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I shall continue to strive for their bet
terment. That we cannot afford it .is 
hogwash. We cannot aff~rd not to d~ 1~. 
we can easily cut spendmg where 1t lS 
doing us no good. From what dollars we 
gave Communist Russia in the last 10 
years would pay $60 at 60 for the rest of 
our generation. At least the old people 
would not have used that money to kill 
our boys as Communist Russia is now 
doing. 

~-..: --------

Sound Tax Rates and Sound Tax Policies 

EXTE.N~ION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. DANIEL A. REED 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 18, 1954 

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
my philosophy of taxes is a simple and 
direct one. Oppressive taxes do not cre
ate income. Oppressive taxes do not 
produce jobs, encourage investments, 
nor stimulate the economy. For the past 
20 years we have been enacting laws 
without regard to their effect upon the 
well-being of the country, without regard 
to their effect upon the productive po
tential of · the country, and without re
gard to their effect upon the incentive 
of all classes of our citizens. 

I believe we all want to see a strong 
America, a happy America, and an eco
nomically sound America. To do this 
we must provide the voluntary stimula
tion in all of our citizens to earn, pro
duce, and invest. 

This result will be impossible under 
our present tax system. Our taxes at 
the present time are so high and punitive 
that they are actually destroying not 
only our capacity to produce for our
selves but also our capacity to meet on 
an equal footing the competition of 
other nations. 

At present we have the highest tax sys
tem of any of the leading countries in 
the world. Even with the elimination of 
the excess profits tax as of December 31 
of 1953 our corporate taxes are greater 
than those in England, France, Canada, 
and many of the continental European 
countries. 

I had hoped that in the beginning of 
the first session of the 83d Congress, 
early this year, we would start our legis-
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The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

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

Eternal God, whose glory the heavens 
and the earth declare and whose gar
ment vast and white we touch in all 

lation with an immediate policy of tax 
reduction. . 

It is for this reason that the Commit
tee on Ways and Means in early 1953 
recommended that the excess-profits tax 
be allowed to expire as of July 1, 1953, 
and that individual income taxes be re
duced as of the same date. 

In my opinion, if this had been done 
we would have placed the economy ahead 
by at least 6 months or a year. 

As many of you know, I was bitterly 
disappointed at the failure of Congress 
to provide this much-needed relief. I 
still believe we have a golden opportu
nity to enact further corrective tax legis
lation this session. The termination of 
the excess-profits tax as of the beginning 
of 1954 should be a stimulating effect 
upon our economy. The individual in
come-tax reductions, effective as of Jan
uary 1, 1954, will, in themselves, give 
hope to many of our citizens that we are 
at last starting on the road toward sound 
tax rates and sound tax policies. 

Our tax-revision program which was 
made the first order of business by the 
Ways and Means Committee has passed 
the House and if passed by the Senate 
will remove many of the inequities, hard
ships, unsound policies, and complica
tions which have crept into our tax sys
tem over the last 75 years. 

But, we must not stop there. I, for 
one, will never be content until our tax 
rates are reduced to a fair and reason
able level. I, for one, will never be con
tent until we have a tax system which 
will encourage and not impede produc
tive effort. As was well stated in a re
cent issue of Life magazine: 

The moral, of course, is that the power 
to tax is not only the power to destroy (in 
Daniel Webster's famous phrase) but also 
the power to encourage, discourage, channel, 
rechannel, induce, thwart, and twist out of 
shape, and the thing to worry a}?out is the 
fact that the Federal system, now that it 
collects nearly a quarter of the whole na
tional income, is an instrument of really 
frightening social impact. Without even 
seeming to--indeed without meaning to-
Congress, by the way it writes our tax laws, 
can penalize industriousness, reward in
efficiency, enrich one businessman at the ex
pense of another, set our whole system of 
industry and society topsy-turvy. 

Mr. Speaker, at present many thou
sands of businessmen are required to 
spend more time in solving their tax 
problems than they do in selling their 
products. I cannot too strongly empha
size that there is danger in placing too 
much stress upon hypothetical figures 

truth, all beauty, all goodness: We are 
grateful that Thou dost bend so close 
to our frail mortality that at the altar of 
prayer spirit with spirit may meet. 
Though our faces are shadowed by the 
tragedies of earth and by man's inhu
manity to man, w:e lift them in faith to 
the light that no darkness can put out. 
Praying for grace to make us worthy 
of so momentous a time, our intercession 
rises for our Nation, its President, the 
Vice President, the Congress, and all 
who influence its policies, and for the 
whole body of the people, that the fear
ful sacrifices of this global struggle be
tween light and darkness may find us 

and estimates and ignoring their actual 
consequences. Too often we have real
ized too late that oppressive rates do not 
raise revenue. 

I, for one, have never been an advocate 
of the theory that tax reduction must 
await a balanced budget. While Govern
ment expenditures must be cut wherever 
possible we must not let that fact alone 
interfere with efforts to reduce or re
move oppressive taxes. 

If we all put our shoulders to the wheel 
I believe we can make real and concrete 
steps this year toward reaching the goal 
of fair taxation. 

I ask the help and support of every 
true American in achieving this great 
objective. 

One Hundred Percent Farm Record 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. ALVIN E. O'KONSKI 
OF WISCONSIN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, March 18, 1954 

Mr. O'KONSKI. Mr. Speaker, as far 
as the interests of the farmer are con
cerned, I have a 100-percent record. 

I have championed the farmers' cause 
in REA. Likewise, the FHA and FCA 
have received my support. Soil conser
vation and crop insurance got my sup
port. Drought aid and seed loans got 
my support. Improvement in rural
telephone systems got my support. Hav
ing been born and raised on a farm, I 
clearly understand their needs. 

FUll parity prices for farmers has al
ways received my support. In every 
instance I voted for the best farm bill be
fore the House. Not once did I oppose 
their interests. I have always viewed 
with alarm any tendency in falling prices 
for farm products. 

Even beyond this, thousands of farm
ers asked me to help with their indi
vidual problems. In each case they got 
action. Not once was any farmer turned 
down. 

I have always fought and voted against 
the oleo trust which aims at the destruc
tion of dairy farming. Likewise, I have 
fought against imports of farm products 
from foreign countries. As one who 
understands by background farm needs, 
and as one who has always worked and 
voted in their interests, I am proud to 
say I have a 100-percent farm record. 

ready to endure all hardness, that Thy 
truth which makes men free may be 
enthroned in all the earth. We ask it in 
the dear Redeemer's name. Amen. 

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI
DENT PRO TEMPORE 

The legislative clerk read the follow
ing letter: 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
- PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, D. C., Marc!J, 19, 1954. 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Sen
ate, I appoint Bon. JAMES H. DUFF, a Sena• 
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tor from the State of Pennsylvania, to per
form the duties of the Chair during my 
absence. 

STYLES BRIDGES, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. DUFF thereupon took the chair 
as Acting President pro tempore. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. KNOWLAND, and by 

unanimous consent, the reading of the 
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday, 
March 18, 1954, was dispensed with. 

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF ROU
TINE 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 ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 
Mr. KNOWLAND. I sug~est the 

absence of a quorum. 
The ACTING PRESIDEl\TT pro tem

pore. The Secretary will call the roll. 
The Chief C!erk called the roll, and 

the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken George 
Anderson Gillette 
Barrett Goldwater 
Bennett Gore 
Bricker Green 
Burke Hayden 
Bush Hendrickson 
Butler, Md. Hennings 
Byrd Hickenlooper 
Capehart Hlll 
Carlson Hoey 
Case Hunt 
Chavez Ives 
Clements Jenner 
Cooper Johnson, Colo. 
Cordon Johnson, Tex. 
Daniel Johnston, S. C. 
Douglas Kilgore 
Dulf Knowland 
Dworshak Langer 
Ellender Lehman 
Ferguson Long 
F!anders Magnuson 
Frear Malone 
Fulbright Mansfield 

Martin 
McCarran 
McClellan 
MUlikin 
Monroney 
Mundt 
Murray 
Payne 
Potter 
Robertson 
Sal tons tall 
Schoeppel 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, N.J. 
Stennis 
Symington 
Thye 
Upton 
Watkins 
Welker 
Wiley 
Wllliams 
Young 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce 
that the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
BEALL], the Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. BRIDGEs], the Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. BuTLER], the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], the Senator 
from California [Mr. KucHELJ, the 
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mc
CARTHY], the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. PuRTELL], the Senator from 
Nebraska [Mr. GRISWOLD], and the 
Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRsEl are 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. CLEMENTS. I announce that 
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
EASTLAND], the Senators from Florida 
[Mr. HOLLAND and Mr. SMATHERS], the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HUM
PHREY], the Senator from Washington 
[Mr. JACKSON], the Senator from Ten
nessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], the Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY]. 
the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. ~Rl. 

the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
LENNON], the Senator from South Caro
lina [Mr. MAYBANKJ, the Senator from 
West Virginia [Mr. NEELY], the Senator 
from Georgia [Mr. RussELL], and the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] 
are absent on o:fficial business. 

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. 
PASTORE] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official committee business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. A quorum is present. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore laid before the Senate the following 
letters, which were referred as indicatedi 

REPORT ON 0VER.ALLOTMENT OF AN 
APPROPRIATION 

A letter from the Under Secretary of Agri
culture, reporting, pursuant to law, that the 
appropriation "Marketing services," Produc
tion and Marketing Administration, had 
been overallotted by the officer in charge, 
Market News Division, Fruit and Vegetable 
Branch, Birmingham, Ala., in the amount of 
$52.57; to the Committee on Appropriations. 
REPEAL OF CERTAIN LAWS RELATING TO PRO-

FESSIONAL ExAMINATIONS FOR PROMOTION 
OF CERTAIN OFFICERS OF ARMY AND Am 
FORCE 

A letter from the Secretary of the Air 
Force, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation to repeal certain laws relating to 
professional examinations for promotion of 
medical, dental, and veterinary officers of the 
Army and Air Force (with accompanying 
papers); to the Committee on Aimed Serv
ices. 
REPoRT ON CONTRACTS NEGOTIATED FOR RE

SEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS, DE
PARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense, reporting, pursuant to law, that one 
contract was negotiated by the Department 
of the Navy for research and development 
projects, during the year 1953; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 
REPORT ON PROPERTY ACQUISITIONS BY FEDERAL 

CIVIL DEFENSE ADMINISTRATION 

A letter from the Administrator, Federal 
Civil Defense Administration, Washington, 
D. C., reporting, pursuant to law, that per
sonal property in the amount of $12,694,706 
had been acquired, but no real property had 
been acquired by that Administration during 
the quarter ended December 31, 1953; to the 
Committee on Aimed Services. 
PROPOSED ExTENSION OF CONCESSION PERMIT, 

YELLOWSTONE NATIONAL PARK, WYO. 

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
a proposed extension of a concession permit 
to operate the hospital and furnish medical 
and dental care in Yellowstone National 
Park, Wyo. (with accompanying papers); to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 
BILLS PASSED BY LEGISLATIVE AssEMBLY 011' 

VmGIN ISLANDS AND MUNICIPAL COUNCIL OF 
ST. CROIX 

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
copies of several bills passed by the Legisla
tive Assembly of the Virgin Islands and the 
Municipal Council of St. Croix (with accom
panying papers); to the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs. 

LAW ENACTED BY SECOND GUAM LEGISLATURE 

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
a copy of a law entitled "An act to amend 
section 2074 of the Government Code of 
Guam relating to registration of voters," 

which was enacted by the Second Guam Legis
lature (with an accompanying paper); to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

GRANTING OF APPLICATIONS FOR PERMANENT 
RESIDENCE FILED BY CERTAIN ALIENS 

A letter from the Acting Commissioner, 
Immigration and Naturalization Service, De
partment of Justice, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, copies of orders granting the appli
cations for permanent residence filed by 
certain aliens, together with a statement of 
the facts and pertinent provisions of law 
as to each allen, and the reasons for granting 
such applications (with accompanying 
papers); to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

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

Senate, and referred as indicated: 
By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro 

tempore: 
Resolutions of the General Court of the 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts; to the 
Committee on Public Works: 
"Resolutions memorializing the Congress 

of the United States to enact legislation 
requiring a study relative to the effect of 
inshore dragging on ground fish popu
lations 
"Whereas without comprehensive biologi

cal knowledge, it is not possible for the Fed
eral Government nor the several States to 
enact legislation for the protection of the 
fishing industry; and 

"Whereas the fishing industry is of para
mount economic importance to all coastal 
States, and especially to the New England 
States, where from early colonial times said 
industry has played an important part in the 
economy of our country; and 

"Whereas the several New England States 
share the same problems with relation to 
the fishing industry thereby making the sub
ject a proper one for Federal action; now 
therefore be it 

"Resolved, That the General Court of 
Massachusetts respectfully urges the Con
gress of the United States to authorize and 
direct the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service of the Department of the Interior to 
undertake a survey and study of the effects 
of inshore dragging on ground fish popula
tions on the ocean bottom, including the 
spawning ground of commercial and sport 
fish, and on lobster populations along the 
New England coast, to the end that said 
service may advise the several States bor
dering the New England coast as to whether 
such inshore dragging is detrimental to any 
or all species of fish and shellfish upon which 
the commercial :fishing industry and the 
sport fishing industry are dependent; and 
be it further 

"Resolved, That copies of these resolu
tions be sent by the secretary of the Com
monwealth, to the President of the United 
States, to the presiding officer of each branch 
of Congress, and to each member thereof 
from Massachusetts." 

A resolution adopted by the directors of 
the Challenge Cream & Butter Association, 
Los Angeles, Calif., protesting against the 
proposed reduction in parity for dairy prod
ucts; to the Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry. 

A resolution adopted by the Board of Di
rectors, San Diego, Calif., Chamber of Com
merce, favoring the enactment of legislation 
to provide increased pay for members of the 
armed services; to the Committee on Aimed 
Services. 

A letter in the nature of a petition from 
Lawrence J. Fontana, St. Louis, Mo., relat
ing to the importation of foreign bicycles 
into the United States; to the Committee on 
Finance. 
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A resolution adopted by the Progressive 

Mine Workers of America, Springfield, Ill., 
relating to benefits under the social security 
program; to the Committee on Finance. 

Resolutions adopted by the American 
Friends of Ireland, Seattle, wash., and the 
West Side Irish American Club, Cleveland, 
Ohio, favoring an official visit by ·the Presi
dent of the Republic of Ireland to the United 
States; to the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions. 

A resolution adopted by the United States 
Flag Committee, Jackson Heights, Long Is
land, N. Y., favoring the use of the words 
••under God" in the pledge of allegiance to 
our flag; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Letters in the nature of petitions from 
sundry organizations, teachers, and pupils 
in Puerto Rico, condemning the action of 
certain persons in attempting to assassinate 
Members of the House of Representatives; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

A resolution adopted by the Board of Al
dermen of the City of Ansonia, Conn., re
lating to the unemployment situation in 
that city; to the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare. 

A letter in the nature of a memorial from 
the Board of Directors of the Ridgecrest 
Chamber of Commerce, Ridgecrest, Calif., 
remonstrating against the proposed aban
donment of the Kernville-Weldon Road by 
the Corps . of Engineers; to the Committee 
on Public works. 

A letter in the nature of a petition from 
the roads and highways committee, State 
legislative council, Oklahoma City, Okla., 
supplemental to a resolution adopted by that 
organization, relating to Federal aid for 
highways; to the Committee on Public 
Works. 

DAIRY PRICE SUPPORTS
TELEGRAM 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, from all 
over Wisconsin, there have been pouring 
into my office letters, telegrams, and 
petitions in rightful protest against the 
slash in dairy parity support. 

I firmly support these protests, and 
am a cosponsor of legislation to cancel 
these slashes and maintain parity at 90 
percent. 

I present a telegram received this 
morning from Viroqua, Wis., announcing 
that a wire has been sent to the Presi
dent, signed by almost 8,000 farmers and 
other interested persons in the area. 

I trust that appropriate consideration 
will be given by the President to this and 
similar petitions. 

I ask unanimous consent that the tele
gram be printed in the RECORD, and be 
thereafter referred to the Senate Agri
culture Committee. 

There being no objection, the telegram 
was referred to the Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry, and ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

VmOQuA, Wrs., March 18, 1954. 
Senator ALEXANDER WILEY: 

Senate Office Building: 
This committee yesterday sent to the Presi

dent a telegram signed by 7,998 farmers and 
other interested persons of this area, request
ing him to reconsider his decision to reduce 
price guaranties on dairy products to 75 per
cent of parity. This petition asked for fair 
and equal treatment of the dairy industry, 
and requested that the whole question of 
dairy prices be left unchanged, pending re
examination of the entire problem by Con
gress. We believe that if the President were 
made aware of the fact that the reduction 
would cut the income of dairy farmers by 
one-sixth ln a single blow, without any 

corresponding reduction in their expenses, 
he would reconsider his decision. It has 
been remarked already that, although the 
President carried Vernon County by almost 
2 to 1 in 1952, the total number of signers 
on this petition is considerably greater than 
the vote for Eisenhower in the last election. 
May we respectfully ask that you make in
quiry at the White House about this 17,281-
word telegram and advise us of any consid
eration which may be given to it. 

Lestee Wood, Chairman; Fred D. Nelson, 
Secretary; Lincoln Neprud, Martin 
Gulbrandsen, Arthur Mockrud, Paul A, 
Dahl, Don Hedding, S. C. Dregne, Stan
ley Sebion, Ole H. Jelter, J. C. Gillespie, 
Floyd Burt, E. J. Saugutad, Tilman. 
Moe, Ole Traastad, Art Gillen, Virgil 
Ammerman, Advisory Committee. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. MARTIN (for Mr. KuCHEL), from 

the Committee on Public Works: 
H. R. 6342. A bill to amend the Public 

Buildings Act of 1949 to authorize the Ad
ministrator of General Services to acquire 
title to real property and to provide for the 
construction of certain public buildings 
thereon by executing purchase contracts; to 
extend the authority of the Postmaster Gen
eral to lease quarters forpost-omce purposes; 
and for other purposes; with amendments 
(Rept. No. 1084). -

By Mr. MILLIKIN, from the Committee ori 
Finance: 

H. R. 8224. A blll to reduce excise taxes, 
and for other purposes; with amendments 
(Rept. No. 1085). 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the first 

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

By Mr. KNOWLAND: 
S. 3153. A bill to restore eligibllity of c·er

tain citizens or subjects of Germany or 
Japan to receive benefits under veterans• 
laws; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. MURRAY (for himself and Mr. 
MANSFIELD) : 

S . 3154. A bill to provide for the relief of 
Milton Beatty and others by providing for 
determination and settlement of certain 
claims of former owners of lands and im
provements purchased by the United States 
in connection with the Canyon Ferry Reser
voir project, Montana; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MUNDT: 
S. 3155. A bill to amend the Federal Prop

erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949, 
as amended, to authorize the Administrator 
of General Services to establish and operate 
motor-vehicle pools and systems, to direct 
the Administrator to report the unauthor
ized use of Government motor vehicles and 
to authorize the United States Civil Service 
Commission to regulate operators of Govern
ment-owned motor vehicles, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

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

By Mr. McCARRAN: 
S. 3156. A bill for the relief of Slavoljub 

Djurovic and Goran Djurovic; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

s. 3157. A bill to authorize the establish
ment of a National Minerals Advisory Coun
cil; to the Committee on Interior and In~ 
sular Affairs. 

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

_ NATIONAL MINERALS ADVISORY 
COUNCIL 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I in
troduce for appropriate reference a bill 
to authorize the establishment of a Na
tional Minerals Advisory Council. I ask 
unanimous consent that a statement by 
me concerning the bill, be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The bill will be received and ap
propriately referred; and, without ob
jection, the statement will be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The bill (S. 3157) to authorize the 
establishment of a National Minerals Ad
visory Council, introduced by Mr. Mc
CARRAN, was received, read twice by its 
title, and referred to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

The statement by Mr. McCARRAN is as 
follows: 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR MCCARRAN 
I have today introduced a bill to establish 

a National Minerals Advisory Council in the 
Department of the Interior. The bill does 
not specify the number of members who shall 
compose the Council, but provides that the 
Council shall meet not less often than four 
times each year, and may meet more fre
quently at the call of the Secretary. Mem
bers of the Council are to be persons familiar 
with the mining and the minerals industries. 
The chairman of the Council would be desig
nated by the Secretary. 

It would be the function of the Council 
to advise, consult with, and ·make recom
mendations to, the Secretary concerning ac
tivities and functions of the Secretary relat
ing to mining and the minerals industries, 
including matters of policy. Members of 
the Council would also be available, on a 
per diem basis, with pay only when actually 
enrployed, for advisory or consultative pur
poses in connection with matters relating to 
mining and the minerals industries. 

Under date of February 1 I addressed a 
letter to the Secretary of the Interior sug
gesting and recommending reestablishment 
of the National Minerals Advisory Council, 
so as to provide a sounding board of better 
understanding for governmental leaders and 
mining men. I offered, in that letter, to 
introduce legislation formally setting up 
such a Council, if such legislation appeared 
desirable. (The National Minerals Advisory 
Council, organized in 1947, was dissolved in 
1952 at the insistence of the Department of 
Justice because of antitrust objections.) 

Secretary McKay replied in a letter under 
date of February 12, indicating what I took 
to be a favorable reaction to my proposal. 
In his letter, the Secretary said: 

"I have long felt that the work of this 
Department, particularly in the minerals 
sphere, could be expedited by close contact 
with industry, a view which is fully shared 
by Assistant Secretary Wormser, in charge 
of the mineral resources. Unfortunately, as 
you point out, there are legal complications 
of long standing and it may very well be 
that some statutory authority must be pro
vided by Congress before we can act. 

