre
ciate your efforts in our behalf. 

LYLE POWLEY, Master. 
Mrs. EVELYN BURMAN, 

Secretary. -------
THE AGRICULTURAL PROGRAM

LE'ITER FROM SAUK CENTRE 
(MINN.) 1\.0TARY CLUB 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that a letter 
which I :nave received from Mr. Borg
mann, president oi the sa·uk Centre Ro
tary Club, concerning our agricultural 
program ancl the reduction in parity for 
butter, be printed in the REcoRD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
ROTARY CLUB OF SAUK CENTRE, l.fiNN., 

March 9, 19.54. 
The Honorable HUBERT H. HUMPHREY • 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: Toda~ at Our 
weekly meeting of Rot.J.ry our t pic of dis
cussion was "Parity and an equitable far!ll 
program." As a result of today's discussion, 
it is the unanimous opinion our Rotary club 
that the proposed reduction in parity as it 
pertains to butterfat is too drastic. 

It is our thinking that parity should not 
be reduced at this time and that it should 
not be reduced in tbe future unless a sultaole 
substitute agricultural program ~G ready to be 
placed in operation--one that will guarantee 
equitable purchasing power for our farm peo
ple in the market place. A farm program 
that will assure our farmers tne essential and 
good things of life which they are so deeply 
entitled to. 

Our Rotary club takes exception to Secre
tary Benson's drastic and untimely reduction 
In parity for butte:rr; an~ we, by· unanimous 
resolution, ask you to go all out in your ef
forts to halt tbe decline in agricultural prices. 
The businessmen of. Sauk Centre merely re
fiect the prosperity of our agricultural com
munity. We must have a fair farm program. 
Your vigorous support is needed. Do not 
permit reduction in parity at this time. 

Respectfully yours, 
E. F. BoRGMANN, 

President,. 

PARITY FOR DAIRY PRODUCTS
RESOLUTION OF BOARD OF DI
RECTORS OF NORTHERN COOPER
ATIVES, INC., WADENA, MINN. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that a resolution 
adopted by the Board of Directors of 
Northern Cooperatives, Inc., Wadena, 
Minn. urging that 90 percent of parity · 
for dairy products be continued for 1 
year, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 
RESOLUTION O.F NORTHERN COOP.ERA.T1VES, INC., 

WADENA, MINN...,. MARCH 10, 1954 
Whereas tbe proposed reduction in sup

port of dairy products will result in ruinous 
prices to dairy farmers, bringing prices below 
actual cost of production; and 

Whereas the directive of the Secretary of 
Agriculture that -the dairy industry in 1 year 
solve its ~wn problem 1s impractical. One 
year is far too short a time to solve so intri
cate a problem; and 

Whereas no unified program for dairy 
products has evolved :wntch is acceptable to 
the dairy industry as a WhQle: Be tt 

· Resolved, That the present 90 percent of 
parity support be continued for 1 year: 
Be it further 

Resolved, That serious consideration be 
given to a stamp plan for dairy products 
through county welfare organizations as a 
means of reducing the surplus of dairy prod
ucts, putting them to use in homes .of low
income families. 

Respectfully submitted. 
BOARD OF DIRECTORS, NORTHERN 

CooPERATIVES, INc., 
HARRY OLSON, President. 
E. F. KENNETZ, Secretary. 
HENRY TOBKIN, 
H:<:NRY HERFINDAHL, 
ARTHUR GJERVOLD, 
RoY E. WxsETH, 
ARTHUR HANSEN, 

Directors. 

Northern Cooperatives, Inc., was founded 
in 1932. As a group organization it embraces 
as common stockholders 160 local coopera
tive associations all located in the north
west Minnesota area. In 1953 this organi
zation transacted a business of $7.~16.696.89. 

