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escape clause investigation by the Tariff 
Commission and your rejection of the unani· 
mous finding of the Tariff Commission. 

The testimony at the public hearings also 
clearly showed that the proposal which the 
Secretary of the Interior now recommends 
on behalf of the administration is almost 
id,entical in effect to a proposal that was 
before the Committee on Ways and Means in 
1953 and on which a strongly adverse report 
was submitted by the State Department. 
The State Department set forth 10 reasons 
why this proposal was inadvisable and con· 
trary to the national interest. This report 
was made a ·part of the recent public hear· 
ings. 

The proposal which the administration has 
now recommended would not become effec
tive, in event of its enactment, until Jan· 
uary 1, 1958. Yet, under the national secu
rity amendment any relief found appropriate 
could be put into effect by you almost im
mediately. Also, under the escape clause I 
see no reason why you cannot direct the 
Tariff Commission to report to you within 
a stated time as to measures which it may 
deem appropriate for relief of these indus
tries, and I see no reason why you could 
not have done so on June 19, the date of 
the proposal, or even earlier for that matter. 
It is clear from the testimony presented to 
our committee, aside from the merits of the 
proposal, that relief can be afforded by yo·u 
much more speedily than would be the case 
even with enactment of the proposal. 

As you of course know, I have been a 
strong and consistent supporter of the recip
rocal trade agreements program since the 
inception of the program in 1934. I have 
consistently supported and· worked for pro-

SENATE 
WEDNESDAY, AucusT 21, 1957 

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

0 Thou who art from everlasting to 
everlasting, while granting Thy grace 
for the tasks of this day, give us, we 
pray Thee, an elevated vision, that we 
may see hours and days in the perspec
tive of the long years. May we toil in 
these fields of time in the sense of the 
eternal, with the constant realization 
that a lifetime here is but a second in the 
eternal plan of the God of the ages, to 
whom a thousand years are but as yes
terday when it is past. Undiscouraged 
and undismayed by the imperfections of 
mankind barely emerging from the nur
sery of his destiny, teach us Thy pa
tience, as we labor on in the hope that 
sends a shining ray far down the fu
ture's broadening way. In the dear Re
deemer's name, we ask it. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
On request of Mr. JoHNSON of Texas, 

and by unanimous consent, the Journal 
of the proceedings of Tuesday, August 
20, 1957, was approved, and its reading 
was dispensed with. · 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States submitting 
nominations were communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre
taries. 

posals which you have made to continue 
our foreign-trade policies, including, for 
example, your proposal during the last Con· 
gress and in this Congress for approval by 
the Congress for membership in OTC. 

You have gone on record strongly sup
porting the reciprocal trade agreements 
program. At your request the Congress has 
provided three extensions of your authority 
during your administration. An important 
consideration of the Congress in providing 
these extensions was the fact that should 
trade agreements concessions result in such 
import competition that domestic indus
tries are injured or are threatened with 
injury you would have the · authority where 
it is in the national interest to relieve do
mestic industries of such injury. 

I cannot refrain from expressing to you 
my very great concern as to the impact of a 
proposal such as the one which your ad
ministration has made concerning lead and 
zinc on the whole structure of the trade
agreements program. In stating this, I do 
not intend to imply that the lead and zinc 
industries may not need relief. My con
cern is due to the fact that this proposal 
would completely bypass existing authority 
given you in present trade-agreements legis
lation. You are asking the Congress to do 
that which you already have ample authority 
to do. The authority which you have is not 
selective, but broad and general, and applies 
to any and all industries which are injured 
or threatened with injury as a result of 
trade-agreements concessions. I am sure 
you are aware of the fact that there are 
many other industries that are asking for 
relief from import competition. Among 
these are textiles, velveteen and ginghams, 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid 

before the Senate messa:ges from the 
President of the United States submit
ting sundry nominations, which were 
referred to the appropriate committees. 

(For nominations this day received, 
see the end of Senate proceedings.) 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message froin the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed a joint resolution <H. 
J. Res. 351) to establish a Lincoln Ses
quicentennial Commission, in which it 
requested the concurrence of the Senate. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
The message also announced that the 

Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills, and they were 
signed by the Vice President: 

S. 319. An act to provide for the convey
ance to the State of Maine of certain lands 
located in such State; 

S. 364. An act for the relief of the village 
of Wauneta, Nebr.; 

S. 534. An act to amend section 702 of the 
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, in order to au
thorize the construction, reconditioning, or 
remodeling of vessels under the provisions of 
such section in shipyards in the continental 
United States; 

s. 538. An act to amend Public Law 298, 
84th Congress, relating to the Corregidor
Bataan Memorial Commission, and for other 
pUJ;poses; 

S. 556. An act to provide for the convey
ance of certain real property of the United 
States situated in Clark County, Nev., to 
the State of Nevada for the use of the Nevada 

tuna fish, hardwood-plywood, stainless steel 
flatware, fluorspar, natural gas, petroleum, 
and many others. There are numerous bills 
now pending before the Committee on Ways 
and Means which would provide relief from 
import competition on the above specified 
items and many additional ones. I am con
fident that you would not want to see the 
Congress bypass and undermine your pres
ent authority under trade-agreements legis
lation by acting on individual items. 

I sincerely urge you to personally review 
the situation in the lead and zinc industries 
and the proposal submitted to the Congress. 
Upon such a review, I am sure you will be 
convinced as I am that you do have ample 
authority to provide such relief as you deem 
necessary in the national interest to the lead 
and zinc industries. I am also confident 
that you will agree that to bypass the exist
ing provisions of our trade-agreements law 
will undermine the trade-agreements pro· 
gram. 

I can only observe in closing that there is 
considerable sentiments that in ·the ab
sence of your exercising such authority as 
you may have for an expansion of our for
eign trade and the protection of domestic 
industries, the Congress will be forced to 
study again the delegation of authority 
made to yo'U under the trade-agreements 
legislation. This is an eventuality which 
neither you nor I would contemplate with 
equanimity. 

The other 14 Democratic members of the 
Committee on Ways and Means concur with 
me in this letter. 

Very cordially yours, 
JERE COOPER, 

Chairman , Committe.e on Ways and Means. 

State Board of Fish and Game Commission
ers; 

S. 620. An act to transfer ownership to Al
legany County, Md., of a bridge loaned 
to such county by the Bureau of Public 
Roads; 

S. 919. An act to provide that certain em
ployees in the postal field service assigned 

~ to road duty, and rural carriers, shall receive 
the benefit of holidays created by Executive 
order, memorandum, or other administrative 
action by. the President; 

S. 1113. An act to provide for the convey
ance of certain lands of the United States 
to the -city of Gloucester, Mass.; 

S. ·1417. An act relating to the affairs of 
the Osage Tribe of Indians in Oklahoma; 

S. 1556. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the States of Montana, North 
Dakota, South Dakota, and Wyoming to ne
gotiate and enter into a contract relating 
to their interest in, and the apportionment 
of, the waters of the Little Missouri River 
and its tributaries as they affect such States, 
and for related purposes; 

S. 1631. An act to amend certain sections 
of title 13 of the United States Code, en-
titled "Census"; ' 

S. 1747. An act to provide for the com
pulsory inspection by the United States De
partment of Agriculture of poultry and 
poultry products; 

S. 17~9. An act to facilitate the payment 
of Government checks, and for other pur
poses; 

s. 1823. An act to authorize the convey
ance of Bunker Hill Island in Lake Cumber
land near Burnside, Ky., to the Common
wealth of Kentucky, for public park pur
poses; and 

S. 1971. An act to amend sections 4 (a) 
and 7 (a) of the Vocational Rehabilitation 
Act. 

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 
REFERRED 

The joint resolution <H. J. Res. 351) 
to establish a Lincoln Sesquicentennial 
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Commission was read twice by its title 
and referred to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

MORNING HOUR 
THE PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 

Senate having met today following an 
adjournment, there is the usual morning 
hour. Under the order entered yester
day, statements are limited to 3 minutes. 

REPORT ON EXPORT CONTROL 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be

fore the Senate a letter from the Acting 
Secretary of commerce, transmitting, 
pursuant to law, a report on Export Con
trol, covering the second quarter of 1957, 
which, with an accompanying report, 
was referred to the Committee on Bank
ing and Currency. 

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

Senate, or presented, and referred as 
indicated: 

By the PRESIDENT pro tempore: 
A resolution of the House of Delegates of 

the State of Maryland; to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia: 

"House Resolution 52 
"House resolution memorializing Congress to 

enact Uniform Reciprocal Enforcement of 
Support Act for the District of Columbia 
"Whereas the Uniform Reciprocal En-

forcement of Support Act has, in the short 
time since it was recommended for adoption, 
been adopted by all of the States of the 
United States, but has not been enacted by 
the Congress for the District of Columbia; 
and 

"Whereas the beneficial effects of this 
statute have been amply .demonstrated by 
experience in the adopting States, as a means 
of providing for dependents abandoned by 
those legally responsible for their support; 
and 

"Whereas the failure of an adjacent juris
diction to adopt this statute results in a 
heavier burden on public funds for the sup
port of such dependents: Now, therefore, 
be it 

"Resolved by the House of Delegates of 
MaTyland, That the Congress of the United 
States is memorialized to aid the authorities 
of the District of Columbia and the several 
States in securing, for their citizens, the 
benefits of support to which they are legally 
entitled from those legally and morally re
~:ponsible therefor by enactment for the Dis
trict of Columbia of the Uniform Reciprocal 
Enforcement of Support Act; and 

"Resolved further, That the chief clerk 
of the house of delegates is directed to send 
a copy of this resolution to the Presiding 
Officers of the Senate and House of Repre
sentatives of the United States, and to each 
member of the Maryland delegation in the 
Congress of the United States. 

"By the house of delegates, March 12, 1957. 
"Read and adopted. 
"By order, 

"GEORGE W. OWINGS, Jr., 
"Chief Clerk. 

"JOHN C. LUBER, 
"Speaker of the House of Delegates. 

"GEORGE W. OWINGS, Jr., 
"Chief Clerk of the H.ouse of Delegates." 

The petition of George H. Sortos II, of 
Boise, Idaho, relating to his claims against 
the United States for the overpayment of 
taxes; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

LICENSING OF INTERSTATE COM
MERCE COMMISSION PRACTI
TIONERS-RESOLUTION 
Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I send 

to the desk a resolution passed by the 
North Dakota Public Service Commis
sion and ask unanimous consent that it 
be printed in the RECORD at this point. 