"In any event, I can assure you that we 
are assiduously trying to find the most prac
tical answer, and your kind assistance com
ing at this time is most welcome." 

The original establishment of the National 
Minerals Advisory Council resulted from 
criticism of the lack of concern for the min
ing industry and the failure to heed the 
advice of its leaders. At first the members 
of the Council came from industry but the 
Council was later expanded to include tech
nical experts, fabricators, and large con
sumers of metals. Still later public mem
bers were added. 
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Following enactment of the Defense Pro

duction Act of 1950, the Department of Jus
tice promulgated certain criteria to guide 
all departmental advisory committees. 
These criteria were set forth in a letter un
der date of October 19, 1950, which, as printed 
on page 27, House report 1217, 82d Congress, 
follows: 

"MY DEAR ---: In several instances 
various Government departments have re
quested the views of the Department of Jus
tice with respect to whether participation 
by members of an industry in the activities 
of industry advisory committees would be 
considered a violation of the antitrust la.ws. 
In view of the recent increase in the num
ber of such requests, it is felt that a state
ment of the Department's position in this 
regard might be helpful. 

"As a general matter we are of the view 
that the deciSion as to the necessity for the 
formation of industry committees to advise 
a Government department, and the respon
sibility for their formation, rests with the 
specific department. However, in organiz
ing such committees, there are certain re
quirements which should be met in order 
to minimize the possibility of violation of 
the antitrust laws. Briefly stated these re
quirements are: 

"1. There must be statutory authority for 
the employment of such committees or there 
must be an administrative finding that it is 
necessary to utilize such committees to per
form certain statutory duties. 

"2. The agenda -for such committees and 
their meetings must be initiated and formu
lated by the Government. 

"3. The meetings to be held must be at 
the call of and under the chairmanship of 
full-time Government omcials. 

"4. Full and complete minutes of each 
meeting must be kept. 

"5. The functions of such committees 
must be purely advisory and any determina
tions of action to be taken must be made 
solely by Government representatives. 

"So long as the activities of industry ad
visory committees are carried on within these 
limitations, we would not view the activi
ties as constituting an independent violation 
of the antitrust laws. We wish to empha
size, however, and it should be made clear 
to participants in such activities, that the 
Department o" Justice retains complete free
dom to institute proceedings, either civil or 
criminal, or both, in the event that any par
ticular plan or course of action is used to 
accomplish unlawful private ends. Further, 
this Department retains full freedom to 
institute civil actions to enjoin continuance 
of any acts or practices found not to be 
in the public interest and persisted in after 
notice tb desist. 

"Yours sincerely, 
"PEYTON FORD, 

''Deputy Attorney General ... 

This may have been the basis for the disso
lution of the National Minerals Advisory 
Council. 

I am informed there was an exchange of 
letters between the Department of the In
terior, dated March 25, 1952, and the De
partment of Justice, dated June 27, 1952, 
which may throw some light on this matter. 
I have not asked either Department for ac
cess to this correspondence. 

The bill which I am sponsoring was drafted 
with due consideration to the laws estab
lishing the National Advisory Committee for 
Aeronautics, the Advisory Committee to 
advise the General Services Administration, 
the Advisory Council to advise the Secretary 
of the Interior respecting the coal-mining 
industry, and the Advisory Board selected 
by · the President to advise in connection 
With the operations of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation. 

APPLICATION OF ANTITRUST LAWS 
TO PROFESSIONAL BASEBALL 
CLUBS IN CERTAIN CASES
AMENDMENT 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado submitted 

an amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute, intended to be proposed by him 
to the joint resolution (S. J. Res. 133) 
to make the antitrust laws applicable 
to professional baseball clubs affiliated 
with the alcoholic beverage industry, 
which was referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary, and ordered to be printed. 

NEW MEXICO SENATORIAL ELEC
TION-AMENDMENTS 

Mr. HENNINGS. Mr. President, I 
submit amendments which I intend to 
offer to the resolution <S. Res. 220> de
claring the judgment of the Senate to 
be that no person was elected as a Mem
ber of the Senate from New Mexico in 
1952 and that a vacancy exists in the 
representation of that State in the Sen
ate, reported by the Senator from Indi
ana [Mr. JENNER], on March 16, 1954. I 
ask leave to have the amendments 
printed, in order that they may be on the 
desks of the Members of the Senate on 
Monday when the debate on the New 
Mexico election contest begins. 

I should like to make a further state
ment. The minority views will be ready 
and available to Senators tomorrow. 
They will be released to the press for 
Sunday morning. I have had 6 days in 
which to prepare the minority views, not 
having seen the majority report or any 
draft of it until last Friday. The major
ity consumed approximately 7 months in 
the preparation of its report. I have 
undertaken in the past 6 days, by work
ing long hours, to prepare the minority 
views. I am sorry the minority views 
have not reached the Senate earlier. I 
had hoped that they might, but because 
of the force of circumstances and the 
conditions under which I have had to 
work, it has been impossible to do so. 

So, Mr. President, I ask the indulgence 
of Senators for the lateness of the re
port and state in extenuation the circum
stances in which it has been prepared. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The amendments which the Sen
ator from Missouri has submitted will 
lie on the table and be printed. 

REQUEST FOR SPEcrAL PRAYERS 
FOR CERTAIN PEOPLES ON EASTER 
SUNDAY 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 

I ask that the Chair lay before the Sen
ate the House amendments to Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 63. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore laid before the Senate the amend
ments of the House of Representatives 
to the concurrent resolution <S. Con. 
Res. 63) requesting churches and syna
gogues to give special prayers on Easter 
Sunday for those denied freedom to wor
ship behind the Iron Curtain, which 
were, on page 1, line 2, strike out "rever
ently requests" and insert "respectfully 
suggests that"; on page 2, line 1, strike 
out "to"; on page 2, line 6, strike out 

"fashion" and insert "way"; and to 
~mend the title so as to read: "Concur
rent resolution requesting American 
churches and synagogues to give special 
prayers on April 18 <Easter and the Pass
over> for deliverance of those behind 
the Iron Curtain." 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I move that the 
Senate concur in the House amend
ments. 

The motion was agreed to. 

EXCHANGE OF CERTAIN LANDS 
WITH PUERTO RICO 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I a.Sk the Chair lay before the Senate 
the amendment of the House of Repre
sentatives to Senate bill 1548. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore laid before the Senate the amend
ment of the House of Representatives 
to the bil~ <S. 1548) to provide for the 
exchange between the United States 
and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico 
of certain lands and interests in lands 
in Puerto Rico, which was to strike out 
all after the enacting clause and insert: 

TITLE I 
SEC. 101. The Secretary of the Army is 

authorized to convey to the Commonwealth 
of Puerto Rico, in exchange for the land 
identified in title IV hereof, all right, title, 
and interest of the United States in and 
to real estate identified in titles II and m 
and more fully described on maps and in 

· descriptions on file in the omce, Chief of 
Engineers, United States Army. 

TITLE II 
SEc. 201. Those lands acquired by the 

United States of America, without payment 
of compensation, under the Treaty of Paris 
and set aside for military purposes by Execu
tive order, dated June 30, 1903, identified 
as follows: 

(a) A strip of land alongside of Munoz 
Rivera Avenue, san Juan, and east of Army 
medical building, containing four and eight
tenths acres; the site of the San Sebastian 
Guardhouse at 205 Sol Street, San Juan, 
containing five one-hundredths acre; old 
walls around La Fortaleza containing sixty
six one-hundredths acre; driveway to Insu
lar Department Justice containing eleven 
one-hundredths acre, and all shown in de
tail on drawing numbered 1~2-142, dated 
August 15, 1951, entitled "Fort Brooke Mili
tary Reservation." 

(b) Fort Mayaguez Military Reservation, 
comprising seven and five one-hundredths 
acres and shown on drawing No. 18-01-180, 
dated August 17, 1949, entitled "Fort Maya
guez Military Reservation." 

TITLE III 
SEc. 301. Those lands acquired by the 

United States of America through condem
nation proceedings and payment of just 
compensation as determined thereby, iden
tified as follows: 

(a) Punta Las Marias Military Reserva
tion, comprising eighty-seven one-hun
dredths acre, and shown on drawing num
bered 18--01-150, dated November 24, 1948, 
entitled "Punta Las Marias SL and FC Site." 

(b) Punta Cangrejos (Battery Lancaster) 
Military Reservation, comprising fifteen and 
eight one-hundredths acres, and shown on 
drawing numbered 18-01-114, dated Novem
ber 10, 1948, entitled "Battery Lancaster 
(Numbered 264) Military Reservation." 

(c) Punta Maldonado Military Reserva
tion, comprising one acre, and shown on 
drawing numbered 18--01-151, entitled "Pun
ta Maldonado SL and FC Site." 

(d) Mata Redonda Military Reservation, 
comprising ninety-eight and forty-seven 
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one-hundredths acres of fee-owned land and 
one and eighty-one one-hundredths acres 
of roadway easements, and shown on draw
ing numbered 18-01-155, dated December 3, 
1948, entitled "Mata Redonda Gun Emplace
ment Site." 

(e) Point Lima Military Reservation, com
prising one hundred thirty-five and eighty
two one-hundredths acres of fee-owned land 
and nine acres of roadway, electric transmis
sion line, and water pipeline easements, and 
shown on drawing numbered 18-01-152, 
dated November 24, 1948, entitled "Point 
Lima Gun Emplacement Site." 

(f) Camp O'Reilly Military Reservation, 
comprising nine hundred six and eighty
nine one-hundredths acres, and shown on 
drawing num'bered 18-01-160, entitled "Camp 
O'Reilly Military Reservation." 

(g) Tract 16 of Salinas Maneuver Site, 
comprising three hundred sixty-nine and 
ninety-eight one-hundredths acres, and 
shown on drawing numbered 18-01-126, 
dated November 7, 1948, entitled "Salinas 
Maneuver Site." 

TITLE IV 
SEc. 401. The Secretary of the Army is 

authorized to accept from the Common
wealth of Puerto Rico, without cost to the 
United s t ates, a conveyance by the Governor 
of Puerto Rico of the lands identified below 
and more fully described on maps and in 
descriptions on file in the Office, Chief of 
Engineers, United States Army: 

(a) Area numbered 1 comprising about 
one thousand four hundred acres of rural 
and agricultural lands abutting along the 
upper one-half of the east boundary of the 
existing Salinas maneuver site and area num
bered 2 comprising about five thousand one 
hundred acres of rural and agricultural 
lands abutting along the west and north 
boundaries of the reservation. These areas 
are shown on drawing numbered 15-02-24, 
dated April 10, 1951, entitled "Expansion of 
Salip.as Maneuver Site." 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendment. 

The motion was agreed to. 

GERALDINE B. MATHEWS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore laid before the Senate the amend
ments of the House of Representatives 
to the bill <S. 214) for the relief of 
Geraldine B. Mathews, which were, on 
page 1, line 6, after "Mathews", insert 
"and to· pay the sum of $950 to Miss 
Ruth H. Haller, and to relieve her of 
refunding the sum of $822,"; on page 1, 
line 7, strike out "her" and insert "their"; 
on page 1, line 10, after "Mathews", in
sert "and Miss Ruth H. Haller"; on page 
1, line 10, strike out "was" and insert 
"were"; on page 1, line 11, strike out 
"an"; on page 2, line 1, strike out "em
ployee" and insert "employees", and to 
amend title so as to read "A bill for the 
relief of Geraldine B. Mathews and Ruth 
H. Haller." 

Mr. LANGER. The bill <S. 214) passed 
the Senate on August 1, 1953. Its pur
pose was to compensate a Red Cross 
worker for her clothing and other per
sonal property whieh were destroyed by 
fire in an Air Force barracks in Japan. 
When the bill reached the House Com
mittee on the Judiciary it was discovered 
that there was pending before that com
mittee a similar bill for another Red 
Cross worker whose clothing and other 
personal property were also destroyed 
in that fire. In order to expedite pay-

ment of these claims, the House com
mittee amended the Senate bill so as to 
include the claim of the other young 
lady. I therefore move that the Senate 
concur in the House amendments to the 
bill. 

The motion was agreed to. 

FIREWORKS-CONTROL 
LEGISLATION 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, at the 
meeting of the Senate Judiciary Com
mittee last Monday morning, it was de
cided that next Monday we will vote 
upon legislation to provide effective con
trol against the bootleg fireworks 
menace. 

This will be done, we trust, by enact
ing a bill, s. 2245, to prohibit the ship
ment of fireworks into States whose laws 
ban such sales. I am hoping this legis
lation will be approved without further 
delay because the July 4 holiday is fast 
approaching. 

The Nation is indebted to Representa
tive MARGUERITE CHURCH, WhO has perse
vered down through the years in her ef
forts for this much-needed control legis
lation. Her bill, H. R. 116, passed the 
House of Representatives last year. 

As chairman of the Judiciary Subcom
mittee on this legislation, I have been 
happy to lend my efforts on behalf of an 
identical bill, S. 2245. I have been fight
ing against a proposed alternative bill 
which would, in my judgment, be totally 
ineffective in promptly and adequately 
ending the terrible toll from fireworks. 

I introduce now for the record several 
additional messages which have come 
from leading groups on behalf of S. 2245. 

These include messages from the Wis
consin Congress of Parents and Teach
ers, American Municipal Association, 
from the New Jersey Optometric Asso
ciation, and excerpts from communica
tions to alert citizens' groups from the 
Tilinois Society for the Prevention of 
Blindness. 

I ask unanimous consent that all these 
materials be printed at this point in the 
body of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

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

WISCONSIN CONGRESS OF 
PARENTS AND TEACHERS, 

Madison, Wis., February 11, 1954. 
Han. ALEXANDER WILEY, 

United States Senate, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR WILEY: Your splendid state
ment on the fireworks problem and sound 
reasoning supporting Federal controls, as 
carried in your newsletter of February 4, 
merit the commendation and appreciation 
of the Wisconsin Congress of Parents and 
Teachers. 

During the last session of the Wisconsin 
Legislature a bill permitting the manufac
ture and sale of caps and cap pistols was 
passed despite PTA opposition. Countless 
tragic incidents are directly attributable to 
the passage of this measure. It is good to 
know that you will support S. 2245 re 
''Transportation of fireworks into States pro
hibiting sale or use." 

Very truly yours, 
MARloN E. OLWELL 
Mrs. Glenna Olwell, 

Legislative Chairman. 

WASHINGTON, D. C., March 14, 1954. 
Han. ALEXANDER WILEY, 

Senator from Wisconsin, Senate Office 
Bui lding, Washington, D. C .: 

American Municipal Association repre
senting 12,000 municipalities, 44 States, joins 
League of Wisconsin Municipalities com
mending you for efforts to obt ain approval 
of S. 2245 to control interstate shipment of 
fireworks. Subject on agenda Judiciary Com
mittee meeting March 15. Urge continua
tion fine work behalf this legislation. 

RANDY H. HAMILTON, 
Director, Washington Office, Ameri

can Municipal Association. 

NEW JERSEY OPTOMETRIC AsSOCIATION, 
Trenton, N. J ., March 12, 1954. 

Members Senate Judiciary Committee and 
Member s New Jersey Congressional 
Delegation. 

GENTLEMEN: We are advised that H. R. 116 
and S. 2245 are on the agenda of the Senate 
Judiciary Committee for Monday, March 15. 

Therefore we wish to reiterate our con
sistent and strong endorsement of these bills 
and again urge your favorable action on them 
for the compelling reasons set forth in our 
past correspondence on this subject. 

Sincerely, 
ANDREW F. FISCHER, 0. D., 

Executive Secretary. 

STATEMENT 6F ILLINOIS SOCIETY FOR THE PRE
VENTION OF BLINDNESS, CHICAGO, ILL. 

FIREWORKS 
Once again your help is urgently needed to 

save eyes and lives and to protect State laws. 
Won't you please write to your Senators and 
the chairman of the Senate Judiciary Com
mittee urging prompt and favorable action 
on S. 2245. This bill was introduced by Sena• 
tor STYLES BRIDGEs last June and proposes 
to prohibit the interstate shipment of fire
works in violation of State laws. 

S. 2245 is identical to the one introduced 
by Congresswoman MARGUERITE STITT 
CHURCH which was passed by the House of 
Representatives in June 1953. 

The bootleg sale of fireworks will continue 
at its present high rate unless this Federal 
bill is passed. Almost two-thirds of the 
States already have fireworks laws which per
mit only supervised public displays. Yet 
bootleg sale of fireworks will continue at the 
present high rate unless this Federal bill is 
passed. Bootleg fireworks continue to cause 
serious injuries to our children-to burn 
them, to maim them, to blind them. 

This proposed legislation is supported by 
groups like the National Congress of Parents 
and Teachers, the National Fire Protection 
Association, the American Medical Associa
tion, the American Foundation for the Blind. 
the American Municipal Association, the 
American Optometric Association, the Chi
cago Ophthalmological Society, the Illinois 
State Medical Society, the Illinois Optometric 
Association, General and Illinois Federation 
of Women's Clubs, State's attorneys and fire 
marshals, the National Society for the Pre
vention of Blindness and State societies, the 
Chicago Junior Association of Commerce and 
Industry, and many civic leaders and clubs. 

The opposition comes mainly from the 
American Pyrotechnics Association and the 
fireworks industry. The opposition is pow
erful and has been successful in confusing 
and delaying the matter. Only strong citizen 
support will help to stamp out the needless 
handlcapping of our children. Let's not let 
another Fourth of July go by without this 
important bill being passed. 

If you act now, we are confident that S. 
2245 can be passed. 

Since mimeographing the attached we 
have received a copy of the statement which 
Senator WILEY included in his weekly news
letter of February 4. We know you will be 
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pleased with this excellent statement and 
Senator WILEY's support. We are confident 
that there will be prompt and favorable ac
tion by the special subcommittee which is 
considering S. 2245, but this is no time to 
relax our efforts. 

Senator WILEY's statement: 
"FIREWORKS CONTROL LEGISLATION 

"I have received a great many letters from 
concerned parents, doctors, associations for 
the blind, etc., in Wisconsin urging my sup
port of S. 2245. This bill would provide a 
maximum fine of $1,000 or 1 year in jail, or 
both, for anyone who knowingly imports or 
transports fireworks in interstate commerce 
(except for through traffic) into any State 
wherein the sale or use of such fireworks is 
prohibited by law. 

"As chairman of the Senate Judiciary Sub
committee considering the fireworks legisla
tion, I have given a great deal of thought to 
the merits of this b111 which is opposed by 
the fireworks industry on the major ground 
that it would put an 'impossible burden' 
on the individual fireworks concerns in re
quiring them to check on all State regula
tions before sending fireworks into the States. 

"However, S. 2245 would certainly appear 
to me to be legislation in the public in
terest. No one has any desire to put legiti
mate firms out of business, but certainly 
fireworks firms should not be circularizing 
children to buy mail-order :fireworks which 
are against the law within the State. Sure
ly a national fireworks trade association 
could supply the needed information on 
State laws directly to member organizations. 
If Congress does not protect the public in
terest from careless or unscrupulous fire
works dealers, then who is there to do the 
job in backing up the States in the :field of 
interstate commerce? 

"I anticipate early action on the :floor of 
the Senate on this important legislation." 

WISCONSIN - AMERICA'S DAffiY 
LAND AND VACATION LAND 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, on Mon
day, March 29, will occur one of the most 
important single occasions in the history 
of Wisconsin's great agricultural and va
cation industry. 

There will be an enormous civic oc
casion centered around the theme, "Wis
consin Feeds the Nation." It will point 
up the crucial role played by Wisconsin 
agriculture. 

I send to the desk the text of a release 
issued by the Wisconsin Tourist Bureau, 
which is a free public service sponsored 
by Wisconsin resort owners, industries, 
communities, and civic leaders, designed 
to focus the Nation's attention on the 
great tourist attractions of America's va
cationland-a fishing, hunting, and rec
reation paradise. 

I ask unanimous consent that the re
lease be printed in the body of the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD at this point. 

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

The largest single promotional event in 
Wisconsin's history designed to dramatize 
in one burst of theatrical drama, is an
nounced by Joseph Mercedes, executive di
rector of the Wisconsin Tourist Bureau of 
Rhinelander and Madison. 

The event wm be held in the Loraine 
Hotel in Madison the night of March 29. 
It is timed as a coming-out party for the 
1954 edition of the Bureau's annual picture 
book of the State, This Is Wisconsin. 

The affair has been termed by Mr. Mer
cedes a "gargantuan grub !est." Theme of 

the dinner will be, "Wisconsin Feeds the 
Nation." It will feature an enormous feast, 
with at least one dish from every food
producing county in Wisconsin, served from 
a 625-square-foot table constructed in the 
form of a mammoth bas-relief of the State, 
on which the boundaries of each county will 
be shown. 

The huge state will be framed with 71 
lighted candles, with a ribbon extending 
from each candle to one of the counties 
marked on the mammoth map. Each candle 
wlll be designed in the form of a name post, 
bearing the name of the county it designates. 
And alongside each candle will be the food 
from that county. In numerous cases, par
ticular counties of Wisconsin are the chief 
source of certain foods in the Nation, or 
even in the world. In those instances, the 
county's contribution to the gargantuan 
grub fest will be easy to determine. 

Special guests will be representatives of 
Wisconsin agriculture and leaders of indus
try, transportation, government, and edu
cation who wm help demonstrate the mutual 
dependence of the entire Wisconsin economy. 

Civic leaders throughout Wisconsin have 
been invited to participate in this affair by 
contributing some of the foods that are 
produced in their counties. 