PRICE-SUPPORT PROGRAM-RESO
LUTION OF LANCASTER <MINN.) 
COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that a resolution 
adopted by the stockholders of the Lan
caster Cooperative Association at their 
annual meeting on February 15, urging a 
pri-ce-support program of 100 percent of 
parity, be printed in the RECORD. 

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

LANCASTER Coo"PERATIVE AssoCIATION, 
Lancaster, Minn., February 23, 1954. 

Han. HUBERT HuMP~EY, 
Senate Office Building, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: At the annual 

meeting of our cooperative held at Lancaster 
on Monday, February 15, 1954, the following 
resolution was unanimously passed by the 
stockholders: 

"We, the stockholders of the Lancaster 
Co-op Association, do hereby recommend that 
an agriculture program be passed at the 
present session of Congress based on the 
100 percent parity formula. We further move 
that dairy products be supported as well as 
other perishables. We 1eel that this is nec
essary for the sustaining of a prosperous agri
culture in America. We therefore urge our 
Scmators and Congressmen to exert every 
effort to promote 100 percent parity !or .agri
culture through a rigid support program. 
We oppose the .flexible prlce-support plan 
and move the adoption of a permanent farm 
program with guaranteed support prices." 

We know that you will do everything in 
your power to see that the above resolution 
will bear fruit. Thanking you for your past 
as well as future efforts in our behalf, we are, 

Sincerely yours, 
EMIL SJOS"mAND. President. 
MARTIN No.RDINE, Secretary. 

APPROPRIATIONS FOR FOREST 
SERVICE-RESOLUTION OF MINNE
SOTA LEGISLATIVE FORESTRY 
STUDY COMMISSION, ST. PAUL. 
MINN. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, .I 

ask unanimous consent that a .resolution 
adopted by the Minnesota State Legis
lative Forestry study Commission -on 
March 6, urging that the cuts in the 1954 

budget oi the Forest Service be restored, 
be printed in the RECORD. 

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

STATE OF MINNESOTA, 
FORESTRY STUDY COMMISSION, 

St. Paul, Minn., March 8, 1954. 
The Honorable HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, 

United States Senator, 
Senate Chamber, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: The Minnesota 
State Legislative Forestry Study Commission 
meeting in St. Paul on March 6, passed the 
following resolution: 

"Whereas the proposed 1954 budget of the 
Forest Service in the United States Depart
ment of Agriculture proposed to reduce or 
eliminate appropriations for Federal-State 
cooperative programs; and 

"Whereas these programs were authorized 
under the Clarke-McNary Act of 1928, and 
have been essential in establishing forest
fire protection, encouraging reforestation of 
open lands through the growing of seedlings 
in .State nurseries and the assistance to farm
ers in establishing sound forestry in their 
woodlands; and 

"Whereas the crippling of these programs 
will have a serious effect on our forest re
source conservation programs: Now, there
fore, be it 

"Resolved by the Forestry Study Commis
sion of the Minnesota Legislature meeting 
in Executive Session on March 6, in St. Paul, 
Minn., That the Minnesota United States 
Senators and Representatives be urged to 
make every effort to restore the $481,000 cut 
in forest-fire control, $447,000 for tree plant
ing and forest nurseries, and $632,000 cut 
from the private forest management advisory 
extension service." 

Our forest study commission respectfUlly 
submits this resolution to you for your con
sideration. 

Very sincerely yours, 
CHAS. H. STODDARD, 

Executive Secretary. 

LffiERALIZAT.ION OF SOCIAL-SECU
RITY PROGRAM-RESOLUTION OF 
HALLOCK <MINN.) AERIE 2617. 
FRATERNAL ORDER OF EAGLES 
Mr~ HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that a resolu
tion adopted by the Hallock Aerie, No. 
2617, Fraternal Order of Eagles, in favor 
of liberalizing the social-security pro
gram, be printed in the RECORD. 