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

Whereas there have been introduced in 
Congress H. R. 3350, H. R. 3349, H. R. 7006 
and S. 932 which were prepared by the special 
committee on legal services and procedure 
of the American Bar Association, and which 
would practically prohibit any nonlawyer 
practitioner now licensed by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission from representing 
any party to a hearing before such agency; 
and 

Whereas the utility section of the Amer
ican Bar Association, composed of attorneys 
who practice before administrative bodies 
and who appreciate the value of nonlawyer 
practitioners in practice before such bodies, 
have opposed legislation of this type; and 

Whereas the Interstate Commerce Com
mission is also opposed to this legislation be
cause it recognizes the value of the technical 
knowledge possessed by the nonlawyers in 
assisting them in arriving at a proper solu
tion to matters under consideration; and 

Whereas eminent attorneys experienced 
and skilled in procedure before the Inter
state Commerce Commission also are op
posed to this type of legislation; and 

Whereas it has been the experience of this 
commission that nonlawyer practitioners 
experienced and skilled in matters coming 
before us, have rassisted this commission 
immeasurably in bringing facts to our at
tention and can and usually do represent 
the people as ably as most attorneys, if not 
more so, in the technical aspects of certain 
types of cases; and 

Whereas the passage of this legislation 
would reguire the sending of an attorney, 
along with our director of traffic in all cases 
participated in by this commission even 
though it usually is not necessary, partic
ularly in rna tters being considered by the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, said di
rector of traffic being now admitted to prac
tice by the Interstate Commerce Commis
sion; and 

Whereas this would lead to greater expense 
and inconvenience and be wholly unneces
sary and inadvisable: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That this commission go on 
record as being opposed to all legislation of 
this type, and that we urge our Senators and 
Congressmen to not only oppose the passage 
or this legislation but aggressively work for 
its defeat. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. ANDERSON, from the Committee 

on Interior and Insular Affairs, without 
amendment: 

H. R. 1394. An act to authorize the sale of 
certain keys in the State of Florida by the 
Secretary of the Interior (Rept. No. 1061). 

By Mr. ANDERSON, from the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs, with amend
ments: 

S. 479. A bill to convey waterway to Eagle 
Creek Inter-Community Water Supply Asso
ciation (Rept. No. 1059); and 

S. 1245. A bill to provide a right-of-way 
to the city of Alamogordo, a municipal cor
poration or the State of New Mexico (Rept. 
No. 1060). 

By Mr. MURRAY, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, without amend
ment: 

S. 1828. A bill to retrocede to the State of 
Montana concurrent police jurisdiction over 
the Blackfeet Highway and its connections 
with the Glacier National Park road system, 
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 1063). 

By Mr. JACKSON, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, without amend
ment: 

H. R . 8126. An act to amend section 16 (c) 
of the Revised Organic Act of the Virgin 
Islands (Rept. No. 1062). 

By Mr. WATKINS, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs, without amend
ment: 

s. 2230. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 
the Interior to convey certain lands to the 
Charlotte Rudland Dansie Association (Rept. 
No. 1064). 

By Mr. HENNINGS, from the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, without amend-
ment: • 

s. Con. Res. 45. Concurrent resolution au
thorizing the printing of additional copies 
of the hearings on the mutual security pro
gram for fiscal year 1958 for the use of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations; 

S. Con. Res. 47. Concurrent resolution to 
print additional copies of part 1 and subse
quent parts of hearings entitled "Investiga
tion of the Financial Condition of the United 
States", held by the Committee on Finance 
during the 85th Congress, first session (Rept. 
No. 1066); 

S. Res. 166. Resolution amending .Senate 
Resolution 57, 85th Congress, authorizing an 
investigation of antitrust and antimonopoly 
laws and their administration (Rept. No. 
1067); 

s. Res. 174. Resolution relative to the pro- · 
curement of likenesses of Senators to be 
placed in the Senate reception room (Rept. 
No. 1068); 

s .. Res. 177. Resolution amending Senate 
Resolution 160, to appoint a special commit
tee to attend the coming meeting of the Com
monwealth Parliamentary Association in In• 
dia (Rept. No. 1069); 

s. Res. 179. Resolution increasing the limit 
of expenditures for hearings before the Com
mittee on Armed Services; 

S. Res. 186. Resolution increasing the limit 
of expenditures for the Select Committee on 
Improper Activities in the Labor or Manage
ment Field (Rept. No. 1071); 

s. Res. 187. Resolution increasing the limit 
of expenditures for the Committee on Appro
priations; 

S. Res. 188. Resolution increasing the limit 
of expenditures for the Committee on Agri
culture and Forestry; 

S. Res. 189. Resolution to print a compila
tion of proposed constitutional amendments 
for the period of the second session of the 
69th Congress through the 84th Congress, 
with additional copies; 

S. Res. 191. Resolution amending S. Res. 52, 
85th Congress, authorizing an investigation 
of juvenile delinquency in the United States 
(Rept. No. 1072); and 

S. Res. 192. Resolution to extend the Sub
committee on Disarmament until January 31, 
1958 (Rept. No. 1073). 

By Mr. HENNINGS, from the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, with additional 
amendments: 

H. Con. Res. 172. Concurrent resolution to 
establish a joint Congressional committee to 
investigate znatters pertaining to the growth 
and expansion of the District of Columbia 
and its metropolitan area (Rept. No. 1065). 

By Mr. HENNINGS, from the Committee 011. 

Rules and Administration, with amend
ments: 

S. Res. 183. Resolution to amend rule XIX 
so as to prohibit the introduction of occu
pants of the galleries during sessions of the 
Senate (Rept. No. 1070). 
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By Mr. CLARK, from the Committee on 

the District of Columbia, without amend
ment: 

H. R. 7785. An act to provide for the ap
pointment of an additional judge for the 
Juvenile Court of the District of Columbia. 
(Rept. No. 1074). 

By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, without amendment: 

H. R. 7384. An act for the relief of the town 
of Medicine Lake, Mont. (Rept. No. 1075). 

By Mr. O'MAHONEY, from the Committee 
on the Judiciary, with amendments: · 

H. J. Res. 253. Joint resolution to establish 
a commission to commemorate the one hun
dredth anniversary of the Civil War, and for 
other purposes (Rept. No. 1076). 

By Mr. MORSE, from the Committee on the 
District of Columbia, without amendment: 

H. R. 8918. An act to fm·ther amend the 
act of August 7, 1946 (60 Stat. 896), as 
amended by the act of October 25, 1951 (65 
Stat. 6.57), to provide for the exchange of 
lands of the United States as a site for the 
new Sibley Memorial Hospital; to provide for 
the transfer of the property of the Hahne
mann Hospital of the District of Columbia, 
formerly the National Homeopathic Associa
tion, a corporation organized under the laws 
of the District of COlumbia, to the Lucy Webb 
Hayes National Training School for Deacon
esses and Missionaries, including Sibley Me
morial Hospital, a corporation organized 
under the laws of the District of Columbia, 
and for other purposes (Rept. No. 1079). 

By Mr. MORSE, from the Committee on 
the District of Columbia, with an amend
ment: 

S. 1764. A bill to amend the District of 
Columbia Public School Food Services Act 
(Rept. No. 1077). 

By Mr. MORSE, from the Committee on the 
District of Columbia, with amendments: 

S. 1849. A bill to provide for more effec
tive administration of public assistance in 
the District of Columbia; to make certain 
relatives responsible for support of needy 
persons, and for other purposes (Rept. No. 
1078). 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A 
COMMITTEE 

As in executive session, 
The following favorable reports of 

nominations were submitted: 
By Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee 

on the Judiciary: 
Edward T. Gignoux, of Maine, to be United 

States district judge for the district of 
Maine, vice John D. Clifford, Jr.; 

Thomas C. Egan, of Pennsylvania, to be 
United States district judge for the eastern 
district of Pennsylvania, vice George A. 
Welsh; 

T. Fitzhugh Wilson, of Louisiana, to be 
United States attorney for the western dis
trlct of Louisiana; 

James A. Borland, of New Mexico, to be 
United States attorney for the district of 
New Mexico; 

William ·M. Steger, of Texas, to be United 
States attorney for the eastern district of 
Texas; 

Thomas H. Trent, of Florida, to be United 
States marshal for the southern district of 
Florida; and 

Harvey G. Straub, of Ohio, to be a member 
of the Board of Parole. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the first 

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

By Mr. BUSH: 
S. 2824. A bill to amend the Employment 

Act of 1946 to make the stabUization of the 
cost of living one of the explicit and primary 

aims of Federal economic policy; to the 
Committee on Banking and CUrrency. 

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

By Mr. LANGER: . 
S. 2825. A bill to amend the Small Business 

Act of 1953 to include within the definition 
of a small business concern certain agricul
tural enterprises; to the Committee on Bank
ing and Currency. 

(See the remarks of Mr. LANGER when he 
introduced the above bill, which appear 
under a sepa.rate heading.) 

By Mr. NEUBERGER (for himself and 
Mr. MORSE): 

S. 2826. A bill to rescind the authorization 
for the Waldo Lake Tunnel and regulating 
works, Willamette River, Oreg.; to the Com
mittee on Public Works. 

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

By Mr. SCOTT: 
S. 2827. A bill for the relief of Elizabeth 

Alida Tate and her minor child, Elizabeth 
Alida Chappelo; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. KENNEDY: 
S. 2828. A bill to authorize the President 

under certain conditions to permit the enter
ing into of loan, grant, or other aid agree
ments with certain nations; to the Commit
tee on Foreign Reiations. 

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

By Mr. SALTONSTALL (by request): 
S. 2829. A bill for the relief of Azat Serkis 

Belgin, Sofik Yevkine Belgin, Nadya Ayll:l< 
Belgin, Karmen Silva Belgin Ketli, and Vahe . 
Ketli; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CASE of South Dakota: 
S. 2830. A bill for the relief of Greta 

Schafer Kennedy; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey (for him
-self and Mr. CASE of New Jersey): 

S. 2831. A bill for the relief of the Borough 
of Ringwood in the County of Passaic, N.J.; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BRICKER: 
S. 2832. A bill to provide for the appoint

ment of 1 additional district judge for the 
Northern District of Ohio and 1 additional 
district judge for the Southern District of 
Ohio; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

_ By Mr. ERVIN: 
S. 2833. A bill to provide for the convey

ance of the interest of the United States in 
and to certain fissionable materials in a 
tract of land in the County of Alamance, 
State of North Carolina; to the Committee on 
Government Operations. 

By Mr. SMATHERS: , 
S. 2834. A bill to provide that a license 

for a radio or television broadcasting station 
shall not be granted to, or held. by, any per
son or corporation engaged directly or in
directly in the business of publishing music 
or of manufacturing or selling musical re
cordings; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

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

AMENDMENT OF EMPLOYMENT ACT 
OF 1946, RELATING TO STABILIZA
TION OF COST OF LIVING 
Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, I introduce 

a bill to amend the Employment Act of 
1946 to make the stabilization of the cost 
of living one of the explicit and primary 
aims of Federal economic policy, and ask 
that it be referred to the Committee on 
Banking and Currency. 