The theme "Wisconsin Fee~s the Nation" 
will be inscribed on banners prominently 
displayed on the speaker's table, and it is 
expected that this message will be publicized 
throughout the United States, since the syn
dicated picture services, newsreels, and na
tional magazines will be invited to cover 
the event and record it for the entire Nation. 

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on Finance be permitted to meet 
this afternoon during the session of the 
Senate. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, permission is 
granted. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas subsequently 
said: Mr. President, if I may have the 
attention of the majority leader for a 
moment, when the request was made for 
permission to the Committee on Finance 
to meet this afternoon during the session 
of the Senate the minority leader made 
no objection. He had previously as
sured the majority leader that he would 
not object when the request was made. 
However, I wish to make this observa
tion: For the past several days we have 
had a very small attendance on the floor 
of the Senate. Yesterday, while a very 
important proposal was being discussed, 
fewer than a half dozen Senators were 
on the floor. 

I realize how important it is to get 
early action on the tax bill which is now 
in committee, and for that reason we 
on this side of the aisle wish to cooperate 
in every way we can. However, we de
sire to serve notice that unless we are 
confronted with an emergency and un
less it is very imperative that committees 
meet in the afternoon, I shall not look 

·with favor on granting unanimous con
sent, as a matter of regular policy, for 
committees to meet during the afternoon 
in the weeks ahead. , 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mi-. President, of 
course, I recognize the fact that commit
tees of the Senate cannot meet except by 
. unanimous consent, in the normal pr{)4 

cedure in the Senate. However, I should 
like to point out to my distinguished col
league and fJ;"iend from Texas, the 
minority leader, that we could completely 
tie up the operations of the Senate if we 
do not permit committees to meet. We 
have a very heavy legislative program. 
It is difficult for many of the committees 
to finish their work in morning sessions. 

It is possible that committees would be 
faced with the contingency which con
fronts the Senate, namely, if they are 
not allowed to meet during the sessions 
of the Senate, the committees might 
have to meet in the evening, which I 
believe would be just as burdensome on 
Senators as evening sessions of the Sen
ate, which a great many Senators hope 
we will be able to avoid. 

While I do not believe in a general de
velopment of afternoon committee meet
ings unless they are necessary, it is a 
fact that the Committee on Appropria
tions historically has always had to meet 
during the sessions of the Senate, and, 
of course, it has always been given per
mission to do so. 

The Committee on Finance has before 
it an important piece of tax legislation. 
Other committees occasionally must 
meet also during the afternoon. Yester
day, for example, the Committee on 
Armed Services, of which the distin
guished Senator from Texas is a member, 
held some very important hearings. It 
would have been very inconvenient to 
Cabinet offi.cials and department heads 
and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Sta1f if the committee had not been able 
to meet during the session of the Senate 
yesterday afternoon. 

I myself deplore the fact that there is 
not at times a better attendance on the 
fioor of the Senate; but, based on my 
almost 9 years of service here, it is not 
a new situation. It is caused by condi
tions to which I have made reference 
and also by the fact that Senators have 
other business to conduct. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Of course, I 
made no reference to the Committee on 
Appropriations. We have always given 
consent to that committee to meet dur
ing Senate sessions, and it has been the 
historic policy of the Committee on Ap
propriations to meet during sessions of 
the Senate. We understand the prob
lems which confront that committee. 

I waived objection to the meeting of 
the Committee on Finance, because I 
realize what the committee and the Sen
ate are confronted with by way of pro
posed tax legislation. At the same time 
I believe we do not make any progress in 
the consideration of important measures, 
such as the one now pending, if only 3 
or 4 Senators are on the floor during their 
discussion. The Senators who are pre
senting their views on the proposal which 
is now before the Senate will insist on 
presenting them again, unless they can 
get some more Senators to listen to them. 

We must be reasonable about it. We 
must exercise good judgment. However, 
unless there is an emergency situation 
and unless some very excellent reasons 
can be given for a committee tO meet 
during a session of the Senate, I shall be 
constrained to object. There is a good 
reason for the rule prohibiting meetings 
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of committees during sessions of the Sen
ate and I do not believe we should ignore 
it, ~xcept under very unusual circum
stances. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
have no intention at this time of making 
such a suggestion, but I will certainly 
want to discuss with the minority leader 
during this afternoon and tomorrow the 
possibility of holding some evening ses
sions of the Senate, because, from my 
experience in the Senate, I have noted 
that there is a better attendance on the 
floor during evening sessions than dur
ing the afternoon, and there does not 
arise the problem of a conflict with com
mittee meetings. If it is desirable, as I 
think it is-and I believe the minority 
leader has made a good poin~that more 
Members of the Senate should be on the 
floor during the debate on the pending 
bill, perhaps we should hold so~e eve
ning sessions in order to expedite the 
business of the Senate, or make some 
other arrangements for committee 
meetings. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I wish to 
make only one comment, and then I 
shall be ready to go into conference with 
the majority leader. Unless the ma
jority leader has in mind more important 
legislation than appears on the calendar 
now, he will not be very persuasive with 
me so far as having evening sessions are 
concerned. -------

THE STUDENT EXCHANGE 
PROGRAMS 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi
dent, as one of the original sponsors of 
the Smith-Mundt Act, providing for stu
dent exchange programs, and as a mem
ber of the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions, I have been very much disturbed 
by the recent action of the House of Rep
resentatives in cutting $6 million from 
the requested $15 million appropriation, 
which was a very modest request, for the 
fiscal year 1955 for the student exchange 
programs. 

· I expect to discuss the subject at some 
length when it comes before the Senate, 
but I now ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the body of the RECORD a col
umn on the subject which was written 
by Malvina Lindsay and published in 
the Washington Post and Times-Herald 
of March 18, 1954. The column gives 
some interesting examples of the benefits 
to the United States of this exchange 
program. 

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

PooR TIME To CUT LEADER ExcHANGE 

(By Malvina Lindsay) 
Just as the Kremlin indicates it may be 

shifting its cold-war strategy more to the 
ideological side, Congress seems to be engi
neering a. retreat in that very area. 

Bringing foreign leaders and teachers to 
this country for study and travel has been 
found to be the most direct and effective 
means of getting American aims and ideas 
understood abroad. Yet this would be elimi
nated entirely under the 40-percent cut that 
the House has voted in the educational ex
change service of the overseas information 
program. 

Saturday, Soviet Prime Minister Malenkov, 
for the first time, said publicly that an 
atomic war would destroy civilization-not 
Just the capitalistic system, as he has de-

clared in the past. Some Soviet experts 
believe this forecasts more reliance by the 
Kremlin, for the time being at least, on other 
means than force for Communist expansion. 

Communists have long practiced the tech
nique of training and using nationals to 
spread their gospel, especially in primitive 
regions where there is much suspicion of 
outsiders. Many observers of American in
formation activities around the world have 
repeatedly reported that foreign peoples 
listen best to what their own man says about 
the United States. 

Here are a few examples of how foreign 
leaders (among 450 from 60 countries), 
brought here in the last year, multiplied 
in their native lands the influence of their 
3-month visits in the United States: 

An Icelandic journalist carried on a one
man campaign throughout his country to 
explain by articles and talks why American 
troops should be stationed in Iceland. 

A Bangkok lawyer sparked legislation to 
set up a juvenile-court system in Thailand. 

An Italian labor leader wrote a book on 
American labor organization and presented 
it to 2,000 labor leaders. Another labor 
leader from Italy became shop steward in a 
factory whose union had been Communist
dominated. 

Nineteen French members of a delegation 
of NATO journalists wrote 100 articles on the 
United States, reaching a readership of 2Y2 
million. 

An Indian newspaperman wrote back, "I 
have come from the United States with a 
fire in my head." He told of touring his 
country speaking and writing in an effort 
to make India the citadel of freedom in the 
East. 

,',n even longer-range influence is being 
wielde_d by the 300 teachers from about 50 
countries who came here last year for 
6-month visits. They included such key 
persons as: An Indian principal of a teacher
training college; the assistant director of ed
ucation for the state of Dehli; a Japanese 
consultant on secondary schools; an Iranian 
teacher, who on her return revised the cur
riculum of a secondary school, and who has 
been explaining America in hundreds of 
small villages; an Indonesian teacher who 
(with the aid of her husband who con
structed the building) established a kinder
garten and a training school for kindergarten 
teachers. 

Between 2,300 and 2,400 foreign students, 
many from countries where the Soviet Union 
is trying to expand its influence, were brought 
here last year. (Communist China is report
ed to have imported 2,000 stuc'ents from 
Indonesia alone last year.) 

Students chosen for this exchange gener
ally are mature and of outstanding ability. 
The time lag on their influence at home is 
greater than that of the leaders, but many 
of them become the leaders of tomorrow. 
However, often they too show quick action. 
A young married couple from Iran, after 
study at the University of Wisconsin, went 
home and developed a model village at Tabas 
for rural education. This has excited in
terest throughout Iran. 

If the Senate sustains the House slash of 
$6 million on the $15 million requested 
(about the same as was spent last year), stu
dent exchange will be restricted entirely to 
those countries included in the Fulbright 
exchange scholarship program. This would 
mean no students could be brought from 
Iran, Korea, Formosa, Latin America, many 
other countries. 

But it would also be a blow to the Ful
bright scholarship program insofar as it af
fects students coming to this country, since 
no dollars would be available to help stu
dents live here. 

Two solid long-range positive answers to 
Communist expansion have been offered by 
this country. One is technical assistance, the 
other the educational exchange. Now there 
seems a. growing tendency to subordinate 
both to the negative strategy of destruction. 

PRIZE-WINNING ESSAY WRITTEN 
BY VERMONT SCHOOLGIRL 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, I 
have in my hand an essay written by a 
Vermont schoolgirl which is of such a 
very high quality that I would feel per
sonally honored if I were permitted to 
read it into the RECORD. It will take 
somewhat less than 7 minut3s to do so. I 
ask such permission that I may do so. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection? 

The Chair hears none, and the Sen
ator from Vermont may proceed. 

Mr. FLANDERS. Mr. President, the 
essay I am about to read was written by 
a schoolgirl, Miss Judy Baldwin, of St. 
Johnsbury, Vt., under the title, "I Speak 
for Democracy." It is such a beautiful 
and appealing composition that, as I 
have said, I consider it an honor to read 
it into the RECORD: 

I SPEAK FOR DEMOCRACY 

I speak for democracy. I speak, not com
prehensively as an adult, who has lived and 
experienced much more under this form of 
government, but as a young person who can
not yet fully realize the true meanings of the 
words "freedom" and "democracy." 

I cannot quite bring myself to repeat the 
usual, ordinary cliches which everyone hears 
whenever a program on this theme is 
brought to his attention. I have been told 
that these cliches are all true, but, as for 
me, I have not yet experienced all the privi
leges which are those of adults, such as vot
ing, and holding public office, so I do not 
feel qualified to speak on these rights. 

Yet, in my few brief years I have come in 
contact with many of democracy's promises. 
To show you how they apply to a young 
person, let me relate a few highlights of an 
average week in my life. 

My week starts off blithely, yet reverently, 
when I attend my church. Right here is 
one of the first freedoms granted to all who 
live in a democracy, the freedom of worship. 
Our forefathers, persecuted in England, came 
to this country, risking life and limb to 
obtain this freedom. The burning zeal of 
these people for freedom of worship spurred 
them on to such heights that a. new nation, 
under God, was founded by them. Our 
country would have been founded in a very 
different manner if it had not been for the 
lack of this freedom in 17th century 
I:ngland. 

Monday morning brings school. In one 
of my classes we have been discussing 
democracy, its ideals and actions. Here 
many aggressively run down democracy, call
ing it unfit because of high taxes and various 
other reasons. 

I interpolate the remark that the 
word "democracy" is spelled with a small 
''d." 

Others defended it with all their might 
and power. Again appears a right of all 
Americans, young and old, that of freedom of 
speech. This freedom is one of the most 
valued by all. Without it, freedom of wor
ship and freedom of the press would be abso
lutely nonexistent. 

Finally, toward the end of the week, I 
attend a. meeting of the staff of our school 
paper. Here we discuss, plan, and build up 
our school paper, to be distributed among 
students, alumni, and faculty members. In 
this paper, as in the daily newspapers, is 
found freedom of the press, by which each 
writer can, and -does, express his own 
opinion. Thi~ how restricted our minds 
and our ideas would be without the many 
and varied opinions of the newspapers. If 
all the papers were forced to conform to one 
viewpoint at all times, the peoples' interest 
in Government would rapidly wane, and 
our whole system of free thinking would 
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collapse. We can thank God that this free
dom is ours to use and enjoy. 

An unhampered schedule such as the one 
I have just cited is so commonplace that 
very little thought is given its importance 
in our way of life. It is almost a tragedy 
that we, as people living in a democracy, 
are so indifferent to our many rights and 
privileges. I believe, even though we have 
fou ght 2Y:z world wars, that we do not yet 
realize how much our freedom really means 
to us. Must we suffer the tortures and vio
lence which have been the fate of Europe? 
Certainly we are intelligent enough to ap
preciate our heritage of individual rights 
without having to see our homes ransacked, 
our loved ones hurt, and our country flowing 
red with blood spilt for liberty. 

Democracy could not long survive without 
the rights of the individual, or freedom of 
will. Perhaps the best way a people can find 
true peace of mind, and enough sense to 
realize the value of the individual, is for 
everyone to make this promise, in the words 
of Thomas Wolfe, and pledge their lives and 
fortunes to keep it: 

~'THE PROMISE OF AMERICA 

"To every man his chance. 
"To every man, regardless of his birth, his 

shining, golden opportunity. , 
"To every man the right to live, to work, 

to be himself, and to become whatever thing 
his manhood and his vision can combine to 
make him. 

"This, seeker, is the promise of America." 

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, as chair
man of a temporary subcommittee of the 
permanent Subcommittee on Investiga
tions of the Committee on Government 
Operations, I ask unanimous consent 
that the temporary subcommittee may 
have permission to meet during theses
s1ons of the Senate beginning next week 
and to continue for as long as the tem
porary subcommittee may have before 
it the consideration of the current con
troversy concerning certain individuals 
in the Army and certain individuals con
nected with the committee. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object, I heard a part of 
the colloquy this morning concerning 
unanimous-consent agreements for com
mittees to meet while the Senate is in 
session. I do not know whether any 
conclusion has been reached in the mat
ter. I merely happen to be occupying 
temporarily the seat of the minority 
leader. As I recall, the distinguished 
senior Senator from Texas [Mr. JoHN
SON] made objection to the meeting of 
committees during Senate sessions. 

Mr. MUNDT. I am certain my re
quest would have the unanimous sup
port of the minority members of the 
committee. We have been assigned a 
very difficult task and desire to conclude 
it as rapidly as possible. 

Mr. STENNIS. At the moment we do 
not have the attention of either the 
majority leader or the minority leader. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I am here, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. STENNIS. May I ask the distjn
guished Senator from California if any 
agreement was reached this morning 
about the meeting of committees during 
sessions of the Senate? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. No. I did not 
know that another such request was to 
be made until I heard the distinguished 

Senator from South Dakota make his 
request, and then I thought perhaps he 
had previously discussed the matter with 
the minority leader. In fact, I had no 
knowledge of the request. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, my attention was temporarily 
diverted, but I have no desire to delay 
the business of the Senate, and I object. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Objection is heard. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I had 
thought it was customary for members 
of the majority party to speak with the 
majority leader when it was desired to 
have committees meet during sessions 
of the Senate, and then to have the ma
jority leader notify me, so that I, in 
turn, might consult with Members af
fected on this side of the aisle. 

Mr. MUNDT. I wish to say, in behalf 
of the majority leader, that I did not 
consult with him about the request. I 
am very new in the occupancy of the 
chairmanship of the temporary subcom
committee which I have assumed. I 
hope this request will be considered to 
be adequate notice. I shall again re
quest permission on Monday, when I 
hope the request will be granted. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. I assure the 
Senator from South Dakota that I shall 
take up the matter with Senators on this 
side of the aisle. I know the Senator 
would not want his subcommittee to 
meet without having given warning to 
the minority Members, and without their 
approval and knowledge. I shall be 
glad to try to work out a satisfactory 
arrangement. , 

Mr. MUNDT. I know the minority 
members of the subcommittee are as in
terested as I am in trying to have the 
hearings brought to a conclusion. I 
shall make the request again on Monday, 
or perhaps later today. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. If the Sen
ator's statement is correct, the minority 
members of the subcommittee have not 
notified the minority leader. 

Mr. MUNDT. I shall get in touch with 
them, and later today or on Monday I 
shall again make the request. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. If there is no further routine busi
ness, the Chair will lay before the Senate 
the unfinished business. 

AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL PROP
ERTY AND ADMINISTRATIVE 
SERVICES ACT, RELATING TO USE 
OF MOTOR VEHICLES 
Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to introduce for ap
propriate reference a bill to amend the 
Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949, as amended, to au
thorize the Administrator of General 
Services to establish and operate motor 
vehicle pools and systems, to direct the 
Administrator to report the unauthor
ized use of Government motor vehicles 
and to authorize the United States Civil 
Service Commission to regulate operators 
of Government-owned motor 14ehicles, 
and for other purposes. 

There being no objection, the bill <S. 
3155) to amend the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949, 
as amended, to authorize the Adminis-

trator of General Services to establish 
and operate motor-vehicle pools and 
systems, to direct the Administrator to 
report the unauthorized use of Govern
ment motor vehicles and to authorize the 
United States Civil Service Commission 
to regulate operators of Government
owned motor vehicles, and for other pur
poses, introduced by Mr. MUNDT, was re
ceived, read twice by its title, and re
ferred to the Committee on Government 
Operations. 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, the bill 
was drafted in consultation with the 
counsel of the General Services Admin
istration, with officials of the Bureau of 
the Budget and the General Accounting 
Office, with the legislative counsel of the 
Senate, and with the staff of the Senate 
Committee on Government Operations. 

This bill seeks to further amend sec
tion 211 of the Federal Property and Ad
ministrative Services Act of 1949, as 
amended, by authorizing the Adminis
trator of General Services to establish 
and operate motor-vehicle pools ·and 
systems; directs the Administrator to 
report the unauthorized use or illegal 
conversion of Government-owned motor 
vehicles; and directs the Civil Service 
Commission to issue regulations requir
ing drivers of Government-owned motor 
vehicles to acquire drivers permits from 
the State or local political subdivision in 
which such cars are operated. 

The bill provides authority for the Ad
ministrator to fully utilize the services 
of commercial motor transport in han
dling the Government's requirements. 

While it is designed primarily for ci
vilian officials and employees using pas~ 
senger motor vehicles, the bill also in
cludes authority to make its provisions 
applicable, by appropriate regulations, to 
members of the uniformed services. As 
one who has been long interested in this 
particular problem, I have had brought 
to my attention complaints of great 
streams of cars from the Pentagon com
ing to the Capitol for hearings before the 
Committee on Appropriations and other 
committees, each car being driven by its 
individual chauffeur, each carrying an 
individual officer, and consequently 
magnifying the expense of transporta
tion to the Federal Government. The 
bill proposes to wrestle with this prob
lem, as well as with the extravagance of 
civilian employees in terms of the use of 
Government motor vehicles. 

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

Mr. MUNDT. I yield. 
Mr. LANGER. Is there anything in 

the bill which would require a citizen of 
North Dakota or South Dakota, if he 
were to stay in Washington for a few 
weeks or a few months, to procure ali
cense to operate in the District of 
Columbia? 

Mr. MUNDT. No; the bill does notre
late to such a situation; it deals only with 
Government-owned automobiles. 

Mr. LANGER. The Senator from 
South Dakota may remember that a few 
months ago the Senate had under con
sideration a bill which would have re
quired such a procedure. I merelY 
wished to be certain that such a provi
sion was not included in the bill intro
duced by the Senator from South Dakota. 
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Mr. MUNDT. I can assure the distin
guished Senator from North Dakota that 
such a provision would not be included 
in any bill that I might introduce. 

Mr. LANGER. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. MUNDT. If the Administrator 

finds it more economical, he will use 
existing taxicabs, local transit and bus 
facilities, or he may rely, in whole or in 
part, upon services from trucking com
panies for the movement of packages and 
other personal property, in lieu of Gov
ernment motor vehicles. These com
mercial operations may be used to sup
plement existing Government motor 
equipment, or to replace existing Govern
ment motor equipment, or in combina
tion therewith, whichever is deemed to 
be most economical. 

The bill would authorize the Adminis
trator of General Services to consolidate 
present Government-operated bus or 
transportation systems and operate, or 
arrange for the operation thereof, and 
to make provisions for the furnishing, 
sale; and use of scrip, tokens, tickets, and 
similar devices for making payment, by 
the using agency, for the services ren
dered. For example, in Washington, 
D. C., today, more than 24 Government
owned buses are independently operated, 
daily, by several different agencies and 
these buses are supplemented by a still 
greater number of station wagons and 
carryalls. 

Under this bill, before establishing 
such motor vehicle pools or systems, the 
Administrator shall consult with the 
heads of the respective agencies and de
termine that economy, efficiency, and 
improved services will be possible 
through the establishment of such facil
ities. The bill provides that if it devel
ops, after 2 successive years, that such 
pool arrangements are not economical, 
the pool shall be discontinued and the 
equipment returned to the original own
ing agencies. 

The administrator is also authorized 
to exempt any agency, in whole or in 
part, from participation in the central
ized pooling of motor vehicles, if it inter
feres with the efficiency of the agency 
because of its operations in, first, remote 
areas; second, field activities requiring 
continuous operation of equipment; 
third, for security reasons, for law-en
forcement purposes, for investigative 
work; or, fourth, if such motor vehicles 
are used for military field training or 
tactical purposes. 