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

HALLOCK AERIE, No. 2617, 
FRATERNAL 0P..DER OF EAGLES, 

Hallock, Minn. March 2, 1954. 
Han. HUBERT HUMPHREY, 

United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR HUMPHREY: Members of Hal
lock Aerie 2617 of the Fraternal Order of 
Eagles adopted the following r~solution at 
their last regular meeting. We would appre
ciate any support that you may be able to 
give this resolution favoring liberalized social 
security: 

"Whereas the Fraternal Order of Eagles 
was a leader in the campaign for enactment 
of the Social Security Act and the earlier 
campaigns for the passage of State old-age
pension laws; and 

"Whereas the Fraternal Order of Eagles, 
by unanimous vote Df delegates in national 
convention assembled, has urged the liber
alization of the Social Security Act so as to 
extend coverage to all workers and to expand 
the program to protect wage earners against 
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all major hazards of life and to adjust pay
ments tc. 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 million additional persons be in
cluded in the security system. 

"3. The first $1,000 of annual earnings by 
retired persons be exempted from the regula
tions of the Social Security Act. 

"4. The earnings 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, Dem
ocrats and Republicans, have endorsed the 
President's suggestions as a long step forward 
in providing adequate old-age security for 
all Americans: Now, therefore, be it 

"Resolved, That Hallock Aerie 2617 of the 
Fraternal Order of Eagles endorse the Presi
dent's proposals for improving the Social 
Security Act, and respectfully urge the en
actment of such recommendations into law." 

Sincerely yours, 
ALBERT C. FERGUSON, 

Worthy Presi dent. 
L. ':i. LUCAS, 

Worthy Secretary. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. As the Senator 
from Texas knows, earlier in the day I 
propounded a proposed unanimous-con
sent agreement calling for the taking 
of the vote at 5 o'clock on Tuesday, 
next, with the time on Monday and 
Tuesday to be divided equally between 
the proponents and the opponents. 
However, because of what was said on 
the floor and what I had understood 
would have been said in the absence of 
those statements, I withdrew the unani
mous consent request; and I have no 
present intention, at least, of renewing 
it. 

However, because I feel I have a com
m itment to the minority leader to do 
what I can to have that matter brought 
before the Senate at an early date, on 
Monday-barring some unforeseen con
tingency-! intend to move to lay aside 
the unfinished business, and that the 
Senate proceed to consider the resolu
tion, which has been reported from the 
Committee on Rules and Administra
tion, regarding the New Mexico sena
torial election contest. 

I hope to recommend to the Senate 
that it stick rather closely to that sub
ject on Monday, with the cooperation of 
Members on both sides of the aisle, be-
cause the seat of a United States Sen

DAIRY PRICE SUPPORTS -RF SOLU- ator is at stake; and in courtesy and in 
TION OF ALMELUND <MINN.) fairness to him, I think we should de
CREAMERY co. vote our attention to that subject mat

ter, rather than deal with extraneous 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I matters-unless, as I have said, a mat

ask unanimous consent that a resolution ter of great urgency should arise over 
adopted by the Almelund Creamery Co. the week end. 
at their annual meeting on February 16, I hope to recommend that the Stnate 
concerning the proposed drop in dairy remain in session until a reasonably late 
price supports, be printed in the RECORD . . hour Monday evenjng; whether I shall · 

There being no objectio~. the. reso- recommend that it be 6, 7, or 8 o'clock, 
lution was ordered to be prmted m the I do not ...-;ish to state definitely at this 
RECORD, as follows: time. 