-l\'Ir. President, inflation is the greatest 
threat to our prosperity and the greatest 
enemy of the stable growth of our na
tional economy. It is an enemy already 
within our gates. The Congress has the 
responsibility- and the duty to take firm 
and effective action to bring inflation 
under control, and prevent further de
cline in the purchasing power of the 
people. 

The hearings by the Finance Com
mittee on the financial condition of the 
United States · have demonstrated to 
many observers that the more radical 
wing of the Democratic Party has suc
cumbed to the dangerous doctrine that a 
little inflation may not be harmful, and 
that our Nation may be able to grow and 
prosper under permanent conditions of 
creeping inflation. 

My bill, if enacted, will make it pos
sible for the issue to be cleary drawn be
tween the inflationists .and those who be
lieve, as I do, that inflation must be 
stopped and that stability in the cost of 
living is essential for the protection of 
the overwhelming majority of all Ameri
cans and for the steady growth of the 
national economy. 

The Employment Act of 1946, the basic 
charter of Federal economic policy, is 
silent about the necessity of maintaining 
price stability. Some economists have 
maintaineq that this goal is .implicit in 
the act; others have contended that the 
act contains an inflationary bias. 

It is time the act was amended to 
~lake it_ crystal clear that the Congress 
is determined that stabilization of the 
cost of living is, and shall continue to be, 
a primary · goal of Federal economic 
P9licy. 

The act. now declares that "it is the 
continuing policy and responsibility of 
the Federal Government to use all prac
ticable means consistent with its needs 
and obligations and other essential con
siderations of national policy, with the 
assistance and cooperation of industry, 
agriculture, labor, and State and local 
governments, to coordinate and utilize 
all its plans, functions, and resources for 
~he purpose of creating and maintaining, 
m a manner calculated to foster and pro
mote free competitive enterprise and 
the general welfare, conditions under 
which there will be afforded useful em
ployment opportunities, including self
employment, for those able, willing, and 
seeking to work, and to promote maxi
mum employment, production, and pur
chasing power." 

My bill would amend the foregoing 
declaration of policy as follows: 

The Congress further declares that the 
foregoing objectives must be attained, if 
they are to be meaningful, in an economy in 
which the cost of living is relatively stable. 
To this end the agencies and instrumentali
ties of the Federal Government must utilize 
all practicable and available means to com
bat inflationary pressures as they develop 
within the economy. 

In keeping with the amended. declara
tion of policy, my bill would require ·the 
President, in his annual Economic Re
port, to advise the Congress concerning 
"current and foreseeable trends in price 
levels prevailing in the economy and the 
steps, if any, which have been taken to 
stabilize the cost of living and to combat 
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inflationary pressures existing within the 
economy." 

The bill also would require the Council 
of Economic Advisers to take into con
sideration the necessity of maintaining 
an economy of relatively stable prices in 
formulating its recommendations to the 
President concerning economic policy. 

I hope the Committee on Banking and 
Currency will direct its staff to begin 
studies on the problem of inflation, and 
will schedule hearings on my bill imme
diately after the Congress reconvenes 
next January. There will be no more 
important issue before the committee, 
the Congress and the country. 

Mr. President, my bill is drawn in line 
with a suggestion made by Mr. William 
McChesney Martin, Chairman of the 
Board of Governors of the Federal Re
serve System, in recent testimony before 
the Committee or ... Finance. Since the 
full text of Mr. Martin's statement was 
placed in the RECORD on yesterday by the 
distinguished senior Senator from Ken
tucky [Mr. CooPER], I shall not ask that 
it be duplicated. But I do request, Mr. 
President, unanimous consent that a 
portion of ¥r. Martin's testimony deal
ing with the dangers of creeping infla
tion and its effects upon our institutions 
and the strength of our country be 
printed following these remarks. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be received and appropriately 
referred; and, without objection, the 
testimony will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill <S. 2824) to amend the Em
ployment Act of 1946 to make the 
stabilization of the cost of living one of 

·the explicit and primary aims of Federal 
economic policy, introduced by Mr. BusH, 
was received, read twice by its title, and 
1·eferred to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

The testimony presented by Mr. BusH 
is as follows: 

CREEPING INFLATION 

The unwarranted assumption that creep
ing inflation is inevitable deserve~ comment. 
This term has been used by various writers 
to mean a gradual rise in prices which, they 
suggest, could be held to a moderate rate, 
averaging perhaps 2 percent a year. The 
idea of prices rising .2 percent in a year 
may not seem too startling-in fact, during 
the past year, average prices have increased 
by more than 2 percent-but this concept of 
creeping inflation implies that a price rise 
of this kind would be expected to continue 
indefinitely. According to those who espouse 
this view, rising prices would then be the 
normal expectation and the Federal Reserve 
accordingly would no longer strive to keep 
the value of money stable but would simply 
try to temper the rate of depreciation. Busi
ness and investment decisions would be 
made in the light of this prospect. 

Such a prospect would work incalculable 
hardship. If monetary policy were directed 
with a view to permitting this kind of in
flation-even if it were possible to control 
it so that prices rose no faster than 2 per
cent a year-the price level would double 
every 35 years and the value of the dollar 
woulC. be cut in half each generation. 
Losses would thus be inflicted upon millions 
of people, pensioners, Government employ
ees, all who have fixed incomes, including 
people who have part of their assets in sav
ings accounts and long-term bonds, and 
other assets of fixed dollar value. The heav
iest losers would be those unable to protect 
themselves by escalator clauses or other off-

sets against prices that were steadily creep
ing up. 

Moreover the expectation of inflation 
would react on the composition of savings. 
A large part of the savingss of the country 
is mobilized in savings deposits and similar 
claims that call for some stated amount of 
dollars. If people generally come to feel 
that inflation is inevitable, they will not 
save in this form unless they are paid a 
much higher interest premium to com
pensate them for the depreciation of their 
saved dollars. It is for this reason that it 
is impossible, in a period of demand in ex
cess of savings, to maintain lower interest 
rates through a policy of easy credit. The 
country is experiencing a period of generally 
high employment in which investment out
lays remain high, but if fears of inflation 
cause people to spend more of their incomes 
and save less, the result could only be more 
rapid inflation and still less saving in rela
tion to income. Such saving as remained, 
furthermore, would be less and less in the 
form of loanable funds to finance homes, 
highways, school construction, and other 
community needs. 

EFFECTS ON PRODUCTIVE ENTERPRISE 

An inflationary psychology also impairs 
the efficiency of productive enterprise
through which our standard of living has 
made unparalleled strides. In countries that 
have had rapid or runaway inflations, this 
process has become so painfully obvious 
that no doubt remained as to what was 
happening to productiyity. In the making 
of decisions on whether or not to increase 
inventory, or make a capital itwestment, or 
engage in some other business operation, 
the question of whether the operation would 
increase the profit from inflation became far 
more important than whether the proposed 
venture would enable the firm to sell more 
goods or to produce them at lower cost. The 
incentive to strive for efficiency no longer 
governed business decisions. 
PRODUCTIVITY-KEY TO SUSTAINED PROSPERITY 

Why have real wages in this country risen 
to the highest levels in the world, thus per
mitting our standard of living to rise cor
respondingly? Certainly, it is not just be
cause wages have risen as the cost of living 
has risen. The big source of increase has 
been the increasing productivity of .our na
tional economy. Real incomes have gone up 
because t~e total size of the pie, out of which 
everybody receives his share, has grown so 
magnificently. What has enabled the pro
ductivity of the American economy to 
achieve the levels that make all this pos
sible? One vital factor has been the striv
ing by so many people, each in his own 
field, for better and more efficient ways of 
doing things. Equally important has been 
the willingness to set aside a part of cur
rent income to provide the machines, tools, 
and other equipment for further progress. 
Both are essential if our standard of living 
and material welfare are to go on advancing. 

EFFECTS OF INFLATION 

Inflation does not simply take something 
away from one group of our population and 
give it to another group. Univefsally, the 
standard of living is hurt, and countless peo
ple injured, not only those who are depend
ent on annuities or pensions, or whose sav
ings are in the form of bonds or life insur
ance contracts. The great majority of those 
who operate their own businesses or farms, 
or own common stocks or real estate, or 
even those who have cost of living agree
ments whereby their wages will be raised, 
cannot escape the effects of speculative in
fluences that accompany inflation and im
pair reliance upon business judgments and 
competitive efficiency. 
· Finally, in addition to these economic 
effects, we should not overlook the way that 
inflation could damage our social and po-

litical structure. Money would no longer 
serve as a standard of value for long-term 
savings. Consequently, those who would 
turn out to have savings in their old age 
would tend to be the slick and clever rather 
than the hard working and thrifty. Funda
mental faith in the fairness of our institu
tions and our Government would deteriorate. 
The underlying strength of our country and 
of our political institutions rests upon faith 
in the fairness of these institutions, in the 
fact that productive effort and hard work 
will earn an appropriate economic reward. 
That faith cannot be maintained in the face 
of continuing, chronic inflation. 

There is no validity whatever in the idea 
that any inflation, once accepted, can be 
confined to moderate proportions. Once the 
assumption is made that a gradual increase 
in prices is to be expected, and this assump
tion becomes a part of everybody's expecta
tions, keeping a rising price level under 
control becomes incomparably more diffi
cult than the problem of maintaining sta
bility when that is the clearly expressed goal 
of public policy. Creeping inflation is neither 
a rational nor · a realistic alternative to 
stability of the general price level. 

AMENDMENT OF SMALL BUSINESS 
ACT OF 1953, RELATING TO INCLU
SION OF CERTAIN AGRICULTURAL 
ENTERPRISES 
Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I intro

duce, for appropriate reference, a bill to 
amend the Small Business Act of 1953 to 
include within the definition of a small 
business concern certain agricultural 
enterprises. 

I might say, Mr. President, that the 
record of the Small Business Adminis
tration in making loans to small business 
in North Dakota is very unsatisfactory. 
The bill proposes an amendment to the 
present small business law. 

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

The bill <S. 2825) to amend the Small 
Business Act of 1953 to include within 
the definition · of a small business con
cern certain agricultural enterprises, in
troduced by · ·Mr. LANGER, was received, 
read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on Banking and Cur
rency. 

PROTECTION OF WALDO LAKE IN 
CASCADE MOUNTAIN RANGE 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, 
high in the forested slopes of Oregon's 
Cascade Range lies a clear mountain lake 
of unique scenic beauty. The lake is 
named Waldo Lake, and is the largest 
summit lake in our State. Because of 
its location high in the headwaters of 
the Willamette River, the natural water 
storage reservoir of Waldo Lake has re
ceived considerable attention from en
gineers concerned with multiple-pur
pose development of the basin. It was 
determined by the Corps of Engineers 
that construction of a tunnel of only 625 
feet in length would make it possible 
to divert up to 220,000 acre-feet from 
Waldo Lake during dry years to augment 
the water supply and firm-up the power 
output at the Federal powerplants lo
cated downstream at the already-con
structed Lookout Point and Dexter Dams 
on the Middle Fork of the Willamette. 
From the standpoint of power produc
tion alone such a development would 
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CALL OF THE ROLL have added considerably to the potential 
supply of electrical energy available in 
Oregon. 