The bill recognizes that fleet operation 
of motor vehicles is big business and 
there are many advantages to be gained 
by adoption of improved methods and 
procedures which have clearly demon
strated that economy and efficiency can 
be attained by pooling automotive equip
ment in areas where a number of Gov
ernment agencies are concentrated in 
the same general area. These vehicles 
are now under the jurisdiction and con
trol of departments and agencies whose 
operations are scattered throughout the 
United States, its Territories and pos
sessions, and many countries throughout 
the world. 

The American businessman has long 
recognized the value of pooling re
sources, material, personnel, motor ve
hicles, and other capital equipment. 

The interchange of rolling stock by the 
railroads is an outstanding example of 
the pooling of equipment. The Federal 
Government operates, in the United 
States, its Territories and possessions, 
the largest fleet of motor vehicles in the 
world. This fleet of commercial type 
motor vehicles, not including tactical or 
troop training equipment used exclu
sively for military purposes, includes 
approximately 260,000 automobiles and 
trucks. 

The Government's methods of control 
of its quarter million commercial type 
motor vehicles are as out of date as is 
the use of a muzzle-loading rifle in this 
atomic age. Within the Government, 
some departments and agencies have 
good, sound motor vehicle control and 
policies, and have followed sound man
agement practices particularly in areas 
of greater vehicle density, to centralize 
their vehicle control and responsibility 
in intra-agency motor pools. But thou
sands of Government-owned motor ve
hicles are still assigned to the use of a 
single person or for a single job, and 
are not generally made available for 
other use. 

I understand that the average yearly 
cost to the Government for the opera
tion of each Government-owned auto
mobile is $700. This includes the cost 
of repairs, fuel, lubricants, tires, wash
ing, polishing, storage. and depreciation. 

Industry · and commercial fleet opera
tors figure that, to obtain the greatest 
degree of economy in the operation of 
motor vehicles, they should get from each 
unit approximately 20,000 miles of oper
ation per year. The Federal usage 
figures are slightly more than 9,000 miles 
a year for Government-owned sedans. 
A review of the annual motor ·Vehicle 
report of the General Services Adminis
tration for the year ending June 30, 1953, 
shows a much lower mileage for some 
agencies. For example, table II of the 
report shows 11 agencies with an aver
age annual mileage of less than 5,000 
miles a year. Several agencies report 
less than 3,000 miles a year; and for one, 
the annual mileage is only 1,101 miles a 
year. 

The bill introduced by me wm provide 
the means for eliminating, to · a large 
extent, the assignment of vehicles for 
personal use, or for use restricted to a 
single job, and will provide a means for 
doing away with those vehicles which 
are now restricted for use requiring only 
a few thousand miles per year of oper
ation. In the Government there are 
already several intra-agency pools which 
have demonstrated the value and sav
ings to be obtained from the pooling of 
motor vehicles. 

Since July 1951, the General Services 
Administration has consolidated the 
operation of a small fleet of vehicles into 
a pool in Washington, resulting in a net 
reduction of from 330 to 272, or a total 
of 58 vehicles. At the same time, by 
taking full advantage of the availability 
of taxicabs and other publicly operated 
transportation, the General Services 
Administration was able to dispense with 
20 chauffeurs. These reductions repre
sent a saving of more than $75,000 
annually, while at the same time the 
agency absorbed an increase of about 20 

percent in its . workload. By extending 
its pooling arrangement to its 10 regional 
offices, the GSA was able to effect a re
duction of 261 motor vehicles, which 
made poSsible a saving of about $130,000 
a year to the Federal Government. 

I feel that what the General Services 
Administration has been able to do so 
well, other departments and agencies of 
the Government can do equally well, 
once the provisions of the proposed law 
become operative. 

The General Services Administration 
has recently established a consolidated 
motor vehicle pool in the Denver Federal 
Center, at Denver, Colo. This pilot in
ter-agency motor vehicle pool is used for 
transporting employees on official busi
ness, mail, and packages from one agency 
to another and to other designated 
places, with considerable savings to the 
Federal Government. 

An inventory of the Federal vehicles 
located at the Denver Federal Center, 
which was taken a few months prior to 
the establishment of the aforementioned 
pool, accounted for 644 motor vehicles. 
Since the establishment of the pool, this 
inventory has been reduced by 112 vehi
cles. Some of these vehicles were dis
posed of by sale, while others have been 
transferred to the field for the purpose 
of upgrading fleets owned by the par
ticipating agencies, thereby providing for 
the disposal of old vehicles which are 
less economical to operate. 

In addition to the foregoing reduc
tions, 13 passenger cars are now in proc
ess of disposal, and, as experience war
rants, further reductions will be made. 
Through the elimination of duplicating 
maintenance and service facilities and 
parallel use of vehicles between the Den
ver Federal Center and the downtown 
area, the Government has saved more 
than another $100,000 a year in person
nel, overhead expenses, and other related 
costs. 

I may point out that in this age of 
economy, when we are · trying to reduce 
taxes, balance the budget, and make the 
dollar do its greatest amount of work, 
we will have to accumulate savings by a 
myriad small economies in order to ob
tain the consolidated savings which are 
required. There will not be very many 
times when there will be a tantalizing 
invitation hanging down from the sky 
showing us how we can save $2 billion, 
$5 billion, or $10 billion. But one deft 
bit of legislative footwork can effect cer
tain savings in an agency or a division 
at a ·time. As shown by the economy 
effected in the agency mentioned, such 
savings can add up to a tremendous 
total at the end of any fiscal year. I 
believe the committee of which I am a 
member will approve the proposed legis.
lation. I have every confidence it will 
be approved by the Congress, and that 
the savings which are now predicted will 
finally eventuate. 

A survey made at the Denver Federal 
Center last year indicated that approxi
mately 250 Government vehicles entered 
or left the center each day. Much of 
this travel was between the Federal cen
ter and downtown Denver, and the cost 
of an average round trip, figuring the 
employee's time, the cost of the vehicle, 
and other factors involved, is about $7. 
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Therefore, one of the first operations 

after the establishment of the inter
agency pool was the establishment of a 
combination personnel and package
carrying service throughout the center, 
and between the center and the down
town areas. A recent travel count indi
cated that the number of vehicles enter
ing and leaving the center had now been 
reduced to less than 50 daily. That is 
from 250 a day down to 50 a day. Obvi
ously, that represents a very substantial 
saving, and it represents the type of 
saving in government which has been 
practically altogether ignored, but it is 
the type of saving which private business 
and industry insist upon getting in their 
operations. This alone represents a very 
substantial saving. Upon passage of 
this bill, the General Services Admin
istration contemplates the early estab
lishment of consolidated motor vehicle 
pools or transportation systems in at 
least 15 areas of high motor-vehicle den
sity, that is New York City, Philadelphia, 
Boston, Washington, D. C., Atlanta, 
Cleveland, Chicago, St. Louis, New Or
leans, Dallas-Fort Worth, Kansas City, 
Los Angeles, San Francisco, and Seattle. 
The establishment of these pools will re
sult in an overall reduction of more than 
3,000 vehicles, representing an initial 
savings to the Government of more than 
$1% million annually. We can save the 
American taxpayers $1% million an
nually by enacting legislation which 
will simply insist upon ordinary business
like methods in Government agencies, in 
the manner in which we are now obtain
ing it in the General Services Admin
istration. 

Once these pools are fully established 
and under efficient operation, the pro
gram would be extended to include more 
than 100 pools throughout the country, 
resulting in a reduction of at least 10,000 
motor vehicles and a savings of $5 mil-
lion annually. · 

This fleet of Government vehicles re
quires, in its annual operation, as many 
as a million drivers, most of whom at 
some time operate these vehicles on the 
highways of the United States. At the 
present time, more than 90 percent of 
these drivers are operating vehicles inci
dental to other occupations; and al
though the Civil Service Commission has 
established regulations for minimum 
driver's requirements for those employ
ees hired as operators or chauffeurs, 
the part-time drivers which total about 
900,000, operate Government vehicles 
subject to no requirements whatsoever. 

To correct this serious situation and 
improve the safety of our highways, this 
bill provides that the United States Civil 
Service Commission shall issue regula
tions to cover executive agencies with 
respect to authorizing personnel to op
erate Government-owned vehicles. The 
bill has a further advantage in helping 
to reduce the number of motor-vehicle 
accidents, and thereby reduce the lia
bility of the Government resulting from 
such accidents. Such regulations shall 
prescribe standards for physical fitness 
for authorized operators. and shall re
quire all operators and prospective op
erators to obtain State and local licenses 
or permits such as would be required for 
the operation of sin).ilar vehicles for 

other than official purposes. The head 
of each executive agency would issue 
such orders and directives as may be 
necessary to comply with such regula
tions, and would make therein appropri
ate provisions for periodically testing 
the physical fitness of operators and 
prospective operators, and for the sus
pension or eradication of authorization 
to operate motor vehicles. 

The bill further provides that the Ad
ministrator of General Services shall, 
during the normal course of his opera
tions, report any violations of the pro
visions of section 5 of the act of July 16, 
1914, as amended, title 5, United States 
Code, section 78, or of section 641 of the 
Criminal Code, title 18, United States 
Code, section 641, involving the ~onver
sion by Government officials or employ-

-ees of a Government-owned or Govern
ment-leased motor vehicle to his own use 
or to the use of others. The Administra
tor shall report such violations to the 
head of the agency in which the official 
or employee concerned is employed, for 
further investigation and appropriate 
disciplinary action under section 5, or, 
where appropriate, shall refer such mat
ters to the Attorney General, for prose
cution. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I should 
like to state that my interest in the 
number and utilization of Government-

. owned cars is not new. As a matter of 
fact, in 1950, when the Committee on 
Government Operations had under con
sideration an amendment to the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services 
Act, providing for the identification of 
motor vehicles, I recommended that each 
passenger-carrying vehicle be clearly 
marked "For official use only." From 
my studies in 1950, I found that a great 
number of Government-owned automo
biles, bearing Federal Government li
cense plates, were strangely parked late 
at night, all over Washington, in unusual 
places where one would scarcely expect 
official business to be undertaken. My 
amendment in 1950 was adopted, and is 
today the law of the land. However, it 
is not being quite completely carried 
out, followed, implemented, and enforced. 

One of the objectives of the commit
tee, in connection with the new bill, is 
to make certain that Government agen
cies now enforce the law, which provides 
that every Government-owned automo
bile shall have clearly marked on it, for 
identification purposes, the words "For 
Official Use Only." Those words are to 
be painted in large, conspicuous letters 
at a place on the automobile where they 
can be seen. 

So, Mr. President, as the result of the 
adoption of my amendment, Govern
ment-owned passenger-carrying vehicles 
now in use in the District of Columbia. 
and throughout the United States ordi
narily and usually carry this official in
scription, and alert the public to the 
fact that such vehicles are ones for 
which Mr. John Taxpayer is responsible; 
he pays for the gasoline, he pays the 
salary of the man who rides in the auto
mobile; he pays for the automobile and 
for its use. So he has a right to know 
why the car is where it is, when it is, 
because it is there on official business. 
Of course, that does not hold in the case 

of automobiles used by investigative 
agencies or for security reasons. 

Mr. President, the bill I have intro
duced may not be acceptable to all de
partments and agencies throughout the 
Government. I recognize that. How
ever, I believe the pooling of motor ve
hicles, in the manner contemplated un
der the bill, will be acceptable to most 
of the agencies; and when the bill is 
fully implemented, and fully understood, 
I believe enormous savings in manpower. 
and Federal expenditures will be pos
sible, and costly duplicating services in 
this field will be reduced to a minimum. 

We expect to hold hearings on the bill 
in the Committee on Government Oper
ations. We shall listen courteously and 
sympathetically to any protests which 
may be submitted by Government agen
cies who feel that they should not be 
compelled to operate according to this 
efficiency criteria. However, we shall be 
rather persistent and rather insistent in 
driving toward the goal contemplated by 
the bill, namely, that in the use of Gov
ernment-owned motor vehicles, the tax
payers shall enjoy the same benefits, in 
terms of efficient operation, that the 
stockholders of a corporation enjoy in 
connection with the use of automobiles 
owned by the corporation of which they 
happen to be stockholders. 

ORDER FOR RECESS TO MONDAY 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, 

previously I discussed with the minority 
leader a proposed unanimous consent 
agreement that when the Senate com
pletes its work today, it take a recess 
until Monday next, at 12 o'clock noon. 
I now ask unanimous consent to that 
effect. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
YouNG in the chair). Without objec
tion, it is so ordered. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
PAYNE in the chair). The Secretary will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With• 
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I am opposed to Senate 
bill 49. 

I presume I shall never get a "lei" for 
what I am now about to sa:v. 

In justice to my many distinguished 
colleagues here in this body, and to the 
other great Americans whose photo
graphs garnish the colorful brochures 
financed by the high-pressured lobby 
supporting this bill, a lobby having of
fices here in the city of Washington 
with its main office in Hawaii, I shall 
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never be entitled to one. This lobby no 
doubt is a mere continuation of the one 
which existed prior to President Pierce's 
time, and which has apparently con
tinued uninterrupted since then. 

In the course of our history there have 
been many debates in the Senate on the 
proper exercise of constitutional. po~~r, 
not only by the executive and JUdicial 
branches of our Government, but also 
by the legislative branch. Some of those 
debates revolved around great historical 
events. One related to the Louisiana 
Purchase during Jefferson's administra
tion. A great constitutional debate p~e
ceded the Civil War. Another great his
torical and eventful debate, not alto
gether unlike the one we concluded here 
a week or so ago, or possibly just then 
begun was had in the House and Senate 
relatui.g to the annexation of the Ha
waiian Islands in 1898. 

I have persuaded myself to open a few 
pages of the history of those debates ~f 
1898 to ascertain facts about the genesis 
of the bill, some facts about what ~ay 
be in chapters of the preceding and m
tervening books in order to better un
derstand recent revelations. 

The two committee reports <1951) and 
the present report-1954-are almost as 
colorful in their ex parte accounts, as 
the glossy brochures we have seen float
ing around here. These reports are as 
fragrant as flowers from the islands in 
their choice of praiseworthy words and 
their appeals for statehood. I propose 
to prove some things to the contrary, 
notwithstanding the magnitude of the 
undertaking and the persistent efforts of 
the strong, monied forces arrayed in 
favor of statehood. 

The assertions of the President and 
our former President, the casual en
dorsements of both political parties, and 
the reports of several Secretaries of the 
Interior, the other Departments of the 
Government, and the endorsements by 
the groups beginning on page 5 of the 
report supporting statehood, warrant 
serious and reflective consideration. All 
the testimony in the various hearings 
more than justify my own personal 
opinion in opposition to statehood. All 
of these arguments, presentations, and 
endorsements for statehood have 
aroused my curiosity. They have com
pelled me to delve into some of the pa~t 
of the Hawaiian situation. My cunosi
ty was intensified-and sharpened by the· 
unadulterated dicta in the opinions of 
the Supreme Court cited in the report. 

I found in the reports not one opinion 
which was anything but dictum. If 
Senators will read them they will come 
to the same conclusion. 

As a lawyer I have always known that 
when an adversary in a lawsuit had to 
rely upon obiter dicta to support his 
legal position, he did not have a strong 
case. 

The proponents, of S. 49, the Members 
of the Senate and the country are en
titled to some of the results of my in
quiries. All are entitled to the reasons 
which prompt my opposition. 

I find that there are basic, funda
mental, and overriding objections to the 
pending measure: 

First. The admission of the Hawaiian 
Islands as a ~erritory on July 6, 1898, 

was clouded; the admission carried with 
it no promise of statehood, either legal 
or moral. In fact, every historical fact, 
presumption, and imputation are to the 
contrary. 

Second. The noncontiguity of the 
islands comprising the archipelago of 
Hawaii and the heterogeneous composi
tion of the varying racial elements 
scattered throughout the islands make 
them unfit for statehood. 

Third. The grave threat of commu
nism in these islands persists, notwith
standing the contrary contentions of the 
proponents of S. 49. 

I shall confine myself only to the first 
objection, as it relates to Hawaii. Sen
ators will notice that I stated three ob
jections. That means that I shall have 
three speeches to make on the pending 
bill. However, today I shall confine 
myself to the first objection. 

Before exploring these reasons, a few 
preliminary observations may well be 
made. I shall touch on them later at 
length. Measures often come before us 
for our decision as one of the policy
making branches of our Government
and thank God, despite some present-day 
distracting distortions, Congress is still 
"the policymaking branch of the Gov
ernment." Should we whisper and shy 
in stating a truth? The truth may of
fend some world-encircling do-gooder. 
There are some tangent members of the 
fourth estate-the so-called liberals of 
a particular class of intelligentsia-who 
tremble to the core at hearing the truth. 

When one speaks of the Constitution 
nowadays and pleads for its continued 
reverence, he is considered out of date. 
He is outmoded. He is not in step with 
the progress of mankind. He must shut 
his eyes to the lessons of history. He 
must foreclose his mind to the pitfalls 
of the past. He must reach out with a 
bottle of milk for every Hottentot in
habiting the globe. He must gloss over 
things. He must concoct fancy phrases 
to depict an insidious menace. He must 
be afraid to call a spade a spade. He 
may offend some metropolitan news
paper with international leanings. He 
may go down in contemporary history as 
being crude. Some of the press of his 
times called Andrew Jackson crude. 
Some of the press of his time called 
Abraham Lincoln crude. 

Oh, how the press of his day pilloried 
Jackson for his crudeness. Now watch 
the newspapers detract from what I say 
here in these debates and when I have 
not yet claimed credit for being able to 
keep company with such as Jackson and 
Lincoln. With regard to Lincoln, I 
should like to quote from a great prede
cessor of mine, at whose political shrine 
as a child I used to worship, one of the 
great Senators from South Carolina, 
Benjamin R. Tillman, back in the days 
when the Hawaiian debate was held in 
the Senate, in 1898. I r.ead from page 
6533 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of 
June 30, 1898: 

What has Hawaii got to do with the war 
except the pretense, the :flimsy pretense, that 
we need it as a. coaling station? It ls apart 
and away from the general question of the 
Spanish War. It came here before the war 
was thought of. These islands have been 
knocking at our door trying to get in under 

the protection of our flag for years, and I 
will explain their motives and their reasons. 
it is and has always been a wonder that we 
bought Pearl Harbor and allowed the sugar 
producers of Hawaii to bring in their sugar 
free, to that extent reducing our revenue. 
We have presented to those planters $72 mil
lion of remitted duties on sugar since the 
time the reciprocity treaty went into effect. 

It must be remembered that in those 
days people spoke of millions of dollars, 
but in these days we speak of billions of 
dollars. The first billion-dollar appro
priation bill was passed by Congress in 
1911, and it defeat~d most of the Mem
bers of the House and Senate in 1912. 

When were those words uttered? 
Were they uttered on February 12, Lin
coln's birthday? No. No, they were 
uttered on the floor of the Senate at the 
very time all precedents for the admis
sion of Territories to the United States 
were being shattered. They were being 
uttered on June 30, 1898. Many men of 
the South have gladly uttered those 
sentiments. I am proud to be able to
day to subscribe to them. 

This great predecessor of mine con
tributed another startling statement to 
history. It appears on page 6529 of the 
RECORD and I quote him as follows: 

Therefore, I announce as my fixed belief 
that the proposition to annex a sovereignty 
by joint resolution as Territory, not to admit 
it as a State, is unconstitutional; and that 
must have been the view of the Committee 
on Foreign Relations, as is shown by the fact 
that the committee originally brought in 
this question in the shape of a treaty. T~e 
treaty met approval, and they presented it 
to the Senate for action, and they only resort 
to the present form of action by resolution 
after they have failed to obtain the consti
tutional two-thirds vote and are determined 
to have majority rule here without regard to 
the Constitution. 

Remember, Mr. President, that up 
until that time no Territory had been 
annexed to the-United States by a mere 
majority vote of the House and Senate. 

That is what was said in that day and 
time. 

Realism requires the fortitude to brave 
the elements of contemporary slander 
and ridicule. The consideration of the 
pending bill demands realism and truth. 
Moreover, the situation we have today 
demands a forthright appraisal of every 
factor involved. · 

It is a serious matter, Mr. President, 
that we have under consideration today, 
when we are preparing to vote on the 
question of whether we shall admit a 
Territory which is located thousands of 
miles out in the Pacific Ocean. If we 
admit the Territory of Hawaii to state
hood, what can we say to Puerto Rico 
when she desires to come into the Union? 
What can we say to Guam when she de
sires to enter the Union? What could 
we say to the Philippines if they should 
desire to enter the Union as a State? 

I am warning the Senate that the 
areas I have mentioned and many more, 
will be knocking at our door. I predict 
that requests for statehood will come 
from as far away as Italy. Italy will 
want to be a State of the United States. 
That is already being talked about in 
Italy, I am warning the United States 
again that if we try to spread out we 
shall begin to deteriorate. 
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study the history of other nations 

which have arisen in the past and note 
that when they extended their borders 
unduly, they met their downfall. 

I shall discuss the main reasons for 
my opposition, and the lesser ones, 
without fear or favor; I shall discuss 
the issues involved without rancor or ill 
will. I shall discuss them, if you please, 
with due respect to that greatly diver
sified constituency sprinkled through
out this litter of islands. I shall discuss 
them as an American and for Americans. 

Mr. President, I am not one who has 
gone entirely wild for the doctrine of 
internationalism. The trouble with the 
United States today, as I see it, is that 
we are thinking so much of other na
tions that we fail to stop and consider 
America as much as we should. 

Fortunately, the issues presented by 
s. 49 are not partisan in character; 
they never have been. They were not 
partisan in 1898. In fact, from a po
litical point of view-if this were a con
sideration-my party might in a short 
time and in the long run be aided by 
the passage of this enabling act. The 
Democrats control Honolulu. Without 
Honolulu the islands would not deserve 
the record of the testimony of a single 
day's hearing on the subject matter. 
The big fiy in the ointment is that my 
party there is dominated and dictated 
to by the Communists. 