ALMELUND CREAMERY Co., If we are not atle to take final action 
A lmelund, M i nn., February 24, 1954. on that subject on Monday, I would then 

DEAR Sm: At our annual meeting held on be glad to consult with the minority 
February 16, 1954, we passed a resolution leader about having the Senate convene 
condemning the proposed action by Secre- at an early hour on Tuesda:t-perhaps at 
tary of Agriculture Benson in which he pro- either 10 o'clock m: 11 o'clock. 
poses to drop dairy support prices from 90 
percent of parity to 75 percent of parity as I am frank to say that I was a little dis-
of the 1st of April. couraged by -:>ur experience thf:. last time 

We feel very strongly that such action we had the Senate convene at 11 o'~lock; 
is unjust, especially in view of the fact that and I would not wish to havE: the Senate 
the basic commodities are to be left at 90 convene at either 11 o'clock or 10 o'clock 
percent of parity. 

we hope you will do everything in your Tuesday unless we were able in advance 
power to prevent any such actiqn. to sound out more or less the opinion 

our resolution had the unanimous ap- among Members on both sides of the aisle 
proval of about 300 people. so as to ascertain from them whether, 

Respectfully yours, because of the importance to the Senate 
HAROLD TANGREN, of a contest over a senatorial seat, Mem-

-------- Secretary. bers would agree to hav3 the Senate ac

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
am about to move that the Senate take a 
recess until 12 o'clock noon tomorrow, 
unless there are further insertions to be 
made in the RECORD. 

SENATOR FROM NEW MEXICO 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, would the Senator from Califor
nia care to state at this time his 
thoughts concerning the time when he 
will move to have the Senate take up 
the New Mexico senatorial election con
test? · 

tually transact business at an early 
hour-whatever the hour decided upon 
might be-rather than to have us use 
most of the extra time in an effort to 
obtain the presence of a quorum. 

Again, I would propose that on Tues
day the Senate remain in session until 
6, 7, or 8 o'clock, if necessary. I hope
and this may be an overly optimistic 
hope-that perhaps by 3 o'clock on Tues
day we may reach the voting stage in 
connection with the New Mexico· resolu
tion. If we do not, perhaps we can 
reach it by 4, 5, 6, 7, or 8 o'clock in 
the evening. Again, I will consult with 
the minority leader. If it seems as 
though ·we are about ready to wind up, 

we might remain in session a little later 
that evening, or, if necessary, go over to 
another day. 

I think if we can keep to the subject 
matter, judging from what I have ob
served earlier in the consultations I have 
had, 10 or !2 hours of debate will prob
ably meet most of the requirements on 
both sides. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. The Sena

tor from Texas appreciates very much 
the attitude of the majority leader in 
connection with this case. I assure him 
that, as far as I am able to determine, 
the . plan which he has outlined will be 
perfectly satisfactory to Senators on this 
side of the aisle. If the Senator desires 
to have the Senate meet at 10 o'clock 
on Tuesday, he will have our complete 
cooperation. We shall do everything we 
can to minimize the number cf speeches, 
although several points need to be made, 
but, consistent with the necessity of 
making those points, we shall keep the 
speeches as limited as possible. It is 
anticipated that we shall not require 
more than 5 or 6 hours on our side of 
the aisle. It seems to me that that is a 
very reasonable program. 

If the majority leader will move, upon 
the convening of the Senate at noon on 
Monday, to proceed to the consideration 
of the resolution in connection with the 
New Mexico senatorial contest, we can 
then vote on that motion and remain in 
session until 6 or 7 o'clock that evening, 
reassembling on Tuesday at 10 o'clock, 
and by limiting our remarks, perhaps 
we can vote by the middle of the after
noon. 

Some Members of the Senate have en
gagements for Tuesday evening, which , 
they hope very much they will be able 
to keep. I believe they will be able to do 
so if we follow the kind of plan which · 
has been outlined, and if all Senators 
will cooperate. . 

I thank the majority leader for his 
very fair approach to this entire ques
tion. I assure him that so far as the 
minority leader is concerned, he will co
operate in every respect. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I thank the minor
ity leader. 

RECESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is 

the pleasure of the Senate? 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, if 

there is no further routine business to 
be transacted, I move that the Senate 
stand in recess until 12 o'clock noon to
morrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and Cat 6 
o'clock and 22 minutes p. m.> the Sen
ate took a recess until tomorrow, Thurs
day, March 18, 1954, at 12 o'clock 
meridian. 