But, Mr. President, in the utilization of 
water resources it always has been my 
position that those projects should be 
undertaken first which do the least dam
age to scenic, fishery and wildlife values. 
We have too few remnants of majestic 
mountain grandeur untarnished by com
mercial exploitation. The Waldo Lake 
storage and tunnel development could 

· add power benefits to other projects; but 
in so doing, the drawdown of water 
from the lake would convert the shore
line to unsightly mudbanks and detract 
from the crystal-clear lake. 

We need more low-cost power in the 
Pacific Northwest, but it should not be 
obtained by damaging the irreplaceable 
beauty of areas like Waldo Lake. The 
Waldo Lake tunnel project has been 
dormant ever since it was authorized for 
construction in the Flood ·control Act of 
1950. Apparently recognizing the scenic 
values at stake, the Army engineers have 
left its development on the shelf and no 
·funds have been sought for the start of 
construction. Despite the fact that this 
project has been in inactive status for 
6 years, many residents of Oregon fear 
that existence of the authorization will 
make it difficult to plan for preservation 
of the scenic area. 

To alleviate that fear, I am today in
troducing for myself and my colleague 
the senior Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
MoRsE], a bill to rescind the authoriza
tion for the Waldo Lake tunnel and 
regulating works. A similar bill has 
been introduced in the House by Repre .. 
sentative CHARLES 0. PORTER, WhOSe dis
trict includes the Waldo Lake area. 
Through our joint efforts, it is my hope 
that the authorization for the Waldo 
Lake tunnel project may be rescinded. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD the bill rescinding 
Congressional approval of the Waldo 
Lake project. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
bill will be received and appropriately re
ferred; and, without objection, the bill 
will be printed in the RECORD. 

The bill (S. 2826) to rescind the au
thorization for the Waldo Lake Tunnel 
and regulating works, Willamette River, 
Oreg., introduced by Mr. NEUBERGER (for 
himself and Mr. MoRsE), was received, 
read twice by its title, referred to the 
Committee on Public 'Vorks, and or
dered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Be it enacted, etc., That the authorization 
for the Waldo Lake tunnel and regulating 
works, Middle Forlt-North Fork, Willamette 
River, Oreg., contained in the Flood Control 
Act of 1950 (64 Stat. 163) under the heading 
"Columbia River Basin," is hereby rescinded. 

AMENDMENT OF TAR~ ACT OF 
1930, RELATING TO UNMANUFAC
TURED MICA AND MICA FILMS AND 
SPLITTINGS-AMENDMENT 
Mr. PURTELL submitted an amend .. 

ment, intended to be proposed by him, to 
the bill <H. R. 6894) to amend the Tar
iff Act of 1930 as it relates to unmanu
factured mica and· mica films and split .. 
tings, which was ordered to lie on the 
table and to be printed. 

HUMANE METHODS OF TRAPPING 
ANIMALS AND BIRDS- ADDI
TIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILL 
Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the name of 
the distinguished junior Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] and the 
name of my colleague, the distinguished 
senior Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRsE] 
be added to the list of cosponsors of the 
bill <S. 2489) to require the use of hu .. 
mane methods of trapping animals and 
birds on lands and waterways under the 
jurisdiction of the United States, intro .. 
duced by me, for myself and Senators 
HUMPHREY and KEFAUVER, on July 8, 
1957. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

ADMISSION OF BONA FIDE NEWS 
REPRESENTATIVES INTO FOR
EIGN COUNTRIES-ADDITIONAL 
COSPONSOR OF RESOLUTION 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, yes

terday I submitted the resolution <S. 
Res. 190) favoring admission of bona 
fide representatives of newsgathering 
organizations into all countries abroad 
for the purpose of gathering news. I 
had intended to include the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr.· HUMPHREY] as a co .. 
sponsor. At the moment I simply over .. 
looked it. 

I ask unanimous consent that at the 
earliest opportunity, when and if the 
resolution is reprinted, or when it is re
ported from the committee, the Senator 
from Minnesota be included as a co
sponsor of the resolution. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I thank the Sena
tor from Arkansas for his consideration. 

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTI
CLES, ETC., PRINTED IN THE 
RECORD 
On request, and by unanimous con

sent, addresses, editorials, articles, etc., 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

By Mr. BEALL: 
Statement prepared by him paying tri

bute to Italian-American citizens. 
By Mr. NEUBERGER: 

Text of Meet the Press program of Sun
day, August 4, 1957, featuring Representa
tive CHARLES 0. PoRTER. 

NOTICE OF CONSIDERATION OF A 
NOMINATION BY THE COMMIT
TEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 
Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, the Sen

ate received today the nomination of Dr. 
H. van Zile Hyde, of Maryland, to be the 
representative of the United States of 
America on the Executive Board of the 
World Health Organization. 

As chairman of the Committee on For
eign Relations I desire to give notice that 
this nomination will be eligible for con
sideration by the committee at the ex
piration of 6 days, in accordance with 
the committee rule. 

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

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

·The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

JOANNE LEA <BUFFINGTON) 
LYBARGER 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that S. 864 
be displaced as the unfinished business 
and · that Calendar No. 660, S. 491, be 
made the unfinished business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill <S. 491) 
for the relief of Joanne Lea <Buffington) 
Lybarger, which had been reported from 
the Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment. 

NECESSITY OF EXTENDING FED
ERAL CONTROL OF MENON.UNEE 
TRIBES TO DECEMBER 31, 1960 
Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I should 

like to call attention to a bill, S. 2131, 
which is still before the Senate Interior 
and Insular Affairs Committee. This 
bill would extend the date for taking the 
Menominee Indian Tribe out from under 
Federal jurisdiction to December 31, 
1960. At that time the measure pro
vides for a per capita distribution of 
Menominee tribal funds and for transfer 
and control of property to the tribe. 

Under present law, the effective date 
of this transfer of property and respon
sibility is December 31 of this year. A 
special Indian study committee in Wis
con&in, as well as other organizations 
within, and outside of, the Menominee 
Tribe have indicated that additional 
time is very much needed. 

Our State legislature, too, has pointed 
·out that it must act on Menominee .. 
related matters-prior to termination of 
Federal control-but that it cannot pos
sibly do so before January of 1959. 

As can be appreciated, there is a great 
deal of work to be done in informing the 
tribe of crucial facts, obtaining tribal 
decisions, setting up machinery for tribal 
control, and other matters. Regrettably, 
all of this cannot be done by December 
of this year. It is felt, however, that 
these objectives could be accomplished 
by December 31, 1960. 

It will be recalled that H. R. 6322 for 
extension of the termination date passed 
the House on August 19. I know that 
our colleagues on the Interior and In
sular Affairs Committee are laboring un
der a tremendously heavy workload. I 
would hope, however, that the report on 
S. 2131 could be completed, and the bill 
which has been ordered reported could 
come before this Senate as quickly as 
possible. Moreover, I respectfully stress 
the need for early and favorable consid
eration by the Senate. 
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I have received a great many commu .. 

nications from a number of the Menomi .. 
nee Tribe itself, from individuals and or
ganizations concerned with tribal affairs, 
and from Wisconsin State officials on the 
need for extension of the termination 
date. I request unanimous consent to 
have a few of these printed at this point 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the commu
nications were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 
TELEGRAM FROM STEWART G. HONECK, AT• 

TORNEY GENERAL, STATE OF WISCONSIN, 
CHAIRMAN, MENOMINEE INDIAN STUDY COM• 
MITTEE, WISCONSIN LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL 
As chairman of State of Wisconsin Meno-

minee Indian Study Committee, which has 
intimate detailed knowledge of actual 
Menominee termination situation, based on 
careful studies, I respectfully and urgently 
request favorable action by your subcommit
tee on S. 2131, which I understand you will 
consider next Monday. Our studies find ex
tensions of termination date and planning 
deadline unquestionably necessary for de
veloping needed data, informing Menominee 
people of crucial facts, and obtaining very 
numerous intelligent tribal decisions. Im
partial analysis will show adverse Interior 
Department report on S. 2131 is unconstruc
tive, superficial, ignores grassroot realities, 
Wisconsin's Legislature has officially support
ed S. 2131 because it, too, must act on im
portant Menominee-related matters. before 
termination date, and cannot possibly do so 
until January 1959 session. While we op
pose indefinite extension of termination, we 
are most gravely concerned lest Menominee 
Indian termination program not be orderly 
and successful and a credit to the American 
people. Undue haste can lead to dissolu
tion of Menominee forest, a tremendous 
natural resource and untold harm to the 
Menominee people and their neighbors. 
Gov. Vernon W. Thompson, my predecessor as 
chairman, joins me in this plea. Were hear
ing time available before your subcommittee, 
I would gladly present testimony personally. 

SHAWANO, WIS., August 20, 1957. 
Sen a tor ALEXANDER WILEY, 

Washington, D. C. 
Menominees respectfully urge Senate ac

tion on termination extension bill without 
amendments, as passed by the House. 

JAMES G. FRECHETTE, 
Chairman, Menominee Advisory Council. 

SHAWANO, WIS., August 20, 1957. 
Hon. ALEXANDER WILEY, 

United States Senate Chamber, 
Washington, D. C.: 

We, the undersigned civic organizations of 
Shawano County, respectfully urge immedi
ate Senate action on Menominee termination 
extension bill without amendments as passed 
by House of Representatives. Special re
quest of this support comes from Menominee 
Tribal Council. 

FRANKLIN SCHA UDER, 
President, Chamber of Commerce. 

JAMES JUDD, • 
President, Economic Development, 

Inc. 
DON SCHOEDEL, 

PTesident, Junior Chamber of Com
merce. 

Dr. H. C. MARSH, 
President, Rotary Club. 

CLIFTON GRoSSKOPF, 
President, Kiwanis Club. 
RAY GRUETZMACHER, 
President, Shawano Club. 
EMIL JUEDES, 

Mayor, Shawano City Council. 

EAU CLAmE, WIS., June 28, 1957. 
Hon. ALEXANDER WILEY, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SIR: The Eau Claire Business and 

Professional Women's Club is most concerned 
with the problems facing the Menominee 
Indian Tribe in getting ready for the termi
nation of Government supervision of tribal 
afiairs. The club has asked me to write you 
enlisting your support. 