Let that sink in. 
To me the questions involved tran

scend every iota of political expediency. 
They overreach every partisan consid
eration. 

What is best for these United States is 
the question that concerns me. Glossy 
statements about the example we may 
set for the rest of the world, and in the 
Pacific area in particular, have not the 
slightest appeal either to my reason or 
sentiment. Such puerility of thought 
should be addressed to the kindergarten 
classes. I am here, to use the favorite 
expression of another of my predeces
sors, as an ambassador to the United 
States Senate from the sovereign State 
of South Carolina, to help legislate and 
formulate a national policy for the good 
of the United States. The rule for my 
conduct is what the people of South 
Carolina and of the United States think 
of me as I perform my duties in keeping 
with what light and conscience the Al
mighty has seen fit to endow me. 

What others may think of me-in for
eign lands, in the Pacific, in Russia, in 
the Far East, or in Hawaii, if you please, 
or elsewhere-infiuences me very, very 
little. I am not at all persuaded by an 
internationalist press nor by any of its 
wings, left, right, or center. We are here 
to legislate for what is good and for 
what is best for these United States as a 
whole. If not, we ought to go home. 
That is our sworn constitutional duty, 
our prime responsibility, and the main 
purpose for our presence in this body. 

My record on the foreign ''give away" 
programs is singularly consistent. This 
proposal, in my judgment, is just another 
phase of a philosophy of looking out for 
the welfare of others and utterly neg
lecting our own. 
· Mankind has made great and unique 
progress since July 7. 1898, wh~n these 

islands were dealt to us under the table 
as a Territory. But 12 inches still make 
a foot; 3 feet still make a yard; 24 hours 
still make a day. The Constitution of 
the United States, so far as admitting 
new Territories and new States is con
cerned, remains unchanged. The pre
cepts and warnings of our great forebears 
still remain the wisest counsel. 

I am thankful that the admission of 
the Hawaiian Islands as a Territory, on 
that hot day in July of 1898, was not 
then, and is not now, considered a party 
question. Both parties have endorsed 
the proposition. Neither has been right. 

I am one who feels that generally 
party platforms should be followed; but 
a platform is something on which to try 
to get into office, and is not used there
after, anyway. All of us know how the 
planks of a platform are adopted at na
tional conventions. I have attended 
conventions. We are told, "We must 
adopt this. It will not do any harm, so 
let us put it in." Of course, that is not 
said openly, but it is true, nevertheless. 
Neither convention apparently has 
studied the proposition with sufficient 
care to pass impartial judgment on it. 
Someone sometime ago said that our 
republic would have been destroyed long 
ago if the party in power had adopted 
all the political planks in its platform. I 
believe that statement to be true. The 
admission of these islands as a Territory, 
in my judgment, constituted a fraud in 
1898. If we admit them now as a State, 
we perpetuate that fraud. Nowhere in 
the Constitution is there power to expel 
a State. That is something which must 
be remembered. The Constitution 
makes it 'easy for a Territory to come 
into the Union, but once a State, it is 
impossible to get it out. When the Con
stitution was adopted, our Founding 
Fathers never had in mind anything 
such as is now proposed ever happening. 
If they had, they would have included 
some protection. But it must be remem
bered that the Thirteen Original States 
were closely knitted together. 

Now it is proposed to separate the 
United States. Someone has said that 
a country divided against itself will fall, 
or words to that effect. Certainly the 
United States will become divided if a 
Territory far out in the Pacific Ocean, 
2,100 miles from the mainland is to be 
admitted as a State. The most we 
should do is to guarantee it a republi
can form of government. Sovereignty 
over these islands now is vested in Con
gress. If we divest ourselves of it, it will 
be gone not for a while; it will be gone 
forever. Our ability to recall a mistake 
will be forever lost, if this bill passes. 
If a Senator has in his mind any doubt 
at all about this proposal he should vote 
against admission, because he never will 
have an opportunity in the future to 
undo his mistake. 

I cannot scan the debates on the ad
mission of these islands as a Territory 
without a feeling that all the precedents 
theretofore established for the admission 
of new lands as Territories were violated; 
even, I conclude, the intendments and 
spirit of our Constitutio:: were violated. 
Once having been violated, to admit the 
islands now as a State would be merely 
a prolongation and perpetuation of an 

original wrong. Shall we give our stamp 
of approval to an improper act? Are
view of the history at that time is worth 
recalling. 

The reports of the committees of re
cent Congresses, on the admission of 
these islands, so far c.::; I can ascertain, 
are as silent as the grave on certain vital 
points. So have been the several de
bates in the recent sessions of Congress. 

The reports give us a sugar-coated pill. 
We are advised to take it. Have Senators 
ever read a report that did not advise 
the Senate to accept it? The two reports 
I have seen seem to say that what is 
therein contained is good for what ails 
us and, alas, the Hawaiians, too. These 
reports want to cast some moral duty on 
us to admit this vast group of islands as 
a State. There is neither moral nor legal 
duty on us to do anything of the kind. 
I shall prove it. There is no duty other
wise persuasive upon us, and I shall prove 
it. A lei hung around our necks is too 
much for a historical lie at the expense 
of sound precedent, possible constitu
tional transgression, and, greater still, 
the assumption of a responsibility we 
never agreed to assume. Not with me. 
One cannot by transposing the two let
ters "i" and "e" satisfy my curiosity, my 
conscience, or my understanding of the 
facts and precedents involved. 

These islands, throughout all the com
mittee reports of Congress, are generally 
referred to as Hawaii. That is in itself a 
misnomer. To refer to them as a unit 
is to blind ourselves to the realities of 
their situation. These islands were ad
mitted as a Territory under the pure 
camoufiage of a war measure, as a na
tional necessity as such, in 1898, and 
then by virtue of the powerful infiuences 
of the shipping and sugar trusts. More
over, they were admitted in derogation 
of the precedents, and not in pursuance 
of them. They were admitted in the July 
heat of summer without so much as a 
report from the Senate Committee on 
Foreign Relations. Their admission was 
jammed down the throats of the Amer
ican people during the hysteria of war. 
The debates in this body will show only 
a few Senators had the temerity to speak 
at length in favor of their admission. 
Their reasons were those ostensibly born 
of pure war hysteria and fiowery senti
ment, reinforced by the powers of the 
shipping and sugar trusts. No commit
tee report was necessary. No argument 
based upon precedent or constitutional 
power could overcome the reasons as
signed the argument of the annexation
ists. Of what concern was precedent 
when the votes were present? Of what 
concern was the Constitution if the pro
ponents then had the power? We have 
an opportunity now, at this late date, to 
make amends for that wrongdoing. 

A refrendum on the question of ad
mission was denied to the inhabitants of 
Hawaii. Slave labor in the islands con
tinued. An oligarchy strong enough to 
convert itself from rule under a king to 
rule under a queen, to provisional gov
ernment, and then to a republic, existed. 
The debates of 1898 prove the statements 
which I make now. 

It is not my desire to rehash too much 
of the history of that period. The ef
fiuvium of that era may be too much for 
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our modern nostrils. A little is neces
sary. Only a portion is necessary to 
overcome the transparent polish with 
which the report says the treaty pro
rased by President Pierce in 1854 to in
corporate the Kingdom of Hawaii failed 
because the King of the islands died. 
Does that justify the statement in the 
committee report that the sentiment for 
admitting Hawaii as a State had its 
genesis in 1854? The committee does 
not do the President of that day the 
honor to say that he ignored the ostend 
manifesto which provided that we either 
buy or take Cuba. What are the facts? 
The ruling oligarchy in Hawaii, against 
the people's will, forced its King to pro
pose the treaty to us. I ask my col
leagues to look into the history of the 
time and ascertain whether that is not 
a correct statement. The annexation 
movement originated in the islands. 
There was the genesis. The report seeks 
to convey the impression that because 
the King died, the treaty failed. That 
is not necessarily so. The treaty never 
reached the United States Senate in 1854 
for its advice and consent. I do not be
lieve that back in those days it would 
have been attempted by Executive order. 
The successor to the dead King was more 
amenable to the will of his people and 
less agreeable to the oligarchy. 

Prior to taking over the Hawaiian 
Islands as a Territory, no Territory had 
ever before become attached to our 
Union without the consent of the people 
in such Territories. No land had ever 
before been annexed to the United States 
except by treaty. None ever has come 
into the Union since except as a Terri
tory, predicated upon the consent of the 
people concerned. Our power to acquire 
territory was never before employed 
except through treaty. Senator Morgan, 
for some reason history may never re
veal, on February 2, 1893, dug out of the 
Archives the original proposals in 1854 
by the Hawaiians to President Pierce 
for a treaty. That proposed treaty of 
annexation was debated in the Senate 
for several years prior to the Newlands 
Joint Resolution-debated, if you please, 
1n executive session. 

The proponents of the acquisition of 
these islands did not have the votes then 
to ratify a treaty. That is why, when we 
came into possession of the islands 
through the pretense, the sham, the 
guise, and the fraud of a war necessity, a 
joint resolution was employed. It was 
because there were not the votes in favor 
of taking the islands by treaty as pro
vided by the Constitution. 

Some will say we took Texas in as a 
State without a treaty. Texas came in 
as a State predicated upon the 3-to-1 
majority vote of its people. 

What were our acquisitions prior to 
the admission of the Hawaiian Islands? 
liere they are: · 
· <a) Louisiana was purchased by 
treaty from France on April 30, 1803. 

(b) Florida by treaty with Spain, 
February 22, 1819. 

<c) New Mexico-and I see the 
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER..: 
soN] in the Chamber-by treaty with 
Mexico, February 2, 1848. 

(d) Alaska by treaty with Russia, 
March 30, 1867. 

(e) Arizona had her borders extended 
by the Gadsden Treaty with Mexico, De
cember 3, 1853, and June 30, 1854. 

(f) California by conquest and treaty, 
February 2, 1848. 

Texas was and is easily distinguishable 
from the rest. Need I defend the ad
mission of this great State? Our own 
people helped to free Texas from Mex
ico. Was not the great Sam Houston, 
of Tennessee, its first Governor? He 
helped to frame for that State its con
stitution. I am proud to say that the 
other Senator from that State, along 
with Sam Houston, was a native South 
Carolinian, Thomas J. Rusk. Two of 
the commanders at the Alamo were 
South Carolinians. Texas was and is 
our kith and kin. Flesh of our flesh 
and our own blood and fiber. Can that 
be said of Hawaii? 

To compare the Texans of 1836 with 
the Hawaiians of 1898 or those of today 
would be an affront to the fortitude, the 
intelligence, and Americanism of those 
honored patriots of our past. 

In 1898, the scheme for admitting 
these islands was successful in bypassing 
a previously existing precedent based on 
an interpretation of our Constitution. 
Shall we also engage in such a bypassing 
procedure? Shall we continue and per
petuate the perfidy thus begun? 

To illustrate further the power of the 
~ugar ·Trust, let us look again at the 
record of the past. 

Senator Pettigrew offered an amend
ment to free the thousands of slave 
laborers who were under contract with 
the Sugar Trust. His amendment was 
as follows: 
. That the contract-labor laws and all laws, 
civil or criminal, now in force in the islands 
by which men are held for service for a defi
nite term, except in punishment for crime 
whereof the party has been duly convicted, 
are hereby repealed. (CONGRESSIONAL REC
ORD, 6709.) 

That Senate yielded to the power of 
the Sugar Trust, and rejected the amend
ment by a vote of 22 yeas to 41 nays
and did so, Mr. President, despite the 
fact that our Constitution protects the 
people against imprisonment without 
proper trial. 

At that time Senator Bacon submitted 
the following amendment: 

That this resolution shall not be opera
tive and of binding effect upon either the 
United States of America or the Republic 
of Hawaii until same shall have been con
sented to and approved by the majority of 
voters voting at an election to be held in 
the Hawaiian Islands, at which election all 
male natives of said islands o! the age o! 
21 years and all the naturalized male per
sons in said island of the age o! 21 years 
shall be duly qualified voters. The said elec
tion shall be held at a time and in a manner 
and under regulations to be prescribed by 
the President of the United States. 

This was voted down 42 to 20-CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD; page 6710. 

Mr. President, an examination of the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for that date re
veals that almost the same Senators 
Who voted against the amendment I have 
:Previously mentioned, voted against this 
one. 

I contend with no fear of successful 
contradiction that we absorbed the Ha
waiian Islands to satisfy the greed of the 

Sugar Trust. We already bad a com
mercial and defensive treaty with Ha
waii. It had been in existence for years 
and could not be broken without a year's 
previous notice. We did not need the 
islands as a defense outpost. Under the 
treaty, we had the use of Pearl Harbor 
as a coaling station. General Schofield, 
of that day, said, as I shall show later on, 
that the islands were not necessary for 
the successful prosecution of the war 
against Spain. That war gave a pre
tense for us to do what was done. The 
emergency of war, a poor excuse, was 
not a real justification. The arguments 
then made, and the ones which now may 
be made, will never justify the action the 
United States took at that time. 

It may be asked, "Then what should 
be done?" I think we have been debat
ing that point for several days. Mr. 
President, let the people of Hawaii rule 
and govern themselves; let us turn them 
loose. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from South Carolina yield to 
me? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
yield. 

Mr. DANIEL. Does not the Senator 
from South Carolina think it is unfor
tunate that so few Members of the Sen
ate have been present to hear the alter
native proposal which was made by the 
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. MoN
RONEY] and other Members of the Sen
ate for commonwealth status? The en
tire Senate should know the details of 
the alternative under which the people 
of Hawaii would have local self-govern
ment, representation in regard to taxa
tion, and all the other things to which 
they are entitled, without sending two 
Senators to the Senate of the United 
States and without sending two Mem
bers to the United States House of Rep
resentatives? Does not the Senator 
from South Carolina think it is unfor
tunate that the presentation of the al
ternative proposal for commonwealth 
status has not been heard by more 
Members of the Senate? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Yes; it is a shame that a greater number 
of Members are not interested in learn
ing more about Hawaii and in studying 
that proposal. 

Mr. President, as I said earlier in my 
remarks, in a subsequent speech I shall 
make, I shall inform the Senate what is 
taking place in Hawaii at the present 
time, insofar as communism is con
cerned. 

How strange it is that some persons 
in the United States will cry out against 
communism, and perhaps will succeed 
in calling attention to a person who was 
a Communist 10 or 15 years ago, and 
will think it is a real accomplishment 
to be able to point to such a person. 
whereas the statehood proposal calls for 
the admission to the Union, as a State~ 
of an area in which there are thousands 
of avowed Communists at the present 
time. 

Mr. DANIEL. As a matter of fact, 
they are in control of the most powerful 
labor union in the islands, are they not? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Yes. The Sugar Trust, which I have pre
viously mentioned, has been converted 
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into another trust by the labor leaders. 
Hall is one of them, and I believe some 
of the others have been mentioned in 
the course of this debate. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from South Carolina yield fur
ther to me? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I yield. 

Mr. DANIEL. As regards the alterna
tive proposal of commonwealth status 
for Hawa'ii, does not the Senator from 
South Carolina find that the newspapers 
of Hawaii have not given much coverage 
to that proposal, and that the citizens of 
Hawaii who favor commonwealth status 
have had a difficult time in getting that 
alternative proposal before the people 
of the islands? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I know that to be true. Furthermore, 
the newspapers of Hawaii are not the 
only ones that have not given adequate 
coverage to this subject, for we find that 
very little about the commonwealth al
ternative proposal has been published in 
the newspapers of the United States. It 
would seem that the newspapers simply 
do not want that alternative proposal 
to be understood by the p'eople. 

Mr. DANIEL. I agree with the Sen
ator from South Carolina. 

Let me say that I take the morning 
newspaper, here in Washington; and fol
lowing the submission of the amend
ment which calls for giving common
wealth status to Hawaii and Alaska, I 
was unable to find in the morning news
paper even one line devoted to that sub
ject; the morning newspaper did not 
even publish a statement to the effect 
that the substitute proposal for common
wealth status had been submitted on the 
floor of the Senate and had been de
bated. 

So the Senator from South Carolina is 
decidedly correct when he points out 
that both in Hawaii and in some places 
here at home it has been impossible: 
apparently, to have the newspapers pub
lish information regarding the advan
tages of commonwealth status, rather 
than statehood, for these two Terri
tories. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
If today a proposal were offered in the 
Senate to give some money to another 
country, even though it were a satellite 
of Russia, it would be on the front pages 
of the newspapers. It seems that a great 
many of our newspapers want 'something 
done for every country except the United 
States. I do not know why that is. 

All the proposed treaties of 1854, 1893, 
and 1897, and the joint resolution of 
1898 assert that the Hawaiian Islands 
were dependent upon us for their very 
existence as an independent entity. 
Nothing was said of our dependence on 
them or Pearl Harbor. There were no 
defenses in Hawaii at the time. We had 
to build and pay for them all. With the 
military and naval evidence to support 
the contention that the islands were not 
necessary for our defense. I find in the 
old CONGRESSIONAL RECORD the argument 
of a layman, Representative Howard, 
which to my mind is incontrovertible. 

c-226 . 

On page 5900 ·of the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of June 14, 1898, is the following: 

It is insisted that it is not for the Hawaiian 
t.rade alone that annexation is desirable, but· 
that we should become the master of the 
commerce of the Pacific, and that to do this 
our merchant marine should have a coaling 
station, and the proportionately increased 
Navy to protect it should have a naval sta
tion on these islands, and that no extensive 
plan of commercial conquest in the Pacific 
can ignore these necessities of a successful 
career. All that I have said as to our rights 
in Pearl Harbor for a Navy applies equally 
to the merchant marine. The treaty that 
secures it for the one purpose embraces also 
the other. 

Before leaving the case of the annexation
ists, I desire to comment on the emergency 
argument, to catch, if I can, hold and analyze 
the ghost story with which we are to be 
frightened into annexation, that if we do 
not annex Hawaii some other nation will. 
Hawaii can only be annexed by her consent 
or against it. Annexation by her consent 
implies that she will consider it desirable 
and seek it, and presumably for her material 
or political advantage, or both, and if for 
her material advantage, the nation with 
whom the alliance is sought must do as 
well or better by her than our commercial 
reciprocity treaty now results. 

Or if for political advantage, she confesses 
the instability of the republic, or, deeper 
still, her incapacity for self-government by 
any form of political organization. As it is, 
we pay her for the privilege of giving her 
what she needs of us. I can hardly believe . 
that any other nation would be disposed to 
a like sacrificing liberality. If any other 
power can better protect her than ourselves, 
then how could we protect her either as our 
colony or as a sister State of the Union, if 
such more puissant and ambitious power 
sought to sever the relations between us? 

Hawaii annexed as a State or as a Terri
tory of the United States is not more secure 
in that relation than the power of our arms 
on land and sea can make her, and Hawaii 
as a friendly and independent government, 
under the aegis of our protection, could not 
be conquered until we ourselves were con
quered, and if the power existed to conquer 
us, neither alliance nor annexation could 
increase our resistance or her security. The 
power of Cuba or of Puerto Rico, offensive 
or defensive, is tlie power of Spain; and 
the power of Jamaica is but the power of 
Great Britain. 

Consequently, it could not be con
tended in good faith that we needed a 
defensive outpost for coaling purposes. 
We had colliers then. Hawaii had no 
.coal. Coal had to be taken there first 
before we could go there to get it. It 
was conquest for trade purposes pure 
and simple. 

The Senate is now given a tardy oppor
tunity to correct an evil perpetrated on 
us 56 years ago. Does the present re
port of the Committee on Interior and 
Insula-r Affairs make reference to any of 
the history connected with our obtain
ing jurisdiction over these islands, except 
in a most pleasant ex-parte fashion? It 
does not. Why not liberate these islands 
as we liberated the Philippines? Such 
an argument today, considering the mil
lions upon millions we have poured into 
them, would appear preposterous. These 
billions do not include the millions we 
have lost in import duties from 1887 
through July 7, 1898. I, for one, would 
prefer it. Liberalize their laws, if any 
hardships exist. None exist. If any 
exist and the Congress is made aware of 

them, I, for one, will vote to libe-ralize 
their laws. Would the proponents of 
this measure incorporate these islands 
as counties in the States of California, 
Oregon, or Washington? This idea is 
not original with me. Do those States 
wish them integrated into their body 
politic, as territories or counties by rea
son of the par-excellence of those citi
zens? They could very easily be made 
first-class citizens of any of the States 
I have mentioned if it were desirable. 
Frankly, I could not sell such an idea to 
the people of South Carolina. If they 
are not good enough to be counties in 
one of our existing States, these islands 
have not the slightest merit to their 
claim to become States. Do Senators 
want them as counties in their States? 
They can get them in by treaty if some 
State will say it will take them. If their 
envelopment is good for all of us, why is 
it not good for some of us? Remember 
time and space have been annihilated. 
They are closer to us now than Wash
ington was to San Francisco when Cali
fornia was admitted. 

STATEHOOD NEVER PROMISED 

Let us look at the question of state
hood. My position is that statehood 
never was promised. In the background 
material submitted by the committee, 
the report states that the genesis goes 
back to the suggestion of President 
Pierce in a proposed treaty. Did Pierce 
originate it or did the Hawaiians origi
nate it? It might be a sufficient answer 
tO this proposition that the proposed 
treaty was never ratified. The propo
nents of the treaty did not have the 
votes to ratify it. That was a good rea
Son why it was never ratified. The fact, 
however, was otherwise. When the 
treaty was voted down, what could not 
be done by treaty was done by legis
lation. 