CONFIRMATIONS 
Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate March 17 <legislative day of 
March 1), 1954: 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
David McK. Key, of Connecticut, to · be 

an Assistant Secretary of State. 
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UNITED STATES .ADVISORY COMMISSION ON 

INFORMATION 

TO BE MEMBERS OF THE UNITED STATES ADVISORY 
COMMISSION ON INFORMATION FOR THE TERMS 

INDICATED 

Mark A. May, of Connecticut, member for 
a term ot 3 years .expiring January 27, 1956. 

Justin Miller, of California, member for a 
term of 3 years expiring January 27, 1956. 

Sigurd S. Larmon, of New York, member 
for a term of 3 years expiring January 27, 
1957. 
DISTRICT oF CoLUMBIA REDEVELOPMENT LAND 

AGENCY 

Andrew Parker, of the District of Colum
bia, to be a member for the unexpired term of 
5 years from March 4, 1952. 

Francis F. Healy to be a member for a 
term of 5 years from March 4, 1954, as ~e
quired by section 4 (a) of Public Law 592, 
79th Congress, approved August 2, 1946. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
WEDNESDAY,- MARCH 17, 1954 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

D. D., offered the following prayer: 

Almighty God, who art always bestow
ing upon us the blessin-gs we need, may 
our life this day be strong in faith and 
noble in service. 

Grant that in all our deliberations we 
may hear clear and unmistakable testi
mony that we are sincerely seeking the 
truth and the right answer to our many 
difficult problems. 

Lift us out of those unworthy tempers 
of mind that are alien and contrary to 
the spirit of our blessed Lord who went 
about doing good. 

May we be numbered amorig those 
who are P.rayiilg and ·laboring for the 
dawning of that day when mankind 
everywhere shall enjoy the blessedness 
of the more abundant life. 

Bless ~ith Thy healing touch our col
leagues who have been wounded in body 
and fill their· minds and hearts with 
Thy peace. -

In Christ's name we humbly pray. 
Amen. 

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

MRS. MARIAL BECK 
Mr. LECOMPTE. Mr. Speaker, by di

rection of the Committee on House Ad
ministration, I submit the following 
privileged resolution <H. Res. 463) and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Resolved, That there shall be paid out of 

the contingent fund of the House of Repte
sentatives to Mrs. Marial Beck, sister of 
Ursula M. Leipold, late an employee of the 
House of Representatives, an amount equal 
to 6 months' salary at the rate she was re
ceiving at the time of her death, and an 
additional amount not to exceed $350 toward 
defraying the funeral expenses of the said 
Ursula M. Leipold. 

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

ACCEPTANCE OF THE STATUE OF sod, or extending into it, can wear a bit 
MARCUS :WHITMAN of green, on their clothing and in their 

Mr. LECOMPTE. Mr. Speaker, 1 ask hearts, as a token of love for Ireland and 
unanimous consent for the immediate for the saint who laid the foundations of 
consideration of Senate Concurrent Ireland's greatness. 
Resolution 57. In Catholic churches today, as the 

The Clerk read the Senate concurrent earth turns eastward, one after another, 
from the Marshall Islands, India, En-

resolution, as follows:· rope, Africa, the Americas, and the Ha-
Resolved by the Senate (the House of waiian Islands, rises up the prayer: 