We hope with time and education, plan
ning and preparation, they can avoid some 
of the degrading occurrences which have 
marked the past, when tribal members were 
thrown on the mercies of conditions and 
sharpers for which they were ill prepared. 
Certainly their status as citizens depends on 
the preparation now. 

We hope you will vote for the bill which 
extends the date of termination of the 
Menominee Tribe to 1960. 

Yours very truly, 
LOIS L. WILLIAMS, 

Conesponding Secretary. 

ANTIGO, WIS., August 20, 1957. 
Hon. ALEXANDER WILEY, 

Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 
The Antigo Chapter, DAR, wishes to en

courage your support of Menominee Indian 
extension bill H. R. 6322 and urges your 
continued effort to have this bill passed by 
the Senate without amendment or delay. 
We feel that this bill is in the best interest 
of the Menominee Indian Tribe and of the 
State of Wisconsin. 

Respectfully submitted. 
NEQUI ANTIGO SIEBAH CHAPTER, DAR, 
Mrs. GERALD LEONARD. 

ANTIGO, WIS., August 20, 1957. 
Hon. ALEXANDER WILEY, 

United States Senator, 
Washington, D. C.: 

Understand bill extending termination of 
Federal control over Menominee Indian Tribe 
is up for consideration in Senate after pass
age by the House. Would appreciate any
thing you can do to expedite passage of Sen
ate bill without amendment and in same 
form as House bill. 

Proper handling of Menominee Indian af
fairs is vital not only to the tribe but also 
the economy of Langlade County and this 
area. 

Thank you very much. 
FREDERIC W. BRAUN, 

Chai1·man, Langlade County Repub
lican Organization. 

ANTIGO, WIS., August 20, 1957. 
The Honorable ·ALEXANDER WILEY, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

On behalf of the residents of our com
munity and our neighbors the Menominee 
Indian Tribe, we earnestly request that you 
lend all possible personal support to get the 
Menominee Indian extension bill H. R. 6322, 
which has passed the House, through the 
Senate without amendments. Dates re
ferred to in bill meet favorably with all in
terested groups and State officia.Is who are 
working with the tribe. Please lend this 
bill your personal support. 

THE FIDELITY SAVINGS BANK, 
B. H. DIERCKS, President. 

RHINELANDER, WIS., August 20, 1957. 
Senator ALEXANDER WILEY, 

Senate Building, Washington, D. C.: 
Your support for passage of Menominee 

termination extension bill without amend
ments as passed by House is requested. 

RHINELANDER CoUNCIL OF CHURCHWOMEN, 
Mrs. RoYAL REIK, SecretaTy. 

A l\i!EMORIAL SO THAT WE MAY 
NEVER FORGET AMERICA'S UN
PREPAREDNESS-THE U. S. S. 
"ARIZONA" MEMORIAL AT PEARL 
HARBOR 
Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I was 

pleased to hear this morning from the 
Honorable JoHN A. BuRNs, Delegate at 
Large from Hawaii, in the House of 
Representatives, with regard to a bill 
which I know is of deep interest to the 
Members of the Congress. 

The bill is H. R. 4809 which author· 
izes the construction of a U. S. S. Ari
zona memorial at Pearl Harbor, T. H. 
The bill passed the House of Represent
atives on August 19, and is now pending 
before the Senate Armed Services Com
mittee. 

Its purpose is to enable the Secretary 
of the Navy to accept contributions for 
the construction of a memorial and mu .. 
seum to be located on the hulk of the 
sunken battleship Arizona at Pearl Har
bor. It would enable the Navy to fur .. 
nish material to the Pacific War Memo .. 
rial Commission for use in the national 
undertaking of a public subscription 
campaign to raise funds for the Arizona 
Memorial. It authorizes the Secretary, 
as well, to undertake the construction of 
the memorial and museum as soon as 
sufficient public funds have been sub
scribed. Thereafter, he would provide 
maintenance for the memorial and mu
seum, once it has been completed. 

Mr. President, no American can for
get that the U.S. S. Arizona lies beneath 
the waters of Pearl Harbor with. the 
mortal remains of 1,102 American serv .. 
icemen still entombed within her. 
Among that group are 13 Wisconsin 
lads, whose names I shall shortly record 
following these brief remarks. But, even 
if there were no Wisconsin youngsters 
inside that sunken hulk, the fact is that 
we must never forget what the U.S. s. 
Arizona symbolizes. It constitutes per
haps the most dramatic single reminder 
of the terrible price of American un
preparedness, the tragic toll of lack of 
vigilance. 

The sailors who were blasted into the 
ocean bottom, when a Japanese bomb 
came through the smokestack of the 
Arizona that Sunday morning, are the 
symbols of something even more grim. 
They symbolize the infinitely larger 
number of American lives which might 
some day be lost if we were, so to speak, 
to "fall asleep at the switch" and be 
similarly unprepared in this atomic age. 

I earnestly hope, therefore, that the 
bill will be enacted into law so that the 
public subscription can immediately 
commence. 

I send to the desk the names of the 
13 Wisconsin Navy lads, including the 
cities and counties which they repre
sented. I ask unanimous consent that 
this list be printed at this point in the 
body of the RECORD. 

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

Residents of Wisconsin entombed on the 
U. S. S. Arizona: 

Wallace, James Frank (Slc), Adams, Adams 
County; Funk, Lawrence Henry (Slc), Geise, 
Marvin Frederick (S1c), Beloit, Rock County; 
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Boviall, Walter Robert (AMM2c) , Delavan, 
Walworth County; Curtis, Lyle Carl (BM2c), 
Glidden, Ashland County; Uhrenholdt, An
drew Curtis (Ens.), Hayward, Sawyer County: 
Lewison, Neil Stanley (FC3c), Melrose, Jack~ 
son County; Gazecki, Philip Robert (Ens.), 
Menasha, Winnebago County; Musser, Ray
mond Alfred (GM3c), Oshkosh, Winnebago 
County; Hansen, Harvey Ralph (S1c), Racine, 
Racine County; Ehlert, Casper (SM3c), She
boygan, Sheboygan County; Heath, Alfred 
Grant (S1c), Spencer, Marathon County; 
Mathison, Charles Harris {S1c), Waukesha, 
:Waukesha County. 

THE IMPORTANCE OF MARITIME 
TRADE TO WISCONSIN 

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I was 
pleased to receive this morning from Mr. 
s. B. Terman, chairman of the commit~ 
tee of American Steamship Lines, a let~ 
ter and enclosed bulletin, entitled "Mari
time Affairs." They describe the 
considerable role played by the American 
merchant marine in serving the economy 
of my State, as well as the rest of the 
Nation. 

'!'he Badger State has long been 
navy-and merchant marine-minded. 
We have aiways had a strong seafaring 
tradition, thanks to our fronting to the 
Great Lakes system. 

However, with the advent of the St. 
Lawrence Seaway, opening in the spring 
of 1959, we expect still more jobs, still 
more economic health to be generated 
through greatly expanded export and 
import activities. 

Wisconsin's share of United States ex
ports by 6 industries alone-centered in 
Milwaukee, Racine, and other great 
centers, has been estimated by the mari
time industry at no less than $312 mil
lion. 

Thus, more and more, the products of 
Wisconsin's farms and industries are 
utilizing the sea arteries of the world. 
More and more, we see that we "do not 
live unto ourselves alone." So, a strong 
merchant marine-a United States-flag 
merchant marine-is increasingly indis
pensable. 

I send to the desk the text of the afore
mentioned letter and enclosure. I ask 
unanimous consent that they be printed 
in the body of the REcORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the letter 
~nd enclosure were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

COMMITTEE OF AMERICAN 
STEAMSHIP LINES, 

Washington, D. C., August 19, ' 1957. 
Hon. ALEXANDER Wn.EY, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washi ngton, D. C. 

DEAR SENATOR WILEY: You will be inter
ested, I believe, in the enclosed bulletin 
showing how foreign trade-and the United 
States merchant marine-help to sustain the 
t:conomy of the State of Wisconsin. 

Last year Wisconsin's share of the United 
S tates exports by six industries alone totaled 
$312 million. A third of the State's total 
employment is affected directly or indirectly 
by world trade. 

Your American merchant marine not only 
assures United States farmers and manufac
turers of reliable access to overseas markets, 
it also offers them dependable access to vital 
raw materials from overseas; contributes $5.3 
billion to our national economy; st ands 
ready when called to act as our fourth a.rm 

of defense; and protects our commerce by 
stabilizing world freight rates from all our 
shores. 

Sincerely yours, 
s . B. TURMAN, 

Chairman. 

UNITED STATES MERCHANT SHIPS SUPPORT 
MIDWEST COMMERCE-OVERSEAS SALES NET 
BIG GAINS FOR WISCONSIN 
More than 313,000 Wisconsin employees, 

with an annual income of $1.5 billion, work 
in industries depending on United States 
merchant ships to help carry a substantial 
portion of their products to foreign ports. 

Add to that 130,000 persons working on 
Wisconsin dairy farms and it is seen that a 
third of the State's total employment of 
1,136,000 is from businesses affected directly 
or indirectly by foreign trade. 
THREE HUNDRED AND TWELVE MILLION DOLLARS 

IN EXPORTS 
Last year, Wisconsin's share of United 

States exports by six industries alone was 
$312 million. -

Machinery exports from Racine and other 
Wisconsin factories accounted for $175 mil
lion of this. 

The State could also claim $45 million as 
its share of United States automotive ex
ports; $40 million from the sale of electrical 
machinery; $20 million from paper product 
exports; $14 million from the export of fabri
cated metal; and $18 million from dairy 
products exports. 

LATIN AMERICAN SALES 
One of Wisconsin's most important cus

tomers is the group of 14 Latin American 
countries that export coffee to the United 
States. With the· money · so earned, those 
countries spent $69.8 million for Wisconsin 
products in 1955. 

EXPORTS CREATE JOBS FOR 1,000 RACINE 
WORKERS 

Of Racine, Wisconsin's 14,000 industrial 
workers, 1,000 owe their jobs to foreign trade 
and ocean shipping, a recent poll of more 
than 50 companies shows. 

TRACTOR EXPORTS UP 
Racine 's J. I. Case Co. estimates that 10 to 

12 percent of .its employees are directly af
fected by the company's ability to. sell to 
overseas customers. Foreign markets for its 
wheel tractors and crawler tractors last year 
helped lift total .United States tractor exports 
to $390 milliop,, the highest level in 7 years. 

Massey-Harris-Ferguson estimates that 25 
percent of ~ts Racine-manufactured farm 
equipment is shipped overseas. American
flag merchant ships help carry its repair parts 
to more than 100 countries. 

MALTED MILK TO BORNEO 
Horlick's Corp. has salesmen in Ethiopia, 

Aden, the Channel Islands, Borneo, and else
where. Its malted millt, an invention of its 
founder, is carried abroad regularly to .a score 
of other foreign nations. 