More important for our consideration 
is that the movement originating with 
a few greedy children of some of our 
dear old missionaries who landed in these 
islands around 1820 to tie their fortunes· 
with ours had attained such strength 
that even a proposed treaty at that early 
date in our history could originate there 
and be considered here. It is chatter to 
assume that the proposals of a nonrati
fied treaty should influence us any more 
than the favored brand of chewing to
bacco that President Pierce preferred in 
that day. 

I propose to look into some subsequent 
books to Genesis perhaps with startling 
revelations for some. 

In my discussion of the pending pro
posal I must of necessity open the pages 
of the past and reveal their contents, 
circuitous, ugly, rapacious as they may 
be. These pages may enlighten us today 
as they distorted the reasoning then. 

The proposal by the Hawaiians to 
President Pi~rce for a treaty in 1854 
was resubmitted to the Senate in execu
tive session on February 2, 1893, by Sen
ator Morgan. This proposed treaty was 
considered and debated from time to 
time in secret in the Senate from 1893 
until the approach of the war with Spain. 
Let us continue to bear in mind that 
these islands were to be annexed by 
treaty. ~ere was never any thought 
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that the United States could assume title 
to these islands by the mere subterfuge 
of a joint resolution. The novelty of that 
i{iea did not dawn upon the annexation
ists until the war with Spain commenced. 

There had been several types of gov
ernments for these islands from the 
time of President Pierce until 1893. 
There had been kings and queens. Then 
there were provisional governments, and 
later a republic. 

The name of Lorrin A. Thurston ap
pears prominent in these negotiations, 
beginning about 1893. We still have a 
Thurston around Washington. No doubt 
he is a son of the original Thurston. 
Probably he is somewhere on Capitol Hill 
today. The details of these proceedings 
appear in Executive Journal 28 of the 
52d and 53d Congresses. They are worth 
reflecting upon. 

Prior to the commencement of the 
Spanish-American War, namely, on July 
16, 1897, another proposed treaty of an
nexation was submitted by President 
McKinley for the confirmation of the 
Senate. It was printed as a confidential 
document and debated in secret for 
months prior to the Spanish-American 
War. It could not pass for lack of votes. 
Then came the war with Spain. Now 
certain dates become of transcendent 
importance: 

<a> The battleship Maine was blown 
up in Habana Harbor, February 15, 1898. 

(b) The naval battle in Manila Bay 
took place May 1, 1898. 

<c> San Juan Hill was charged July 1, 
1898. 

<d> Cervera's fleet was engaged off 
Santiago on July 3, 1898. 

<e> The treaty of peace at Paris was 
signed December 10, 1898. 

Now a great metamorphosis took place 
in the midst of the emergency 0f war 
with the fever, heat, commotion, public 
excitement, the sinking of the battleship 
Maine with all other attendant hysteria. 
The annexationists here grasped their 
golden opportunity. No treaty of annex
ation could ever have been theretofore 
-adopted. The public was prohibited 
from getting the benefit of the debates. 
Some sweet-minded, sugar-infested lob
byist, possibly Mr. Thurston, prevailed 
upon Representative Newlands to con
vert the scheme of the annexationists 
into the plot which was finally consum
mated. Mr. Newlands introduced H. R. 
259 on May 4, 1898, while the war was 
still raging. The resolution was called 
up in the House on June 11, 1898, and 
steamrollered through that body on 
June 15, 1898. 

Reverting for a moment, the Senate of 
the so-called Hawaiian republic ratified 
the treaty, which was signed on July 16, 
1897, and it was submitted to our Senate 
for our ratification on July 16, 1897. 
This was prior to the introduction of the 
Newlands resolution. So we had the 
treaty pending when the joint resolution 
became its legal substitute. The pro
posed treaty was never withdrawn. 

There were 20 substantial reasons as
signed then why the Hawaiian Islands 
should not be annexed. 

They gave the reasons in those days. 
They were as follows: 

1. It is unconstitutional, because the Gen
eral Government is limited in its powers to 

those expressly conferred upon it by the 
Constitution. The Constitution does not 
specifica.lly grant power to annex territory, 
and, therefore, the power does not exist. 

2. It is unconstitutional because Hawail 
1s not contiguous to the United States. 

3. It is unconstitutional because its in
habitants are not homogeneous with the 
people of the United States. 

4. Whether the annexation of a non
homogenous people is constitutional or not, 
the population of Hawaii is unfit for incor
poration into, and will be dangerous to, the 
American political system. 

5. We do not want Hawaii as a State, with 
two more Senators. 

Those are not my words. I am reading 
from the RECORD of 1898: 

6. Hawaii is an outlying territory, and in 
time of war it will be a source of weakness 
to the United States. 

7. It will necessitate heavy expenditures 
and a navy in order to protect Hawaii in 
time of war. 

8. It will be a forerunner and form a 
precedent for a policy of unlimited annexa
tion of territory. 

9. It is contrary to the Monroe Doctrine to 
acquire territory beyond the boundaries of 
the American Continent. 

10. A large portion of the Hawaiian voters 
have been disfranchised. No vote has been 
taken in Hawaii upon the question of an
nexation, and it is un-American to annex a 
territory without a popular vote of its in
habitants. 

11. A protectorate will secure to the United 
States all the advantages which will accrue 
under annexation, without involving the 
country in the responsibilities of ownership. 

12. It wlll be injurious to the beet-sugar 
industry, as Hawaiian sugar will compete 
with beet sugar raised in the United States. 

If the Senators from Louisiana were 
present, they would be interested in that 
stat~ment. 

13. It will excite the jealousy of, and cre
ate complications with, foreign governments. 

14. The Government of Hawaii consists -of 
foreign adventurers, who have no authority 
or jurisdiction over the country. 

15. Annexation will be beneficial to the 
sugar trust. 

16. Under the proposed treaty of annexa
tion the United States assumes the Hawaiian 
public debt without receiving in return the 
means or property with which to pay it. 

17. There is leprosy in Hawaii. 

We might change that, Mr. President, 
and say that there is communism in Ha
waii. 

18. The monarchy was overthrown through 
the agency of American troops. 

19. It is unlikely that the United States 
will go to war with any other country. 

Listen to that, Mr. President. 
But if it does, and it then wants Hawaii, 

there is time enough to take it. 
20. The United States already has enough 

territory, people, and problems. We want 
no more of them. Let well enough alone. 
(Senate Reports, vol. 3, 55th Cong., 2d sess.) 

Mr. President, every Senator on this 
:floor will acknowledge that today this 
Government of ours is so large that it is 
difficult to manage it. Its finances are 
getting almost out of hand. We have 
had the figures broken down in the Sen
ate at different times. One committee 
knows just a little about each depart
ment of the Government and each sec
tion of the United States. When, as is 
now the case, we have to vote with refer
ence to many subjects about which we 

know comparatively little, why add more 
problems to the United States? 

If we form State No. 49, and possibly 
State No. 50, we shall not stop there. 
That is only the beginning. There are 
many islands scattered throughout the 
Atlantic and Pacific Oceans. I am one 
who believes we would do well not to 
grant statehood at the present time to a 
Territory 2,100 miles out in the Pacific 
Ocean. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from South Carolina yield for a 
question? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
yield. 

Mr. DANIEL. In addition to extend
ing out approximately 2,100 miles from 
our western shore into the Pacific Ocean 
to reach the first Hawaiian island, is it 
not true that the islands themselves, the 
separate segments of land forming the 
Hawaiian Archipelago, extend another 
1,600 miles farther westward, out into 
the Pacific Ocean? 
· Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
That is certainly true. There are so 
many islands they can scarcely be 
counted. 

Mr. DANIEL. As a member of the In
terior and Insular Affairs Committee, I 
tried to keep an open mind on this sub
ject and to give every consideration to 
the desires being expressed by officials of 
Hawaii and others who testified in favor 
of statehood. 

I well remember the time when I final
ly said in my own mind, "I shall not vote 
for this proposition." That was after 
seeing the map which is now in the rear 
of the Senate Chamber and after hear
ing all the evidence as to how the islands, 
dozens of them, are disconnected, with 
international waters between many of 
them, and a distance of 1,600 miles be
tween the farthest island and the island 
which is the nearest to our coast. 

So, I say to the Senator, when he 
speaks of the distance the islands are 
from our western shoreline, not only is 
it a distance of 2,100 miles to the near
est island, but the series of islands in 
the archipelago extend out into the 
Pacific Ocean an additional 1,600 miles 
westward. 

I certainly agree with the Senator 
from South Carolina that these segments 
of land in the Pacific Ocean are not geo
graphically situated to be a State of the 
Union such as we have on the American 
Continent. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
agree with the Senator from Texas 100 
percent. I venture to say that if we 
asked any Senator to name the islands 
which we are undertaking to annex, 
there is not one who could name them. 

Mr. DANIEL. I might add to that 
statement by saying that yesterday the 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS] 
asked members of the committee if they 
could tell how many islands there were 
in the Hawaiian Archipelago, and, with 
4 members of the committee on the floor 
there was not one who could say how 
many islands would be brought in un
der the bill as a State, much less name 
them. The Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. ANDERSON] inquired, "What do you 
mean? Do you mean at low tide or at 
high tide?" [Laughter.] He said that 
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at low tide there are more islands than 
there are at high tide, because some are 
covered at high tide. Senators were un
able to name the islands, to describe the 
boundaries of the islands, or to state how 
many would be taken in if we should 
pass this proposed legislation. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
The statement by the distinguished 
junior Senator from Texas clearly shows 
exactly what it is now proposed to do 
by the pending bill, and how we have 
failed to look into the question, as it 
should be looked into, before Hawaii is 
admitted as a state. 

The substitute for the treaty was H. R. 
259 introduced by Mr. Newlands. The 
report of this committee calls Mr. New
lands, Senator. This distinguished Rep.:. 
·resentative never became a senator un
til several years thereafter. The joint 
resolution was passed July 6, 1898. 

Then, too, we must never forget that 
in the emergency of the war with Spain 
time was of the very essence of the mat
ter. Can accuracy hurt us now? The 
question of time, dates, hours, and their 
·debate had to be synchronized with 
events and votes. Those criteria dic
tated a joint resolution as the substitute 
for a treaty. The sugar trust needed 
action. That cannot be denied. The 
Spreckles trusts in California needed 
action. 

To repeat, it became apparent that 
the proposed treaty of annexation of 
February 2, 1893, could not be ratified. 
Neither could the treaty of 1897. 

Let us look -into the record of those 
days. The annexationists spurred, fired, 
engineered, and fueled by the irresistible 
force of the special sugar and shipping 
interests forced through Congress a 
joint resolution shrouded in the fog and 
hysteria of war. Will such a record 
sustain the present premise that there 
is a legal and moral duty on the present 
Congress to give statehood to Hawaii or 
that these islands have earned it? Their 
territorial status was rushed through by 
a course of legislative manhandling 
never before invoked by a Congress 
amidst the atmosphere of war which 
held public opinion in abeyance. Having 
thus crashed their admission into our 
gates do they now have a right to con
tend they are paid guests? 

Will the proponents point to one 
statement, one argument, one just con
clusion in the recorded pages of those 
debates which imposes upon us the 
moral or legal duty to take Hawaii into 
our family of States with full status as a 
State? I have scanned that record in 
vain and found none. I have found, 
however, some interesting statements 
quite to the contrary. 

Referring back to what transpired in 
the House of Representatives in 1898, 
we find the debate was initiated by Rep
resentative Clardy and Representative 
Hitt. Let me read what was said at 
page 5775 of the RECORD: 

Mr. CLARDY. The gentleman has very in
terestingly and very instructively explained
various features of this question, but there 
is one point that I should like to know still 
further about, and that is this: Suppose 
these islands are received into the United 
States under this resolution, what does this 
administration intend, or what do the people 

of the United States intend, to do with 
them? Will they be admitted as a State? 
It seems to me that is a very important 
question. 

Mr. Hrrr. I am not a mindreader, and 
the Almighty alone can answer what is in 
men's minds. 

Mr. CLARDY. The gentleman ought to have 
some idea of what the Government intends 
to do. 

Mr. Hrrr. You will have to find that out 
from other sources. By the terms of this 
resolution all such questions will be deter
mined by Congress, and Congress will and 
should do what the American people want 
done. The President will have no power 
over the subject. 

Mr. RIDGELY. Do the Japanese in Hawaii 
vote? 

Mr. Hrrr. They do not vote now, and the 
disposition and mode of government of those 
islands and everything connected with them 
is, under the terms of the joint resolution, 
left in the control of Congress. 

Mr. FLEMING. I should like to ask this 
question, which I· think is a legitimate one: 
What is the personal opinion of the gentle~ 
man himself as to the status that the Ha
waiian Islands ought to occupy in future 
developments of the country? I should like 
to know· if the gentleman has any informa
tion on the cubject. 

Mr. Hrrr. It is nothing but the private 
opinion of one individual, and is of little 
value. 

Mr. President, notice how the ques
tion was dodged. It was not said that 
Hawaii was to be admitted or was to be 
made a State later. 

Then Representative Dinsmore, at 
page 5778 of the RECORD, said: 

No body pretends any purpose to take the 
Hawaiian Islands into the Union as a State, 
but the purpose is simply and solely, so far 
ns the contention goes, to acquire them for 
the purpose of assisting us in our military 
and commercial operations. 

At page 5792, Representative Clark 
said: 

Again, I submit that these people are not 
fit to vote in Territorial elections if they 
are unfit to vote in State elections, which 
they clearly are, even e.ccording to the stand
ard of President Dole's little oligarchy; other
wise he would not have so revised the voting 
lists as to confine the suffrage to 2,800 
persons out of a total population of 109,000 
souls-that is to say, about one-seventh as 
many people are allowed to vote now as were 
permitted to vote under the monarchy. 

If, however, these people are fit for neither 
a State nor a. county nor a Territory, what 
form of government shall we give them? 
Crown colonies like the English? 

Did Representative Newlands urge ad
mission of the islands as a Territory for 
subsequent admission to statehood? He 
avoided the thought as though it were 
a plague. He wanted it as an outpost 
for defense only; some said a coaling 
station. At page 5829 of the RECORD Mr. 
Newlands said: 

In enlarging our boundaries, one of the 
legitimate objects to be obtained was to se
cure the outposts beyond our defensive line, 
the possession of which by a hostile power 
would make its attack more effective. 

What did Representative Richardson 
say in reference to statehood? It is sig
nificant: 

Mr. RICHARDSON. That is true. _ 
If it is not to become a State, what then 

shall we do with it? Shall it be held per
manently as a Territory? Wlll it be con
tended that the inhabitants of those islands 

can govern themselves by and through a 
Territorial legislature? No one will make 
such a claim. 

Representative Howard, of Georgia. 
stated, as appears at page 5899 of the 
RECORD, as follows: 

It is insisted that it is not for the Hawaiian 
trade alone that annexation is desirable, but 
that we should become the master of the 
commerce of the Pacific, and that to do this 
our merchant marine should have a coaling 
station, and the proportionately increased 
Navy to protect it should have a naval sta
tion on these islands, and that no extensive 
plan of commercial conquest in the Pacific 
can ignore these necessities of a successful 
career. All that I have said as to our rights 
.in Pearl Harbor for a Navy applies equally to 
the merchant marine. The treaty that se
cures it for the one purpose embraces also 
the other. 

Before leaving the case of the annexation
ists, I desire to comment on the emergency 
argument, to catch, if I can, hold, and ana
lyze the ghost story with which we are to be 
frightened into annexation, that if we de 
not annex Hawaii some other nation will. 
Hawaii can only be annexed by her consent 
or against it. Annexation by her consent 
implies that she wlll consider it desirable 
and seek it, and presumably for her material 
or political advantage, or both, and if for her 
material advantage the nation with whqm 
the alliance is sought must do as well or 
better by her than our commercial reciproc
ity treaty now results. 

Or if for political advantage, she confesses 
the instability of the Republic, or, deeper 
still, her incapacity for self-government by 
any form of political organization. As it is, 
we pay her for the privilege of giving her 
what she needs of us. I can hardly believe 
that any other nation would be disposed to 
a like sacrificing liberality. If any other 
power can better protect her than ourselves, 
then how could we protect her either as out 
colony or as a sister State of our Union, if 
such more puissant and ambitious power 
sought to sever the relations between us. 

Hawaii annexed as a State or as a Territory 
of the United States is not more secure in 
that relation than the power of our arms on 
land and sea can make her, and Hawaii as a 
friendly and independent government under 
the aegis of our protection could not be con
quered till we ourselves were conquered, and 
if the power existed to conquer us neither 
alliance nor annexation could increase our 
resistance for her security. The power of 
Cuba or of Puerto Rico, offensive or defen
sive, is the power of Spain, and the power of 
Jamaica is but the power of Great Britain. 

I wish now to read to my colleagues 
another passage which I believe to be 
worth reading at this time. I hope the 
prophecy of Representative Howard as 
stated on page 5903 will not be fulfilled 
by the Senate: 

At Hawaii these people will remain sur
rounded by the conditions that today sur
round them, addicted to habits, social; 
moral, religious, and political, which today 
characterize them, and there they will re
main to stagnate as the waters of the Dead 
Sea. 

That is what Representative Howard' 
said. I hope that is not true. 

A reading Of the CONGRESSIONAL REC
ORD of 1898, will also disclose that when 
Representative Linney was arguing for 
the adoption of the joint resolution, he 
was interrupted, and the following was 
stated on the floor of the House: 

Mr. MAGUIRE. Will the gentleman vote for 
an amendment to this bill giving statehood 
to Hawaii upon the adoption of the proper 
constitution? -
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Mr. LINNEY. Oh, I have no time to enter 
Into a discussion of that kind now. 

Then, at page 5987 of the RECORD of 
the 55th Congress, 2d session, we find 
Representative Myer stating: 

If we annex Hawaii, we must soon admit 
the country as a State of the Union, with 
only 3 percent of the population Americans, 
or we must keep the islands as a depend
ency-a sort of proconsulate where we can 
maintain rich men's sons in office and gran
deur, or provide for needy and profligate 
politicians, such as those who for long years 
after the war scourged, robbed, and desolated 
the Southern States. At present there is no 
party bold enough to advocate the idea of 
admitting Hawaii as a State of the Union, 
whatever design they may propose in their 
hearts. They do not propose to make the 
Kanakas and Asiatics the equals in political 
power with New York, Ohio, Pennsylvania, 
and Illinois. No. The plan is to have and 
keep Hawaii as a colony or dependency. 

That is what they had to say about it 
on that day and at that time. 

There then appears what Representa
tive Johnson, of Indiana, had to say on 
statehood. It will be found on page 5998 
of the RECORD of June 15, 1898, and I 
read the following from his statement: 

Can you avoid these difficulties, gentle
men, by creating these provinces into Terri
tories after the manner in which our Terri
tories have been accustomed to be admin
istered? Why, sirs, the same incapacity that 
unfits those alien people for statehood unfits 
them also for territorial form of government, 
for in our Territories the people largely gov
ern themselves and manage their own affairs. 

My colleagues will notice that I am 
reading what was said on that day and 
at that time as it appears in the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD. 

What Representative Williams had 
to say at that time will be found at page 
6013 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD: 

Now, there is not a man on this floor, there 
is not a man who hears my voice, who will 
say that he or this Congress contemplates 
the acquisition of Hawaii for the purpose 
of making a State of it. There is not a 
member of the Foreign Affairs Committee 

· that will risk his reputation in the judgment 
of men or put his sincerity to the point of 
criticism by making that statement. On 
the conU:ary, this House is full of men who 
would not vote for this reoolution except 
with the understanding in their own minds 
that Hawaii is not to be introduced as a 
State into the Union. 

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

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.. I 
yield. 

Mr. DANIEL. Does not the Senator 
from Couth Carolina think that is an an
swer to those who have been saying on 
the Senate fioor and elsewhere that 
there was some kind of promise of state
hood, implicit or otherwise, in our tak
ing Hawaii as a Territory? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
That is exactly the reason why I am 
reading from the RECORD at the time 
Hawaii was taken in as a Territory, to 
show that no such thought was in the 
mind of anyone at that time. I do not 
understand how the proponents can say 
that there was a moral understanding 
or promise made to Hawaii in the begin
ning that she would ultimately be ad
mitted as a State. · 

Mr. DANIEL. I am sure the Senator 
from South Carolina will recall that 
some of the proponents of the pending 
bill have argued that we are under a 
moral obligation to admit Hawaii as a 
State because statehood was promised 
the people of Hawaii, or that at least 
there was an understanding that in 
creating an organized Territory there, 
the United States would eventually pre
pare Hawaii for admission as a State. 

However, it seems to me that the dis
tinguished Senator from South Carolina, 
as a result of the research he has con
ducted, has been able to give definite 
proof that at the time when Hawaii was 
taken in as a Territory, there was no 
intention to prepare her for statehood. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. I 
agree with the Senator from Texas that 
at that time it was made very plain that 
the United States would not be under 
any obligation in the future to admit 
Hawaii as a State. In fact, an effort was 
even made to obtain the adoption of a 
resolution to the effect that Hawaii never 
could be admitted as a State. Later in 
my speech I shall discuss that matter. 

Mr. President, I may have overlooked 
some statements by Members of the 
House of Representatives which show 
conclusively that there is no basis for a 
presumption that, in the future, state
hood would be granted to Hawaii. In 
those debates I find no statement by the 
proponents of that subterfuge in refer
ence to what the future might hold in 
store for Hawaii. I find nothing by way 
of a helpful prediction that Hawaii could 
or would become a State. 