Representatives concurring), That there be · 
printed with illustrations and bound, in 0 God, who didst vouchsafe to send blessed 
such style as may be directed by the Joint Patrick, confessor and bishop, to preach Thy 
Committee on Printing, the proceedings in glory to the gentiles, grant that, through his 
Congress at the unveiling in the rotunda, merits ·and intercession, we may be enabled 
together with such other matter as the joint to accomplish by Thy mercy, what Thou 
committee may deem pertinent thereto, upon commandest us to do. · 
the occasion of the acceptance of the statue Many who do not belong to what they 
of Marcus Whitman, presented by the State 
of washington, 5,000 copies; of which 2,ooo · may call the Church of Rome may yet 
copies shall be . for the use of the Senate, · echo the same prayer. In England, 
and for the use and distribution by the where so many Irishmen have risen to 
Senators from Washington; and the remain- high position, St. Patrick is honor.ed by 
ing 3,000 copies shall be for the use of the the Church of England as one of the 
House of Representatives, and for the use chief saints of the British Isles. Almost 
of and the distribution by the Representa- everywhere St. Patrick is held in honor, 
tives in Congress from the State of Wash-
ington. · as the symbol of Ireland's centuries of 

SEc. 2. The Joint Committee on Printing heroic resistance to · bondage-of Irish. 
is hereby authorized to have the copy pre- valor and love of freedom. 
pared for the Public Printer, who shall pro- From Israel and Italy, from Asia and 
vide suitable illustrations to be found with Africa, but perhaps loudest of all from 
these proceedings. America, arises today the great shout: 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection ''Erin go bragh.'' 
to the request of the gentleman from Let us all join to call down the bless-
Iowa? ing of God upon America and Ireland 

There was no objection. alike in words taken from the prayer 
Mr. LECOMPTE. Mr. Speaker, on attributed to St. Patrick: 

March 2 the House passed an identical I arise today through the strength of the 
resolution to that which has just been love of cherubim, in obedience of angels, in 
read. The Senate acted on .the same the service of archangels, in hope of resur
day. The gentleman from Washington rection to meet with r.eward, in prayers of 
[Mr. HOLMES], author of the resolution patriarchs, in predictions of prophets, in 

preachings of apostles, in faiths of confes
in the House, suggested that we adopt sors, in innocence of holy virgins, in deeds 
the Senate resolution. of righteous men. 

The SPEAKER. The question is on I arise today through the strength - of 
the Senate concurrent resolution. heaven: Light of sun, radiance of moon, 

The Senate concurrent resolution was splendor of fire, speed of lightning, swiftness 
agreed to, and a motion to reconsider of wind, depth of sea, stability of earth, 

firmness of rock. · 
was laid on the table. I arise today through God's strength to 

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE 
Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Speaker, I ask. 

unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Agriculture may be permitted to sit 
this afternoon during the session of the 
House. 

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

There was no objection. 

ST. PATRICK'S DAY 
Mr. ADDONIZIO. Mr. Speaker, I ask. 

unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. ADDONIZIO. Mr. Speaker, it is a 

pleasure to join in commemorating to
day the national feast and holy day of 
Ireland. All in Ireland. and all of Irish 
descent anywhere and everywhere in the 
world. rejoice .on the feast day of the 
glorious St. Patrick. Having a wife of 
Irish descent entitles me to some espe
cial claim to this great day. But even 
those who can claim no root or branch 
of the family tree springing from the old 

pilot me: God's might to uphold me, God's 
wisdom to guide me, God's eye to look before 
me, God's ear to hear me, God's word to 
speak for me, God's hand to guard me, God's 
way to lie before me, God's shield to protect 
me, God's host to save me. 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. O'HARA of illinois. Mr. Speak

er, on this St. Patrick's Day I pay my 
tribute of love to the finest man I ever 
knew, my father, in whose veins coursed 
not one drop of Anglo-Saxon ·blood. He 
taught me as a boy always to be careful 
in writing my name t9 use a bold apos
trophe between the "0" and the "H" 
that there might never be doubt of my 
pride in my Celtic ancestry. 

All Americans of Irish blood of my 
father's generation were familiar with 
the career and the character of John 
Barry, the father of the American Navy. 
The name of John Barry was one to con
jure with. 

It is no overstatement, Mr. Speaker, 
to say that America has no greater hero. 
the Navy no prouder name. 0!1 this St. 
Patrick's Day we renew our pledge of 
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