Racine 's S. C. Johnson & Son Co., world's 
largest maker of wax polishes and allied prod
ucts for household, industrial and other uses, 
owes its success to a host of managerial 
skills-and a waxy powder from a Brazilian 
palm tree. Ocean-going ships carry tons of 
this powder, extracted from the fronds of the 
carnauba palm; to Johnson subsidiary plants 
all over the world and to New Orleans and 
New York for transshipment to Racine. 

DEPENDENCE ON IMPORTS 
Other imports for which Johnson depends 

on ocean transportation include shellac from 
India, sugar cane wax from Cuba and bees
wax from West Africa, Portugal, Iran, and 
Afghanistan. American freighters help 
carry Johnson products to customers in 90 
countries. 

Racine sells calf weaners to Canada and 
golf -swing practice devices to Italy and 

Japan. Other exports include everything 
from artificial limb parts, hair clippers and 
tools to puzzles, wrapping paper and insec
ticides. 

AUTOMATION IN THE RAILROAD 
INDUSTRY-THE 20TH-CENTURY 
CHALLENGE TO MANAGEMENT 
AND LABOR 
Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, it is 

with deep pleasure that I invite to the 
attention of the United States Senate 
·a statesmanlike speech delivered by 
W. P. Kennedy, president of the Brother· 
hood of Railroad Trainmen, in Grand 
Forks, N. Dak., last May 22. 

That ·speech was on the vitally impor· 
tant subject of automation in the rail
road industry. It sets forth this 20th· 
century challenge to management 
and labor, and to all of us who in any 
ways use the railroads in business, farm .. 
ing, or travel, in a way which offers con .. 
structive proposals for meeting push· 
button railroading that is displacing 
workers long experienced in their jobs. 

I have known President Kennedy as 
one of America's outstanding labor 
leaders for several decades now. He has 
done many constructive things during 
his career of leadership in one of the 
great unions of the Nation. But he has 
never done anything more important, 
both for those in his own brotherhoods 
with whom he works, and for all who 
labor ·in ·these United States, than in 
this carefully designed analysis of the 
impact of .automation on the status of 
labor. 

Because this is an issue of widespread 
significance to America, and because the 
Congress of the United States is even 
now wrestling with the public impact 
of automation on the economic welfare 
of the Nation, I deem it altogether fit
ting that this timely and knowledgeable 
statement on such a provocative and vi .. 
tal subject as automation be made avail
able to all of the Congress through the 
pages of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ad
dress may be printed in the RECORD at 
this point. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
AUTOMATION IN THE RAILROAD INDUSTRY: THE 

20TH CENTURY CHALLENGE TO MANAGEMENT 
AND LABOR 

(By W. P. Kennedy, president, Brotherhood 
of Railroad Trainmen, at the 65th anni
versary of Wheat Sheaf Lodge, No. 463, 
Grand Forks, N. Dak., May 22, 1957) 

Railroad labor and management have over
come many challenges in the past. But to
day we face our most crucial test. We are 
seeking to take the utmost advaptage of 
_p1odern technology in order to make the rail
roads competitive with other forms of trans
portation. We must, however, do this with 
a minimum of dislocation and hardship to 
our labor force. 

Railroad automation is not some promise 
of the future. It is the challenge of the 20th 
century. We in labor are seeing jobs d!s
appear right before our eyes as pushbutttons 
enable one man to do the job which pre
viously required 10 or 20. And that is not 
all, vacuum tubes and radar are now elimi
nating the need for a man to push buttons. 

Lest there be any doubt in anyone's mind 
about the seriousness of this situation, let 
me cit!'l a few necessary figures. 
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Railroad employment lh 1957; and by this 

I mean all who work for the rail.roads lumped 
together, has fallen to the bottom of the 
depression levels. For the first 4 months of 
this year, midmonth employment averaged 
less than 1 million workers (990,500.) 1 In 
the throes of the depression in 1933 the 
number employed on the railroads was 971,-
000. We have lost over 400,000 jobs in the 
post-World War II era. 

But there is no depression in the railroad 
business today. On the contrary, the net 
income after taxes for class I roads for the 
last 2 years, 1955 and 1956, averaged $900 
million, compared with an annual · average 
of $776 million earned in the period 1951-54. 
It has more than tripled in the past decade. 
Total dividends paid in 1956 exceeded $520 
million, breaking the alltime boom record 
of 1929-30. And the .ratio of dividends paid 
to capital stock invested was 6.8 percent, the 
highest rate of return on record since the 
plush 1920~s. . 

All this was accomplished on the profit side 
of the railroad ledger while employment was 
sinking to depression levels as technological 
advances were being made at breakneck 
speed. Expenditures for new plant and 
equipment rose from $854 million in 1954 to 
$1,231 million in 1956, and an estimated level 
of $1,468 million for this year. This 75-per
cent increase. in expenditures to improve 
plant and equipment and to reduce labor 
costs was more than twice as great as the 
rate of increase in new investment for all 
businesses in the United States. 

How has all this affected labor? While 
Barron's (March 25, 1957) observes that 
·"Technologically speaking, the · railroads 
never had it so good," that ·very technology 
has taken away our jobs at an astounding 
rate. In 1956, for example, we moved about 
the same ·tonnage of freight- a~ we did in the 
year 1948, but with 700,000 or 30 percent 
fewer workers. 

Let me say in passing that this is a doubly 
serious problem for us. In other industries, 
displacement due to technological advance 
has been cushioned in part by the· expansion 
of those industries parallel with the growth 
of the economy. But this has not been true 
in railroading. Although the Nation's gross 
national product increased 40 percent, in 
real terms, since 1948, the railroads carried 
the same volume of freight in 1956 as they 
did 8 years ago. So when we speak of 
advancing productivity and technological 
change in the railroad industry we are talk
ing about a development that can and has 
wiped out jobs on a large scale.2 

What is the nature of this great techno
logical change that we call automation? 
There is scarcely an operation in the whole 
of the railroad industry which has not been 
subjected recently to study to determine if it 
cannot be done automatically.3 In this proc
ess significant changes have been wrought. 
Each of these changes had the same motive-
to increase efficiency, to require less human 
labor, to reduce operating costs. 

1 In rejecting the disposition to regard this 
decline below the million mark as the result 
of diversion of traffic from the railroads to 
competing carriers the New York Journal of 
Commerce June 6, 1957 stated: "Upon analy
sis, this decline past the million worker mark 
must be traced directly to a trend toward 
rail automation." 

2 It has been pointed out that the preauto
mation impact of technological change in 
the railroad industry, during which employ
ment dropped from 1.9 million to 1 million 
was a gradual decline stretched out over a 
period of almost 50 years. In contrast, the 
new electronics era means -elimination of 
human services on a large scale. (New York 
Journal of Commerce, June 3, 1957.) 

3 This includes a crewless train, remote
control locomotives, and electronic classifi
cation yards. 

Two short years ago [was invited to appear 
before the Joint Economic Committee of the 
Congress to present my views in connection 
with that committee's study of the effects 
of automation on American industry. In 
that important Congressional hearing of 2 
years ago, I said that we in the Brotherhood 
are not opposed to technological progress. 
On the contrary, we welcome it. For the 
modernization of the railroads and the in
crease in their efficiency make the prospects 
for more railroad business brighter. It 
means we can meet the inroads of competing 
modes of transport, especially the competi
tion of the trucks with their heavily subsi
dized public roads. 

But I would not have been telling the 
whole story if I had not at the same time 
expressed our common fears that automation 
would bring increasing unemployment for 
many, even when providing additional eco
nomic security for a few. Our fears, in some 
instances, have been well founded. For while 
railroad workers have willingly cooperated 
with management in the installation of new 
automated devices, not in all cases has man
agement been willing to accept its respon
sibility for mitigating the adverse effects 
on particular workers. I refer to the failure 
by management in some instances to work 
out adequate job displacement safeguards. 
One of the most shocking aspects of the 19th 
century lack of social responsibility was the 
arbitrary way in which a certain carrier sud
denly consolidated its operations and closed 
down an entire office with little considera
tion for the welfare and security of its em
ployees. 

Two years ago I offered a program of co
operation to management for working out 
the problems that will arise in the wake of 
automation. I offer it again now with even 
more insistence, because during this short 
2-year span the tempo of automation has 
been stepped up, while the suggestions I 
made then are still l!:i.rgely in the realm of 
suggestions yet to be acted upon seriously 
by management. 

We in railroad labor simply ask that man
agement regard the process of automating 
the industry as a cooperative endeavor, a 
two-way street. We pledge the fullest coop
eration to management in accepting the new 
technology and making it work as it should. 
We ask in return that management pledge us 
an equitable share in the fruits of increased 
productivity that our labor and skills cou
pled with the new inventions make possible, 
and that it accept some of the social costs 
of technological displacement. To . get at 
the meaning of such cooperation in more 
precise terms, let me call attention to cer
tain facts about our industry that are often 
overlooked. 

In the operating end of railroading, we 
have a larger proportion of older workers 
to our total labor force than is character
istic of other industries. Ours is a skilled 
and steady labor force based mainly on long 
years of experience. Seniority has meant a 
great deal to our workers, as it has to man
agement. For the workers this has meant 
better runs, more pay, better conditions of 
work. For management, seniority has meant 
an assured and responsible labor force, a 
train crew entirely competent to be en
trusted with thousands of dollars of valuable 
property and a passenger list whose worth 
cannot be calculated in cold dollars at all. 
However, railroad skills acquired by the op
eration of our seniority rules and long years 
of experience, unfortunately, cannot be 
readily transferred to some other industry. 

We are now finding that the impact of 
automation is affecting the older workers in 
our industry most severely. Among unem
ployed workers betw.een 45 and 49 years of 
·age averag·e days of unemployment rose from 
76 in 1948 and 1951 to 95 days average in 
1956; among the unemployed from 50 to 54 
years of age average duration of unemploy-

ment increased from 80 days ·in 1948 to 99 
days in 1956. 

One measure of permanent technological 
displacement among older workers is the 
percentage who exhausted their unemploy
ment benefits. In 1948, 11 percent of those 
workers 45 to 49 years of age drawing some 
unemployment benefits exhausted their 
rights. In 1956 the percentage of exhaus
tions rose to 16 percent or by close to 50 per
cent. 

These older workers also had the longest 
railroad service. Of those 45 years and over 
in 1954, 85 percent had more than 10 years 
with the railroads. 

Displacement of older workers through the 
introduction of automatic devices means 
great hardship. They are not as mobile as 
younger workers. They have roots in their 
communities. So, it is altogether fitting 
that we insist that management cooperate 
with us in developing programs for earlier 
retirement and for adequate severance pay 
to lighten the impact of technological dis
placement for older workers. 