Perbaps in the 5,000 pages of testi
mony and exhibits submitted by the 700 
witnesses who appeared before the com
mittee, as recorded in its reports-page 
14---or in the 1,000 pages of the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD I have scanned, the 
proponents of the pending bill can find 
some direct statement, concrete promise, 
inkling, or implication to justify the 
present ambitions of the variegated Ha
waiians or, should I say, statutory Amer
icans? Can anything be found to fortify 
the President's statement and to give 
those of us on this side of the aisle some 
relief in the case of Mr. Truman's erro
neous conclusion? All I could find was a 
statement by Mr. Thurston, who signed 
the treaty which was ratified by the so
called Hawaiian Senate. He also was ac
tive in the 1893 negotiations. He was 
their chief lobbyist in Washington dur
ing the debates to which I have referred. 
He was always hopeful, always a pa
tient soul; but, most, important, he 
was persistent. He said the obvious-
as shown at page 6269 of the CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD-in referring to the reso
lution: 

It does not provide for statehood. It will 
be a question for our successors, not us, to 
settle. 

Mr. President, that is not exactly in 
keeping with our institutions and their 
requirements. Mr. Thurston's succes
sors have been no less persistent, and to
day they are trying very hard. Their 
pride or arrogance, although not their 
insistence or their persistence, may be 
hurt by the revelations I am making. 
I am not one of Mr. Thurston's succes
sors. The question is not for any of his 

successors. I trust I shall not have to 
inquire who they may be. .The question 
is for the Congress. Following this de
bate, the question must be answered 
either by this Senate or by the Senate of 
another day or year. 

Now let us leave the debate in the 
House and consider the proceedings in 
the Senate. 

If anyone wishes evidence of fraud or 
what it cost this country in those days to 
assume the responsibility of administer
ing the affairs of the Hawaiian Islands as 
a Territory, unshakable and convincing 
evidence will be found in the speech of 
a distinguished Senator, from page 6693 
through 6723 Of the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of that era. 

I do not propose to discuss the ques
tionable and unconstitutional features of 
this bill. It is predicated upon the prop
er admission of . those islands as a Ter
ritory. How any lawyer can read the de
velopment of the law of that day, as so 
fully disclosed by Senators Bacon, Petti• 
grew, Lindsey, and Turley, and come to a 
different conclusion is beyond my com
prehension. Will Senators take the time 
to read the reasoning, arguments, and 
precedents given by those Senators? 
Senator Bacon's speech on June 20, 1898, 
appears at page .6645 of the CoNGRES.;. 
SIONAL RECORD. Senator Lindsey's speech 
on July 5, 1898, appears on page 6666 of 
the RECORD. Senator Pettigrew closed 
the debate with an argument in which he 
presented reasons sufllcient to satisfy 
anyone having an open mind. 

The Hawaiian Islands crashed their 
way into our Union as a Territory against 
every rule of constitutional law and 
against every precedent then existing. 
If, when the vote is taken on the pend
ing measure, the temper of the Senate is 
the same as it was the other day on the 
question of executive transgression of 
constitutional authority, the fate of this 
bill cannot be in doubt. The Senate will, 
I am sure, rightly and with equal vigor 
express itself, when asked to perpetuate 
this wrong. The three Senators I have 
mentioned were the forerunners of the 
debate we concluded by our vote on the 
recent George amendment. 

Did any Senator of that day hold out 
any hope for the future for the op
pressed slave laborers or other inhabi
tants of those islands? I think not. 
Certainly the Senate is entitled to know 
about that. At least there should be 
in this RECORD something to justify the 
contentions of the President of the 
United States and those of his immedi
ate predecessors. 

The statements made by many Mem
bers of the Senate show clearly that 
there is no just basis for those Presi
dential conclusions. 

Singularly, the debate in the Senate 
in 1898 was opened by the opposition to 
the resolution. Let me digress here for 
a moment. I repeat when I refer to the 
abnormal situation then existing here in 
the Senate. There was no report from 
the Committee on Foreign Relations sub
mitted with the joint resolution. 

The first to speak was Senator Morrill: 
Listen to the preamble of his argument. 
His first words were: -

:Mr. :MORRILL. :Mr. -President, I shall tres
pass upon the time of the Senate only to 
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state why the annexation of the H~waii.an 
Islands in time of war is more inopportune 
than in time of peace, and also to state some 
of the reasons why I am unable to concur 
with the learned Committee on Foreign Re
ations in regard to such annexation, whether 
by treaty, by joint resolution, by flagrant 
executive usurpation, or in any manner 
which leaves an open door for their admis
sion into the Union as a State. 

The undesirable character of the greater 
part of their ill-gathered races of popula
tion, gathered by contract to long years of 
semi-slavery by sugar employers, does not 
warrant and never can entitle them to an 
equal representation in the Senate of the 
United States with Virginia and M~ssac~us
etts, or with Illinois and Colorado, nor any 
other State. A new member, as a business 
matter, ought not to be pushed into the 
Union without the consent of all the present 
members. We can be their friends without 
taking them into our family. 

I do not suppose many Senators here .will 
acknowledge that they favor the annexation 
of the Hawaiian Islands with the idea that 
they can be at once or ever admitted into 
the Union as a State. Yet they ought to 
know that by the terms here presented, 
copied as they have been from the mori
bund treaty, they are to be admitted into 
some back-door vestibule of the Union and 
may be then admitted as a State at the 
pleasure of Congress. A square denial and 
interdiction of this statehood today, though 
embroidered on the breast of a joint reso
lution or branded on the rump of a treaty, 
will not bind any future Congress against 
admission, but might perhaps induce Presi
dent Dole to inform us t:'l.at anything less 
than as an equal to one of the stars of 
the Union would be unacceptable to him, 
and it is easy to predict what party would 
yield. If the Islands should be annexed, 
no matter upon what terms, there would 
soon be here two men knocking at our doors 
for admission as Senators. As candidates, 
they may even now be weary of waiting. 

The second Senator to address the 
Senate briefly was Senator Bacon. That 
was part of a great speech on the power 
cf the Senate under the Constitution. 
I commend its reading to every Member 
of this body._ He said, at page 6145 of 
the RECORD: 

Mr. BAcON. Mr. President, I presume it will 
be recognized by all that there can be no 
more important question than this before 
the country today. 

If Hawaii coming in as a Territory 
was important, how much more impor
tant it is for us today when we vote upon 
the proposal to bring her in as a State. 
As I have previously stated, we can let 
her come in by a bare majority vote of 
the House and the Senate; but once she 
is admitted, -there is no way ever to 
annul or repeal that action. 

I continue to read from the speech of 
Senator Bacon: 

It is not simply the question of the an
nexation of a very small piece of territory, 
but, considered with reference to the merits 
of the case, it is one which involves the 
utter revolution of the practice and tradi
tions of our Government with reference to 
its benefits to the people and the obligations 
which it lays upon them. 

It is not my purpose at this time to dis
cuss the . general merits of this proposition. 
I am inclined to address the Senate at this 
time because the particular branch of the 
discussion to which I shall direct my atten
tion is one which goes to the root of the 
matter, and which ought, if my contention 
is correct, to control the action of the Senate. 

Before proceeding with it, I think, how
ever, I may be excused for remarking that 

certainly this ls a strange presentation to 
the country; that in a matter of such gravity, 
that in a matter of such wide-reaching im
portance, the advocates of the measure have 
nothing to say. Ordinarily in measures of 
importance which come from the Foreign 
Relations Committee we have a report. In 
this instance the committee have not even 
honored us with a report. Ordinarily not 
only do we have a report, but we have from 
the chairman of that committee or some 
member representing the committee an elab
orate presentation of the reasons why the 
legislation is recommended by that commit
tee. But here we have neither report nor 
presentation. _We have simply presented to 
the Senate a bill which has been passed by 
the House; and without report and without 
discussion those who hold to the affirmative 
ask the Senate to act. It is as if, confident 
of a majority, they should say, "We propose 
to do thus and so, right or wrong, and give 
no reason for it; and what are you going to 
do about it?" That is the attitude which 
the committee occupy in coming before the 
Senate. 

Mr. President, as I stated, it is not my 
purpose to discuss the general merits of the 
proposition to annex the islands of Hawaii, 
certainly not at this time; but I propose to 
present to the Senate a proposition and to 
ask that they may give me their attention 
while I d iscuss it, which, if it be true, as 
I have previously said, ought to control the 
action of the Senate and make them say 
that they will not pass the bill which the 
House has sent to us. 

The proposition which I propose to dis
cuss is that a measure which provides for 
the annexa tion of foreign territory is neces
sarily, essentially, the subject matter of a 
treaty, and that the assumption of the House 
of Representatives in the passage of the bill, 
and the proposition on the part of the For
eign Relations Committee that the Senate 
shall pass the bill, is utterly without warrant 
in the Constitution. 

Senator Pettigrew refuted every pre
sumption that we should admit the Ha
waiian Islands as a State. At page 6229 
Of the RECORD he said: 

Mr. PETTIGREW. Mr. President, I had hoped 
that the controversy with regard to the ac
quisition of new territory, that the contest 
over changing the policy of this country as 
it has existed for a century, that the ques
tion whether we ought to adopt an imperial 
policy and acquire distant colonies to be 
ruled by us against their consent, would, 
in view of existing circumstances, have been 
delayed until this war was over, until the 
whole question could be considered, until the 
American people could have thought upon 
the subject, until we could have decided 
upon a policy as to whether we would revo
lutionize the purposes of this Government, 
and that next winter we would take up this 
question, when we would have time to de
liberately act upon the proposition to for
mulate a colonial policy. 

No one for one moment pretends that we 
intend to admit the Asiatic people of Ha
waii or of the Philippines into full citi
zenship under the Government of this coun
try; but, instead of that, propelled by an 
interest which ha.s gathered around the Cap
itol for the past several months or years, 
an interest in the production of sugar by 
Hawaiian labor, certain gentlemen of less 
patriotism than I hoped they might pos
sess, bring this question here now and un
dertake to force it through Congress as a 
war measure. 

Mr. President, those are plain words. 
Then we find, at page 6269, Senator 

McEnery saying: 
But it is the Intention, unquestion

ably, if it is erected into a Territory, to give 
it at no distant day power and authority 

to frame a constitution preparatory to ad
mission into the Union of the United States. 

Mr. Thurston, the Hawaiian agent at 
Washington, says, speaking of the treaty: 

"It does not provide for statehood. It 
will be a. question for our successors, not 
for us to settle." 

How long will that time be postponed? 
Not any longer than the political party which 
has power in this Government finds it nec
essary to admit it in order to get its polit
ical strength and to place Senators and Rep
resentatives in the Congress of the United 
States. A rotten borough, Oriental, ignor
ant, diseased, corrupt people sending votes 
here to elect a President and Vice Presi
dent of the United States. This is not 
mere conjecture, for the history of this coun
try proves that one of the dangers which 
must be avoided, if possible, is the ·readiness 
to admit any community for political pur
poses, without reference to intelligence or 
to numbers, that can send Representatives 

· to Congress. The consummation of such 
a policy would be an absolute injustice to 
the other States of this Union. It would 
destroy that equality which ought to exist 
among all the States. To have 100,000 peo
ple, two-thirds of whom or more are Asi
atics, represented on this floor upon the same 
equality with the other States of the Union 
would be such an inequality as was never 
contemplated in our form of government. 

We are, Mr. President, adopting a policy 
totally unsuited to our condition. The an
nexation of Hawaii is only a commencement. 
The Philippines will follow. Cuba, Puerto 
Rico, the Canaries, all the Spanish posses
sions; and having these, under this new 
policy we will soon find occasion to wrest the 
Azores and the Madeiras and Cape Verde 
trom Portugal. We have a sufficient number 
of domestic questions to occupy our atten
tion for the next 200 years, and we should 
solve all political and social questions which 
are presented to us before we venture to 
other continents or midocean in search of 
other territory. 

Turning to page 6340, Senator Turley 
said: 

Would any Senator, would any Member of 
the House of Representatives, advocate the 
admission of the Hawaiian Islands as States 
into the Union? Does any man believe that 
the inhabitants of these islands will in years 
and years to come ever possess the qualifi
cations which make safe American citizens? 

I shall now read from what Senator 
Caffery said, at page 6365 of the RECORD 
of June 27, 1898. Senator Caffery was 
from the State of Louisiana. He said: 

I say, Mr. President, that no graver ques
tion has ever arisen before the Congress of 
the United States than that involved in the 
admission of Hawaii under the joint resolu
tion now pending. 

But there is another question of far more 
transcendent moment, and that is the policy 
involved in the matter of annexing these 
transmarine possessions. There is another 
matter involved, in my mind, of no small 
moment, as to whether or not, under the 
conditions of the establishment of the Re
public of Hawaii in 1893, the United States 
Government can, with good faith and with a 
clear conscience, take possession of the Ter
ritory and enfold it under the flag and incor
porate it into the Union. 

Reading further from what Senator 
Caffery .said, at page 6404: 

Is Hawaii a new State? Can Hawaii be 
admitted under this section of the Consti
tution as a new State? If it cannot be ad
mitted as a new State, how can it be admit
ted as a Territory except by treaty? Texas 
was, in a certain sense, a new State. It was 
carved out of territory belonging to Mexico 
originally and erected into a republic. It 
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was a republic of very recent origin. It was 
ln a sense new. It might have been admit
ted, possibly, under this section of the Con
stitution as a new State, provided it can be 
successfully held that the term "new States" 
embraces other than the States to be carved 
out of the then territory belonging to the 
United States by cession from various States. 

Hawaii has been a state since 1823, when 
we first recognized that island as a govern
ment by negotiating a commercial treaty 
·with it. It has been a state ever since. In 
order to obviate the difficulty of introducing 
it into the Union under her nondescript con
stitution, which, in my opinion, is unrepubli
can in form, the expedient has been resorted 
to of procuring the annihilation of that state 
and introducing it as a Territory into the 
United States. 

When the negotiations between Hawaii and 
the United States were current Hawaii was 
a state. She could only contract to be ad
mitted to the Union as a state. She made 
the contract in the capacity of a state-and 
quite an old state at that--and in order to 
obviate the objections that have been urged 
to the very singular and phenomenal con
stitution that Hawaii possessed, they re
sorted to the expediency of annihilating 
themselves, committing a kind of state sui
cide, destroying themselves, and having 
themselves admitted into the Union as a 
Territory. 

On the same page will be found an
other short statement by Senator Caf
fery: 

Why, sir, it has been contended that half 
a dozen or any small number of Americans 
going to any country in the world and by 
hook or by crook obtaining the dominancy 
in that country, have a right of themselves, 
to ask the United states to take that coun
try into its domain and to shelter it with its 
flag. 

The fraud of admitting Hawaii was 
touched upon by Senator Bate. of Ten
nessee. He said, at page 6518 of the 
RECORD: 

The Constitution recognizes in the Execu
tive and the Senate the power to make 
treaties, and the House of Representatives 
has nothing to do with it. This Hawaiian 
treaty was sent to the Senate by the Presi
dent, bringing to bear the powers of the 
Executive and the powers granted to the 
Senate to perfect it, and in order that action 
by this body might be had for or against it. 

Not only has the treatymaking power been 
granted by the Constitution to the Executive 
and to the Senate, but additional guards 
have likewise been thrown around it. It 
has to be done in a solemn way, generally in 
executive or secret session. In addition 
thereto, so much dignity is attached to leg
islating upon a treaty that the Constitution 
throws around it the additional guard of 
saying that it shall be ratified by a two
thirds vote before it can be approved. 

This treaty, then, has not received any 
two-thirds vote; and, sir, without being too 
critical, I find that those who are in favor 
of it do not desire to have a test upon that 
question even in executive session, for fear 
that it would not pass the necessary two
thirds vote. I believe it would not. 

As further evidence of the fraud, here 
1s what Senator Bate had to say at page 
6525 of the RECORD: 

Mr. President, this country cannot afford 
to accept a gift of a whole people from 
donors without authority. We ought not 
to accept a transfer of all the dearest rights 

· of a people--their Government. their alle
giance, their happiness, and their welfare-
without ascertaining in the clearest possible 
manner the consent and sentiment of that 

people. We are asked by these Hawaiian 
authorities-if I may properly use that 
term-to accept a gift of an archipelago, 
with all its people, without stopping to in
quire whether the people desire the transfer·. 
By accepting this gift we are incorporating 
into this Union thousands of natives and 
foreigners of all countries of whom we have 
little knowledge, and that little does not 
commend them to our people. We are to 
take those people, willing or unwilling, na
tives, Chinese, Japanese, Portuguese, South 
Sea Islanders, Europeans, and Americans, 
some of whom, no doubt, "left their countries 
for their countries' good." 

We are not to pause and ask their consent 
to our governing them, but we are to join 
with the Hawaiian oligarchy in compelling 
an unwilling people to become the unwilling 
subjects of a distant country. I use the 
term unwilling, because, first, we do not 
know their will; and, second, it is a fair 
presumption that ever y people is unwilling 
to be transferred to another and unknown 
allegiance; and, third, because the Hawaiian 
oligarchy has never attempted to consult 
the will of the people. I use the term 
"subjects" unknown heretofore to American 
political terminology, because these natives, 
Chinese, Japanese, Portuguese, and South 
Sea Islanders cannot become citizens. One 
experiment already made in creating citizens 
under the pressure of war has demonstrated 
the unwisdom of haste in the important 
matter of American citizenship. 

Even the Secretary of State who nego
tiated the treaty of annexation, which 
was converted into a joint resolution
who retired for some reason before the 
joint resolution was passed-said this: 

The events of the future are beyond the 
vision of mankind, but I hope that our people 
will be content with internal growth and 
avoid the complications of foreign acquisi
tions. Our family of States is already large 
enough to create embarrassment in the S.en
ate, and a Republic should not hold de
pendent provinces or possessions. Every new 
acquisition will create embarrassments. 
Canada and Mexico as independent republics 
will be more valuable to the United States 
than if carved into additional States. The 
Union already embraces discordant elements 
enough without adding others. If my life is 
prolonged, I will do all I can to add to the 
strength and prosperity of the United States. 
but nothing to extend its limits or to add 
new dangers by acquisition of foreign 
territory. 

The debate of the annexationists was 
concluded in a very delightful manner 
by the distinguished Senator from Mas
sachusetts, Mr. Hoar, who had a great 
capacity for fanciful phrasemaking and 
sentimental discourse. His reasons were 
quite diversionary and irrelevant but 
nonetheless entertaining. What did he 
say about statehood as a promise for the 
future? I quote from page 6663 of the 
RECOTID of July 5, 1898: 

It is said they will come in as a State some
time. But they will not come in as a State 
unless they are fit to be a State. If they 
have got hereafter a population of a million 
or 1,500,000 of American lineage and Ameri
can character and American ideals, a popu
lation like that of Washington, or like that 
of Colorado, they will come in and we will 
welcome them. But if they are unfit, they 
will not come in. 

One of the 20 objections to the treaty 
considered in executive session and 
never made public at the time and pos
sibly one of the best was the fifth objec
tion to which I have heretofore referred. 
It is: we do not want Hawaii as a State 

with two Senators. What was the an
swer of the Foreign Affairs Committee 
of the Senate to that objection? It will 
be found on page 51 of Report No. 68i 
in Senate documents. volume 3. .I wish 
to call the Senate's attention to only two 
sentences. They are: 

It will be a question for our successors 
and not for us to settle. They will be deal
ing with their own fortunes and fates and 
not with ours. 

Mr. President, what a remarkable 
statement. It proves the motive of those 
who were acting at that time. They 
place upon us the responsibilty of exe
cution. My conception is that we legis
late for ourselves an<} posterity. We 
perform a poor function if, through lack 
of wisdom or regard for the future of 
ourselves and our country, we do not 
consider the future. The sacrifices of 
the colonists, of the Founding Fathers. 
the blood of the Revolution. the struggles 
during the Civil War for a common 
united purpose were of no concern to 
the majority of that day. What a trav
esty upon the proper conception of our 
sworn legal and moral responsibilities. 

I have given the Senate the benefit of 
these assertions of our predecessors be
cause of the implications-moral and 
legal-which it is said we are under, and 
to dispel the fog the unsubstantial as
sertions from high places create. 

I shall not quote the legal arguments 
to prove that the admission of these is
lands was fraudulently procured. The 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of those days af
fords convincing proof of it and fully 
justify the first premise of my argument. 

By the same token, the United States 
did not need these islands for defensive 
purposes. The leading military and 
naval authorities of that day so . ad
mitted. The CONGRESSIONAL RECORD is 
overflowing with their admissions. I 
shall quote only one admission. The 
leading general of that day, Lieutenant 
General Schofield, after whom Schofield 
Barracks in Honolulu are named, testi
fied at a hearing, and his testimony was 
quoted by Representative Williams, of 
Mississippi, who said: 

Now, I am going to publish the cross ex
amination of General Schofield made by me 
before the committee, and I do not believe 
there will be a Member of this House who 
will not agree that General Schofield did 
say that "the only essential thing"-! am 
quoting his very language--was "the harbor 
at Pearl Harbor." Then Admiral Walker 
came, and he was asked a question as to 
the possibilities of fortifying this position, 
and he said it would cost $500,000. and with 
that amount of money all the navies in the 
world could not take it if we did not own 
anything else in the Hawaiian Islands. 
[Applause.] 

The following is the cross examination 
of General Schofield referred to, quoted 
from the committee's publication of the 
hearings had before the House Commit
tee on Foreign Affairs on May 10, 1898, 
beginning on page 4: 

Mr. Wn.LIAMS. What is the capacity for 
defense of the harbor already granted to the 
United States? How far does it extend, how 
is it situated, and how could it be defended? 

General ScHOFIELD. As it exists today it 
has no capacity for defense at all, but its 
natural adapt~bility is very great, and it is 
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naturally as perfect as any harbor I know of 
in the world. It consists of a narrow chan
nel several miles long leading from the ocean 
into a deep bay, where there is ample an
chorage for all naval fleets of the world. 