At the other end of the age scale are our 
younger workers who also face loss of jobs 
through the introduction of automatic de
vices. These younger workers however, can 
move; they can be transferred readily to 
other jobs without undue loss of skills. 

I suggested 2 years ago that management 
accept its responsibility to workers already 
on the job by establishing a system of trans
ferring workers from one division to another 
on the same railroad, from one railroad to 
another, from one part of the country to an
other. For while there are minor differences 
in the job, other things being equal, already 
experienced workers can grasp the job needs 
faster and perform more efficiently than in
experienced workers newly hired. It is a 
commonplace in our industry that one road 
is both hiring and laying off workers at the 
same time; that another railroad in the 
same territory may be hiring workers while 
the other road is laying workers off. Surely, 
it is not too much to expect that manage
ment face up to its responsibility in this 
matter; that it work out a plan of trans
fen·ing workers from one place on a road to 
another as need arises; that the prospects of 
transferring workers from one road to an
other be given the serious consideration 
from management it deserves in view of the 
heavy toll automation is taking of our em
ployed workers. 

Finally, if no other jobs of comparable 
skill and pay are available in the railroad 
industry for the workers which machines 
and new devices displace, I suggest the Fed
eral Government with its responsibility un
der the Employment Act for maintaining 
full employment take appropriate action to 
help those workers. This can take the form 
of retraining and relocation programs spe
cifically designed to meet the needs of tho"se 
whom technological advances displace in the 
railroad industry. 

In this connection may I point out why 
we in the railroad industry require this spe
cial type of aid. Unlike workers in textiles 
and coal mining who are concentrated in a 
few readily defined geographical areas which 
can be singled out and assisted under the 
proposed Federal aid to distressed areas bill, 
railroad yards, divisions, and terminals are 
dispersed all over the country and may be 
located in areas which, outside of railroad
ing, are not experiencing distressed condi
tions. Distressed area legislation will not 
help the railroad workers stranded in some 
remote division point or terminal as a result 
of automation. · This is a problem that must 
be dealt with on a different basis. 

Automation means greater efficiency and 
more output per worker. This requires not 
only fewer workers, but the possibility of a 
shorter number of required hours per worker. 
For those still on the job, automation there
fore, ushers in the prospect of more leisure 
time to devote to their families, to recreation, 
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to civic, religious, and other citizen-building 
activities in their communities. But this can 
only give good results if the 'benefits of auto
mation resulting in more free time for those 
employed are accompanied by appropriate 
wage adjustments to preserve the workers' 
purchasing power. This means that as h€>urs 
are reduced wage rates must be adjusted cor
respondingly. It also means that as the 
gains of automation materialize, such bene
fits as vacations with pay can and should be 
broadened and expanded. 

In my appearance before the Joint Eco
nomic Committee 2 years ago, I stressed an
other area of deep concern to railroad work
ers, namely, the health and safety of them
selves and their families. It was not so long 
ftgo that railroad workers could not obtain 
insurance at a reasonable rate, so hazardous 
was their work considered. And despite the 
great progress we have made in our negotia
tions with management to improve the safety 
of our work, our jobs are still hazardous. 
We work in all kinds of weather under the 
most risky conditions. Yet management has 
not always considered favorably our insist
ence on maintaining safe working conditions. 
Moreover, the~ have lagged behind other in
dustries in meeting the problem of providing 
adequate medical care for railroad workers 
and their families. It is in this area of so
called fringe benefits that we can expect to 
negotiate even more vigorously in the future 
as automation takes its toll of jobs and as 
railroad employment becomes increasingly 
selective. For certainly some of the savings 
resulting from automation .belong to the 
workers and there are few better ways to use 
them than in promoting their health, safety, 
and greater leisure time. 

Not only must the gains from automation 
be· refiected in more leisure time, better 
safety, improved medical care and retirement 
programs but also in the workers' pay en
velope. Savings from automation promise to 
increase the earnings of the railroads sub
stantially and provide the strongest of a\gu
ments for continuing adjustments in the 
wages paid railroad employees. In fact, the 
improved earnings of the carriers and the up
grading of our men required to do the more 
skilled work that automation brings in, com
bine to challenge management and the 
brotherhoods alike to sit down and bargain . 
collectively to restore to railroad labor its 
place in the national wage structure com
mensurate with the training, discipline, and 
responsibility which their occupations repre
sent in .the field of all labor, and in the public 
mind. 

The foregoing adds up to a reasonable 
program for meeting the impact of auto
mation so that management and labor may 
both share in its fruits and provide the pub
lic with a more efficient transportation service 
while at the same time maintaining a sol
vent, profitable industry for its owners. Only 
as all parties are benefited equally by the 
automation that takes place can we justify 
the rapid extension of this labor saving tech
nology in our railroad industry. 

Thus far, the men on the laboring end of 
the transportation business have not shared 
in the benefits of automation as they should 
have. Instead, they have been absorbing the 
total effect of its labor-displacing impact. 
And we are told that what has occurred in 
the past few years is only a token, a sign, 
of what is to happen. We do not have direct 
figures on what the carriers are spending on 
automation currently." But a glimpse or it 

'The railroad industry invested approxi
mately $4 billion in automation over the 
11-year period 1946-56. This estimate, based 
on carrier reports to the ICC and the 
American Association · of Railroads, was pub
lished by the New York Journal of Com
merce on June 3, 1957, in connection with a. 
series of articles analyzing the impact of 
automation on the railroad indm:Jtry. And 

can be seen .from the overall figures on equip
ment expenditure, much of which wlll re
duce labor requirements. An analysis made 
by the ICC of the capital expenditures of 
class I roads disclosed that in 1956 they spent 
$1.2 billion, and the estimates for 1957 were 
placed at $1.4 billion, an increase in a sin
gle year of 15 percent. And nearly three
fourths of it goes for equipment outlays. 
The total dollar amount expended for equip
ment outlays is expected to be about a 
fourth higher (24.7 percent) for the first 6 
months o:f 1957 than it was in the first half 
o.f 1956. 

Some hint of the direction of such outlays 
is given in the figures presented by the Fed
eral Telecommunication Laboratories of the 
I. T. & T., which reported its sales of elec
tronic equipment to the railroads had 
doubled in 1956. And Westinghouse Air
brake .Corp.'s Union Switch and Signal 
Division reported a 31 percent gain in sales 
of automatic equipment in the same year. 

The most spectacular automation progress 
has been made in the pushbutton freight 
classification yards. Since 1955, some 30 fully 
automatic freight yards have been put into 
operation. And this is only a beginning. 
The Union Switch and Signal Division esti
mates that 200 such yards will be put into 
operation in the United States and Canada. 

The 1955 type of automatic freight yard 
I spoke of before the Joint Economic Com
mittee of the Congress 2 years ago has al
ready been superseded by an even more au
tomatic system. Take the Pennsylvania's 
East Bound Conway freight classification 
yard installed as the last word in automation 
in 1955. A single employee, operating from 
a glass enclosed tower, fiipped switches and 
pushed buttons that made up trains by re
mote control. This single employee did the 
work of a half-dozen outmoded humping 
yards and replaced whole crews of riders and 
switchmen. Now, along comes the radar 
beam and an electronic brain, and this 
watchtower worker, is no longer there.u 

car distribution by electronic IBM brains 
now threatens to displace train dispatchers. 
The recent advances in automation taking 
place in the front offices of the railroads are 
a match for what we are experiencing-in the 
yards and terminals. Computers and tele
fax keep records, handle reservations, and 
sell tickets faster than ever before. And 
one has only to step into some of the anti
quated railroad terminals and depots that 
dot the Nation to realize how much more 
can be done to bring the effects of automa
tion home to the nonoperating labor force 
now manning these outmoded installations. 

We who work on the railroads feel that 
the problems of automation are piling up 
unsolved so thick and fast that we must 
insist on an across-the-board review of the 
entire situation. Automation is the most 
serious threat and the most promising op
portunity of the 20th century. If it is to be 
removed as a threat and fulfill its great 
promise, the attention and time of our best 
brains, both in management and in labor, 
must be given to it. 

As a first step, and to focus industrywide 
attention on a major aspect of the problem, 
we in railroad labor have proposed changes 

the Journal of Commerce noted the $4 bil
lion "is a fraction of what it will become ac
cording to present plans and nothing at all 
compared to what it will total if given co
operation of rail labor leadership." 

5 It is important to distinguish between 
the electrified pushbutton yard and the 
electronic yard. The latter is the automation 
of the future based on the vacuum tube, 
the transistor, and radar. It eliminates the 
pushbutton as well as the worker pushing 
the buttons. Whole train lengths of cars 
can now be broken up and reassembled into 
new train lengths directed solely by a tape 
programmer. 

in the Railroad Unemployment Insurance 
Act embodied in a bill before the Congress, 
H. R. 4353. 

Under our proposal (H. R. 4353) an em
ployee with five or more years of railroad 
service who is displaced through no fault 
of his own and has exhausted his rights to 
normal unemployment benefits would be en
titled to receive additional .benefits during 
an extended benefit period. The duration 
of such extended benefit period would vary 
in accordance with the length of the em
ployee's railroad service, so that a displaced 
railroad man with 20 or more years of service 
could receive benefits for as much as 4% 
years longer than he would under present 
law. In other words, the older displaced 
employees would receive severance pay al
lowances up to a maximum of 5 years. 

In addition, we have proposed a new 
schedule of .dally benefit rates which is 20 
percent higher than the present rates; an 
increase in the maximum amount of com
pensation for which unemployment compen
sation base year credit would be given; and 
an increase in the number of days for which 
benefits may be paid. 

It is our belief that the proposed eJ~:tended 
unemployment compensation bill and tl;l.e 
liberalized unemployment benefit rates will 
not only help to stabilize unemployment in 
our industry but that it will go a long way 
toward caring for the more needy and more 
experienced of those displaced. 

First, it will provide the carriers with a. 
specific incentive to regularize employment. 
Second, it will provide them with an incen
tive to relocate older and . experienced work
ers within our industry, since by so do_ing 
the carriers will reduce the cost of unem
ployment compensation to themselves. Fi
nally, it represents a just and adeq~ate way 
of compensating those older · employ~es 
whose jgbs_ are completely elimin~ted by 
technological change. . 

What of the costs involved? We believe 
that the savings resulting from automation 
provide an ample fund from which the hu
man costs of technological progress may be 
met. 11 The carriers are enjoying an unprece
dented period of prosperity. _ Stockholders 
are enjoying record dividends and the high
est rate of return on capital investment 
since 1920. 