Mr. WU.LIAMS. What is our present grant 
there? 

General ScHOFIELD. Just the right to hold 
and use, and improve and fortify that 
harbor, as I understand. 

Mr. Wn..LIAMs. In peace or war? 
General ScHOFIELD. I believe there is some 

question about the perpetuity of it, but that 
is a question--

Mr. WU.LIAMS. Leaving the question of per
petuity aside, as long as the grant exists it 
is a grant extending to time of war as well 
as to time of peace? 

General ScHOFIELD. Undoubtedly, and yet 
the condition of the grant is that it shall be 
improved in time of peace. When a time 
of war comes on, you could not improve it. 

Mr. WILLIAMs. We have the right to hold 
and fortify and use it in time of war as we 
choose? 

General ScHOFIELD. That 1s the original 
grant. 

Mr. WILLIAMs. Is there any difficulty, say, 
tn a fleet sailing from San Francisco to relieve 
the Philippine Islands going in that har
bor--

General ScHOFIELD. You cannot get in 
there; you have to cut open a channel before 
you can get into a safe harbor. The harbor 
at Honolulu is absolutely worthless as a war 
harbor. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The reason you cannot get 
tn there is on account of the physical trouble 
in the channel, not a political or sovereignty 
trouble? 

General ScHOFIELD. No. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. You speak of the easy de

fense of the harbor in your main statement. 
Does that easy defense of the harbor apply 
with equal force to the defense of all these 
islands? 

General ScHoFIELD. They need no defense. 
There is no other harbor in all the islands, 
except this one, valuable for a naval harbor. 

Mr. President. as a part of my conten
tion that Hawaii is not entitled to be
come a State and that we secured pos
session of these islands pursuant to a 
scheme to satisfy the greed of the ship
ping and sugar trusts. let me cite the 
minority repDrt of the Foreign Affairs 
Committee of the House. It will be re
membered-and the statement will bear 
repeating-that the Senate committee 
did not have the temerity to make are
port. They had the necessary votes to 
railroad the United States into posses
sion of the islands, and a report would 
have been a waste of time during those 
hot summer months of 1898 in a non-air
conditioned Chamber and committee 
room. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in my 
remarks the Report and Resolutions of 
Minority, which appears on page 6016 of 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD Of June 15, 
1898. 

There being no objection, the report 
and resolutions of minority was ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

REPORT AND RESOLUTIONS OF MINORITY 
We, the undersigned members of the Com

mittee on Foreign Affairs, report adversely 
to the passage of the joint resolution, for the 
following reasons: 

1. The people -or Hawaii have not been 
consulted about the proposed annexation. 

2. The people of the United States have 
not been consulted about the proposed an-

nexation. In fact, we believe and charge 
that the only hope for Hawaiian annexation, 
and therefore the desire of the annexation
ists, is to consummate their scheme under 
the cry of "war emergency" before the Amer
ican people can be consulted. In the case 
of Texas the question of annexation had 
been one of the issues before the people and 
had been decided by the nomination and 
election of those favorable thereto. 

3. The annexation in the matter proposed 
is unconstitutional. There are two consti
tutional methods of increasing the domain 
of our country. One is under the treaty
making power, as all of our territory, in
cluding Louisiana, save Texas, has been ac
quired. This is not the means resorted to 
here. It was the means first tried, and con
fessedly it failed. The other is under that 
clause of the Federal Constitution, which 
gives the power to admit new States. The 
power applies only to States, not to territory 
avowedly not wanted for purposes of state
hood, not to colonies, not to military or naval 
stations. It is true that the Supreme Court, 
in an obiter dictum, has construed the lan
guage "new State," beyond its manifest in
tendment, to mean territory avowedly pro
pose.rt to be erected into a State or States. 
Even granting, for the sake or argument, 
that this obiter dictum is court-made con
stitutionality, it does not apply to the case 
of Hawaii, because the advocates of its an
nexation · not only do not avow any purpose 
to erect it into a State, but base their argu
ment upon a contrary intent, and thereby 
obtain the votes of many who would other
wise be against the scheme. (19 How. U.s. 
446, 447.) 

4. The islands are too remote, being 2,100 
miles from the nearest point of our coast, 
and furnish too much additional coastline 
to be defended, the patrol line around them 
being over 800 miles. 

5. The population is not racially, nor re
ligiously, nor otherwise homogeneous with 
our own. 

6. Political dominion over the islands is 
not commercially necessary. 

7. The islands are not from n. naval or 
military standpoint necessary to our de
fense, as was admitted by General Schofield 
before the committee when he said there 
was but one harbor on the island which 
could be fitted up as a point d'appui against 
us. That harbor we already have. Nor are 
they in any manner necessary, unless we 
wish as a people to take a new departure 
from our historical course and become a 
colonial power, and, therefore, one of the 
troublesome and entangling concert of great 
powers. If that course shall ever be wise, 
we are not ready for it now, and are not 
even willing or ready to get ready for it. At 
least 50 years of home strengthening and 
home growth may well be given our people 
before launching out into this new depar
ture, inimical to our present, if not to our 
ultimate, interest, and contrary not only to 
the teachings of our fathers, but to the lines 
of policy along which we have been so mar
velously successful and peaceful and happy 
in the past. 

8. Even if, for the sake of argument, it 
be granted, first, that Hawaii would be a 
source of material danger to us if in the 
hands of a foreign power; and, second, that 
there exists a single nation willing in the 
face of our repeated diplomatic declarations 
of our position with regard to the islands to 
incur the dangers of war with us in order 
to seize or hold them-and we refer to his
tory, including diplomatic correspondence 
with Great Britain and Japan, and also to 
our geographical situation with regard to 
other and nearer islands under the sover
eignty of foreign powers for a disproof of 
both assertions-then this danger may be 
met when the first overt act or open dec
laration shows its actual existence, or may 

be prevented and forestalled now by the 
passage of the following resolution, which 
we offer as a substitute to those reported by 
the majority, to wit: 

"Joint resolution to announce the policy of 
the United States relative to the Hawaiian 
Islands 
"'Resolved, etc.-
"1. That the United States will view as 

an act of hostility any attempt upon the 
part of any government of Europe or Asia 
to take or hold possession of the Hawaiian 
Islands or to exercise upon any pretext or 
under any conditions sovereign authority 
therein. 

"2. That the United States hereby an
nounces to the people of those islands and 
to the world their guaranty of the independ
ence of the people of the Hawaiian Islands 
and their firm determination to maintain 
the same." 

HUGH A. DINSMORE, 
CHAMP CLARK. 
JOHNs. WU.LIAMS. 
WM. M. HOWARD. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, a substantial part of the 
press of that day opposed the joint reso
lution. Included among them were the 
following: The American Agriculturist, 
the Cleveland Leader, the New York 
Times, New York World, Omaha Bee, 
Philadelphia Ledger, Philadelphia Rec
ord, Pittsburgh Post, Pittsburgh Dis
patch, St. Louis Post, St. Louis Republic, 
and the Springfield Republican. 

I shall quote at this time from two of 
those newspapers. They are all of the 
same tenor. From the debates of that 
era, I can see how true were the words 
of the New York Times. One issue of 
that day had this to say: 

Against the annexation of Hawaii as a war 
measure, suggested and justified by the 
exigencies of war, very little would or could 
be said. For the national defense or the 
speedier defeat of the enemy we could afford 
to override tradition and take up problems 
to be solved in the future. 

But the annexation of these islands is not 
a war necessity; that is an impudent pre
tense. The suggestion is not an outcome of 
the war. It originated long ago with a set 
of plotters and schemers. A vulgar money 
job lies at the bottom of the transaction. 
That makes the effort to sneak the thing 
through as a measure of patriotism peculiarly 
nauseating. It is the motive of the original 
annexationists even more than the annexa
tion itself that offends and disgusts. 

How pertinent was the comment of a. 
Philadelphia newspaper? The Philadel
phia Record put it this way: 

Hawaii will make its entry into the Union 
as the result of a Caesarean operation-by 
an avoidance of natural, popular, and con
stitutional methods. The treaty of annexa
tion was never approved by the Hawaiian 
people; it could never have been ratified by 
the American Senate. The right of the Ha
waiians to decide their own destiny and 
the right of the people of the United States 
to safeguard their own Constitution have 
been disregarded. 

When the Organic Act of April 30, 1900, 
for the Territory of Hawaii was under 
consideration by the House of Repre
sentatives, so eager was that body to 
foreclose forever the thought that in tak
ing these islands into our possession we 
would open the door which might lead 
to statehood, Representative Hill, of Con
necticut, offered an amendment to the 

I 
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organic act. His proposed amendment, 
section 105, was as follows: 

Nothing in this act shall be construed, 
t aken, or held to imply a pledge or promise 
t h at the Territory of Hawaii will at 8/ny fu
ture time be admitted as a State or attached 
to any State. 

The proposed amendment was defeated 
by the unanswerable force and weight of 
the argument of Representative Wil
liams. His reasoning, in his own words, 
was as follows: 

Mr. Chairman (addressing the House as the 
Committee on the Whole), there are two 
opinions as to the legal status of Territories 
of the United States. One is that under the 
Constitution every Territory is necessarily in 
process of formation for statehood. The 
other is that this view is a mere dictum of a 
court and is not law. · 

Now, let us take both sides of that proposi
tion. If the announcement of the court be 
81 decision, then the amendment of the gen
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. Hill] would 
place upon the statute books an unconstitu
tional pronouncement. If, upon the other 
hand, the contention of the other side is 
correct and the announcement of the court 
be mere obiter dictum and it be not true 
that a Territory is necessarily a country in 
process of formation for statehood, then the 
gentleman's am.endment is unnecessary. 

Now, why is it unnecessary? For two rea
sons: First, if Congress desires to prevent 
Hawaii from becoming a State it has a very 
easy method of preventing it, and that is 
simply never to vote to make Hawaii a State. 
And then there is another reason why it is 
unnecessary. Even if this Congress could 
bind all successive Congresses, as far as any 
Congress can possibly bind another, by an 
utterance to the effect that Hawaii should 
never become a State, that act of this Con
gress could be repealed by the very next Con
gress, or the very next Congress after that, if 
that Congress chose. Therefore, I think I 
agree with the gentleman who is chairman 
of the committee, without repeating the lan
guage of my old friend, Mr. Walker, that this 
thing is "demnition nonsense," either be
cause it is unconstitutional or else because 
1t is unnecessary. 

What have the proponents of the pend
ing bill to say now in opposition to the 
dicta from all the opinions of courts in 
the reports of the committees of 1954 
or 1951? Were any promises made? 
Was tutelage involved? Were the 
precedents relating to the Territories 
within our natural continental limits to 
govern us? To give an honest answer 
to the question is to reply in the negative. 

There ought to be a way to deal with 
the Hawaiian situation, in the same way 
we have dealt with the Philippine situa
tion. There ought to be a way to deal 
with it as we have dealt with the Puerto 
Rican situation, or any other situation 
concerning which, upon reflection, we 
find that the decision was a mistake of 
the past, however it may have been made. 

In view of the sentiment so ably ex
pressed by the illustrious Representatives 
and Senators whom I have quoted, and 
the unassailable positions taken by them 
on the constitutional authority involved, 
can it be said that the Senate or the 
American people have a moral or legal 
duty imposed upon them to admit the 
Hawaiian Islands to statehood, or, on 
the other hand, that Hawaii has earned 
a right to statehood? I will protest it 
as long as I am given the breath of 

life to do so. I shall not by my vote 
perpetuate a fraud upon the American 
people, eitl}.er a fraud in fact or a trans
gression of constitutional authority. 
It is no answer to my conscience that 
others have done it. 

Any movement to strengthen our con
stitution should command our support 
and attention. Any act, judicial, execu
tive, or legislative, which may tend to 
weaken, undermine, or dissipate our 
strength, should be repelled. I firmly 
believe the pending measure will not help 
the United States. Any act which turns 
us from the landmarks and precepts of 
our Founding Fathers and the great 
over-all course charted for us by the 
wisest leaders of our past is fraught with 
grave danger and perilous uncertainty. 

The Senate now has under consider
ation such a measure, which had its 
effective beginning in the summer of 
1898, not, as the report of committee 
says, with President Pierce in a pro
posed treaty of 1854. The unratified 
treaty is, according to the report of the 
committee-page 14-the genesis of the 
present bill. The genesis was in Hawaii, 
where the same forces are generating 
the same old pressure their forebears did. 

Some, individually and collectively, err 
through ignorance; some err by pressure 
of events and propaganda; others by fol
lowing the noise of the crowd; others for 
the sake of party regularity. Some err 
for sentiment's sake. There are others 
who often err for vengeance's sake. Sad
ly but truly it must be said that others 
err through sheer design to accomplish 
ulterior purposes. That is precisely how 
I characterize the proceedings of the 
second session of the 55th Congress. 

Who is there today who can justly say 
there is a moral or legal duty imposed on 
me, in the exercise of my constitutional 
responsibility as a Member of this body, 
to perpetuate for all time to come this 
fraud upon the American people? As the 
debate progresses I shall discuss the oth
er two main objectives which I have 
raised earlier in my remarks today. I 
shall also, before I conclude my remarks 
on those points, take the liberty of mak .. 
ing some observations of my own in ref
erence to the reports of the committees 
on Hawaii, the one in 1951, as well as the 
one of this year. 

Thus far, suffice it for me to say, I am 
not persuaded by the endorsements of 
the groups whose names appear in the 
report. I am not persuaded by the ap
peals to sentiment. I only regret that 
the advisers of our Presidents did not do 
what I have gone to the trouble of doing 
for the Senate today. Those endorse
ments have merely whetted my appetite 
for more and more of the facts regarding 
the genesis of our relations with these 
islands. I have tried to recall some of 
the trickery, the chicanery, and the de
ceit practiced upon the American people 
in connection with the original annexa
tion of these islands and the genesis of 
that movement. The motives thus dis
closed, the wrongs thus infiicted, and the 
error of the past have thus become re
vealed to us. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I call the 
attention of the Senate to the fact that 

every great nation which finally has fal
len or disintegrated first had passed 
through a period of annexation and ex
pansion leading to a state of weakness. 
I hope the United States of America will 
not have that experience. After all, to
day the United States of America is the 
strongest nation in the world, not only 
financially, but from the standpoint of 
having one of the best governments. 
Taking the people of our country as a 
whole, I think they are the best in the 
world. Certainly I believe the United 
States of America is the most Christian 
nation in the world. 

Regardless of the Senate's decision on 
the pending measure, I believe that so 
long as the United States leans upon God 
for guidance and help our Nation will 
continue to exist. However, if America 
expands, becomes greedy, and forgets 
God, she will be destroyed. 

Mr. DANIEL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from South Carolina yield to me 
at this point? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. UP
TON in the chair). Does the Senator 
from South Carolina yield to the Senator 
from Texas? 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
I yield. 

Mr. DANIEL. I simply wish to ex
press to the Senator from South Carolina 
my appreciation of his remarks, and 
especially of the excellent research he 
has conducted into the arguments which 
were made on the floor of the House of 
Representatives and on the floor of the 
Senate at the time when Hawaii was 
being considered for admission as a 
Territory. 

In the course of his speech today and 
his quotations from the Members of 
Congress who participated in the debate 
at the time when Hawaii was being con
sid~red for admission as a Territory, I 
believe the Senator from South Carolina 
has shown that there was no intention 
or promise that Hawaii would later be 
admitted as a State. 

On the contrary, the Senator from 
South Carolina has shown that the Mem
bers of Congress who then participated 
in the debate felt there was no assur .. 
ance whatever that Hawaii would even-

·-tually be admitted to statehood. As the 
Senator from South Carolina has shown, 
some of those Members of Congress 
stated quite clearly that the admission 
of Hawaii as a Territory was not to be 
taken as an indication that she would 
later be admitted as a State. I think 
the Senator from South Carolina has 
shown that very well this afternoon. 

In fact, Mr. President, thus far in the 
debate I have not heard any Member 
of the Senate submit any evidence to the 
effect that the United States is morally 
bound to admit Hawaii as a State or that 
our Nation has promised that that would 
be done. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I thank the Senator from 
Texas for his comments. I, too, feel that 
the United States is not under any legal 
or moral obligation to admit Hawaii as 
a State. I do not believe it possible to 
find in the RECORD anything to substan
tiate the view, as held by some, that at 
any time, especially at the time when 
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Hawaii was admitted as a Territory, the 
United States promised that in the future 
she would be admitted as a State. Cer
tainly the United States has never made 
such a promise. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Barrett 
Butler, Md. 
Clements 
Daniel 
Dworshak 
Gore 
Hill 

Johnson, Colo. Smith, Maine 
Johnson, Tex. Stennis 
Johnston, S. C. Symington 
Malone Upton 
Martin Watkins 
Payne 
Saltonstall 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo
rum is not present. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I move that the Sergeant at Arms be 
directed to request t,b.e attendance of 
absent Senators. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Massachusetts. [Put
ting the question. J 

The "noes" appear to have it; the 
"noes" have it, and the motion is re
jected. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PR:IDSIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas will state it. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. As I under
stand, under the previous order, a mo
tion is now in order that the Senate 
take a recess until Monday. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas is correct. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
in accordance with the order previously 
entered, I move that the Senate stand 
in recess until 12 o'clock noon on Mon
day next. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator froni Massachusetts. As 
many as favor the motion will say "aye." 
Opposed, "no.'' The ''ayes" appear to 
have it. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I withhold the motion and I yield to the 
Senator from Colorado. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, a parliamentary inquiry. 

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

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Under 
the Senate's present status, in seeking a 
quorum, can any motion be made, can a 
speech be made, or can any action be 
taken except to recess? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair understands that because of the 
absence of a quorum, no business is in 
order except a motion to recess, or to 
take steps to develop a quorum. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Out of 
order, Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No de
bate is in order. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I ask 
unanimous consent to address the Senate 
for 1 minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate cannot transact business in the 
absence of a quorum. The only business 
in order is a motion to recess, or to take 
steps to develop a quorum. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President, I was on my feet preparing 
to ask for a division at the time the 
decision was made that the motion to 
direct the Sergeant at Arms was re
jected. I understood the Chair to say 
that the "ayes" had it, and then the 
Chair said the "noes" had it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
was on the motion to recess. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. 
President-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will put the motion again. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALLJ to take a recess until Mon
day next, under the order previously 
entered. As many as favor the motion 
will say "aye." 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

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

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Is the Chair 
now putting the question on the motion 
to recess? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Or is the Chair 
putting the question on the motion to 
instruct the Sergeant at Arms to request 
the attendance of absent Senators? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the motion to recess. 

As many as favor the motion will say 
"aye." Opposed "no." The "noes" have 
it, and the motion is rejected. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Is a motion to 
direct the Sergeant at Arms to request 
the attendance of absent Senators in 
order at this time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
motion was rejected. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. What is the 
parliamentary status at this time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In the 
absence of a quorum, the only business 
which may be transacted is a motion to 
recess. 

RECESS TO MONDAY 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 

in accordance with the order previously 
entered, I move that the Senate stand in 
recess until 12 o'clock noon on Monday 
next. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Massachusetts. [Put
ting the question.] 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 
4 o'clock and 34 minutes p. m.) the 
Senate took a recess, the recess being, 
under the order previously entered, un
till Monday, March 22, 1954, at 12 
o'clock meridian. 

SENATE 
MoNDAY, MARcH 22,1954 

(Legislative day ot 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: 
- 0 God, from whom all the holy desires, 
all good counsels, and all just works do 
proceed: At another week's beginning, 
with pressing duties crowding about us 
we pause in the stillness to implore the 
strength outside ourselves, without 
which our labors are in vain. We come 
conscious that we can do little to help 
our sorely agitated day if its outer dis
cord is matched by the inner confusion 
of our own lives. "Breathe through the 
heats of our desire Thy coolness and Thy 
balm." We would remember, as we bow 
before Thee, that because we are Thy 
children we deny and betray our own 
heritage if we allow any fear to fetter 
us, save the fear of being faithless to our 
trust. May our lives be emptied of all 
which shames us in the light of Thy 
presence, so that, in this hour of the 
Nation's danger and desperate need, 
through us Thy will may be done. As 
we face the work of this and every day 
keep us near the world's great altar 
stairs of prayer that slope through dark
ness up to Thee. We ask it in the dear 
Redeemer's name. Amen. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate 

having recessed on Friday last under a 
previous order, with a quorum not being 
present, the Secretary will call the roll to 
develop a quorum. 

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and 
the following Senators answered to their 
names: 
Aiken Gillette McCarran 
Anderson Goldwater McCarthy 
Barrett Gore McClellan 
Beall Green Millikin 
Bennett Griswold Monroney 
Burke Hayden Morse 
Bush Hennings Mundt 
Butler, Md. Hickenlooper Murray 
Butler, Nebr. Hill Neely 
Byrd Hoey Payne 
Capehart Humphrey Potter 
Carlson Hunt Purtell 
Case Ives Robertson 
Chavez Jenner Russell 
Clements Johnson, Colo. Saltonstall 
Cooper Johnson, Tex. Schoeppel 
Cordon Johnston, S. C. Smith, Maine 
Daniel Kefauver Smith, N.J. 
Dirksen Kilgore Sparkman 
Douglas Knowland Stennis 
Duff Langer Symington 
Dworshak Lehman Thye 
Ellender Long Upton 
Ferguson Magnuson Watkins 
Flanders Malone Welker 
Frear Mansfield Wiley 
Fulbright Martin Williams 
George Maybank Young 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER]. 
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
BRIDGES], and the Senator from Cali
fornia [Mr. KuCHELl are necessarily 
absent. 
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