With the rate of productivity advance that 
has been experienced in our industry, there 
is reason to believe that additions to the 
railroads' labor bill by reason of the proposed 
unemployment compensation benefits will 
not result in any higher labor costs per unit 
of output. As a case in point it is only nec
essary to cite the fact that despite additions 
to the costs of unemployment compensation 
and railroad retirement to the total railroad 
labor bill, in recent years, total railroad labor 
cost in 1956 in proportion to operating ex
penses was virtually the same as in 1952. 
Wages plus payroll taxes amounted to $0.665 
per dollar of operating expenses in 1952 and 
$0.666 in 1956. Moreover much of the added 
costs of proposed. protection for older une!Jl
ployed railroad workers displaced through 
automation, consolidation" merger, etc., can 
be avoided largely by the carriers cooperating 
to improve the placement service for unem
ployed railroad workers. The industry can 
absorb what costs remain with little diffi
culty, 

Our proposals for extended unemployment 
benefits are not new. Other unions have rec
ognized the inadequacy of unemployment 
compensation benefits and have· contracts 
whereby their employers agree to supple
ment standard unemployment compensation. 
Such agreements have been signed in the 

11 The financial weekly, Barron's (Mar. 25, 
1957) speaking of the spread of the auto
mated yards explained that,"* • • the roads 
are able to . amortize them i~ 3 or 4 years 
through sa':ings in lapor costs.'' 
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steel, auto, and container industries. The 
steel and container industry plans both pro
vide for 52 weeks of unemployment benefits 
though State payments are fo shorter pe
riods. The auto plan is for a shorter period. 

A comparison of the steel, container, and 
railroad workers unemployment compensa
tion plans shows that we in the railroad in
dustry are not asking for as much as other 
workers are now receiving. The maximum 
weekly benefit for a steel worker earning $80 
a week after taxes, under the United States 
Steel agreement, is $52 per week including 
State benefits; employees of Continental Can 
Co., covered by the lAM supplementary un
employment insurance agreement, earning 
$80 a week after taxes get $54 a week. The 
railroad employee earning $80 a week after 
taxes now can receive a maximum of only 
$42.50 a week; and under the proposed 
amendments this would rise to a maximum of 
only $51 per week. Thus even the proposed 
amendments would leave the railroad work
ers' weekly and annual maximum unemploy
ment compensation amount below that now 
a vailable to steel and container industry 
workers. 

Because of the special conditions in the 
r ailroad industry-restrictions on the inter
changeability of skills with other industries, 
and the difficulty of reemployment for work
ers in stranded division or terminal points
special provision has to be made for adequate 
long-period protection for displaced older 
workers. Therefore, we are emphasizing a 
type of severance pay that goes beyond those 
developed in other industries. Our senior 
employees who are displaced through no 
fault of their own will get extended unem
ployment compensation benefits not now 
available to employees of any other industry. 

Our proposal for extended unemployment 
compensation is but one part of our program 
for meeting the challenge of displacement 
for older workers on the railroad~s~ We be
lieve that we must face the problem of dis
placement in its totality. We must consider 
displacement arising not only. by reason of 
technological change, but also as a result of 
mergers and consolidations. In this con
nection I call attention to the fact that 
under the Washington agreement of 1936 
there exist certain rules and provisions re
garding consolidations designed to protect· 
the worker against deprivation of employ
ment through no fault of his own. In my 
estimation the time has come for a review 
and modernization of the 1936 agreement 
looking toward its updating in the light of 
current conditions. 

Another part of our approach to the prob
lem of automation in our industry is our 
proposal for liberalizing railroad retirement 
benefits, so as to make possible earlier re
tirements for senior workers. Our proposal 
embodied in H. R. 4353 would increase rail
road retirement annuities generally by 10 
percent. In addition, the privilege now 
available to any employee with 30 years of 
service electing to receive a reduced annuity 
to begin after age 60 and before 65 would 
be available to women employees with 10. 
years of service at age 62 and at the same age 
to wives of annuitants. 

rn this connection let me point out that 
we have not precluded any other method of 
easing the impact of automation on our 
older worker. For example, I see no reason 
_why we could not set aside a special fund 
from the retirement fund for workers dis
placed through no fault of their own who 
are too young to retire but too old to be 
retrained easily. A railroad worker, say, 50 
or over, who gets displaced by automation 
and exhausts his normal unemployment 
benefits, could begin to draw reduced retire
ment benefits from this special displacement 
retirement fund. Ir the worker obtains a 
job, then his retirement benefits would 
cease. 

In addition to our program for extending 
unemployment compensation and protecting 

senior workers against the impact of 
technological change, we have continued 'bo 
direct our collective bargaining activities 
toward improving wages and working condi
tions in our industry. We have just con
cluded a successful negotiation with the 
carriers which provides for a series of wage 
adjustments for road and yard service em
ployees; extends our escalator clause which 
assures automatic adjustments to compen
sate for increases in the cost of living; and 
provides, with certain adjustments in pay, 
that yard service employees may elect to 
take seven paid holidays. 

In these negotiations we have continued 
to insist, as we have in the past and will 
in the future, tnat our members will never 
submit to unilateral decisions by the 
carriers, or grant them arbitrary and uncon
trolled discretion to eliminate jobs, change 
job classifications and assignments or in 
any way abrogate work rules that have been 
developed fo meet the needs of workers con
fronted by great technological changes. In 
this connection, the time has come for the 
carriers and the employee representatives to 
consider the problem of reclassifying and 
upgrading certain classes of workers whose 
responsibilities and skills have been changed 
by the introduction of automated processes 
and equipment. 

One of the things we and management 
should be working at right now is a proce
dure for establishing pay scales for auto
mated jobs. Why should we in labor have to 
bargain over wage scales for the new jobs 
automation requires on an ex post basis? 
Advance negotiations by labor and manage
ment should make it possible to set up a 
new set of wage rates to go into effect im
mediately as soon as a yard is automated. 

In our future negotiations we are going to 
pay more and more attention to the question 
of the length of the workweek and the 
standard workday. One of the great aims 
of the trade-union movement in this coun
try has been to reduce hours of work. We 
in the railroad industry, and particularly in 
the Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, 
played a leading role in the early fight to 
establish the 8-hour day. In recent years 
we have perhaps, to some extent, lagged be
hind in the shorter hours movement. How
ever, we have established the standard 40-
hour workweek for 80 percent of the rail
road employees. And we intend to partici
pate actively with the rest of the· American 
trade unions in the drive to win schedules 
shorter than 40 hours. As automation and 
productivity advance increases, some of the 
savings should be shared with the .Yorker in 
the form .of increased leisure, regardless of 
the immediate employment picture. And of 
course where the productivity advance is ac
companied by technological displacement 
the union will insist on a shorter workweek, 
without reduction in pay, as a means of 
stabilizing employment. 

It seems clear that we are already in the 
process of a fundamental alteration in the 
standard or scheduled workweek. In early 
1956 the Department of Labor surveyed 17 
major cities covering almost 6 million plant 
and office workers. It found that about one 
in every six was already on a regular schedule 
of less than 40 hours a week. The scheduled 
workweeks were found to be principally 
37Y:! or 35 hours. 

We in the railroad industry have made 
some progress in the field of. paid holidays 
and paid vacations but we have a great deal 
more to gain. It is now common practice in 
industry for all workers to enjoy six to eight 
or more paid holidays. We have j~st ob
tained an option for yard service employees 
to elect seven paid holidays in lieu of part 
of the general wage adjustments agreed to 
for all employees. 

Today not only most industries have ac
cepted a system of paid vacations for their 
employees but also it is common practice for 

longer service workers to receive paid vaca
tions of 3 to 4 weeks. 

We in the railroad industry must plan to 
bring our paid holiday and vacation practices 
abreast of the commonly accepted patterns 
in American industry. 

There nre many other areas of collective 
bargaining, of course, in which we can and 
will seek improvements in accordance with 
the responsibilities and problems that are 
raised by reason of the advent of automation. 

In conclusion let me say this to our 
brothers in the American trade-union move
ment-in the AFL-CIO, the United Mine 
Workers, the railroad brotherhoods, and the 
independent unions. Technological displace
ment is not solely a railroad problem. It 
has occurred in coal mining, in textiles as 
well as in railroads. It is now occurring at 
an accelerated tempo in the factories 
throughout the land. 

Factory worker employment in mid-1953 
was 14 million. Today it is 13 million and 
there are fewer hours worked today. Factory 
workers' spendable earnings are going down 
as hours of work are reduced. Yet our real 
gross national product is increasing. It is 
up 10 percent in real terms since mid-1953 
and industrial production is up 6 percent. 

We are all in this together brothers. We in 
the railroad industry have seen jobs lost until 
we have 1 million fewer workers in our in
dustry today than we had a few decades ago. 
Factory workers are only now beginning to 
feel the impact of technological change. 

The future of our trade-union movement 
depends upon our ability to discern changes 
that are in the offing and work out ways and
means of meeting them. New occupations 
are emerging to become the major ones in 
the labor force. The proportion of white 
collar, engineering, and technically skilled 
employees to total is on the rise in all in
dustry as well as in transportation. Unless 
we make necessary changes to meet the needs 
of these groups we will lose our effective
ness as trade unions. 

I take this opportunity to invite the lead
ers of the great American trade unions to 
sit down together and to map a common pro
gram to assure that the threat of economic 
iJ:.lsecurity will be defeated and the promise 
of automation will be fully realized for Amer
ica's workers. 

We are only on the threshold of the second 
industrial revolution. Automation is yet in 
its infancy and atomic energy has yet to be 
applied to practical peacetime uses. These 
two fields, automation and atomic energy 
will change the whole face of our present
day economy. They will in large measure 
change the picture of the railroad industry 
as we know it today. We must be alert to 
the implications of these wonderful new 
forces. They must be made to work for 
man's progress, for abundance and security
not destruction and insecurity. 

SPEECH BY SECRETARY OF TREAS
URY BEFORE FIRST PLENARY 
SESSION OF ECONOMIC CONFER
ENCE OF ORGANIZATION OF 
AMERICAN STATES 
Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the body of the RECORD a speech de
livered by the new Secretary of the 
Treasury, the Honorable Robert B. 
Anderson, before the first plenary ses
sion of the Economic Conference of the 
Organization of American States at 
Buenos Aires, Argentina, on Monday, 
August 19, 1957. 

If I may, I should like to point ·out to 
the Senate a paragraph from the speech, 
wherein the Secretary states: 

There are certain profound convictions 
with which I come to our meeting. They 



15430 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD..:.:: SENATE August 21 

are convictions which I h ave held through
out a lifetime. The first conviction is this: 
No dti!erence exists between us as to the 
objectives we seek. They are objectives that 
can be defined only in terms of human well
being and progress. We all agree that man 
does not exist to enhance the importance 
an d power of the state, as the Communists 
would have us believe. The state exists for 
m an to respect his dignity as a child of God, 
to preserve his rights as an individual, and 
to provide opportunities which will enable 
him to develop, freely and fully, in all the 
ways that enrich human life and exalt it s 
spirit ual meaning and dignity. 

Mr. President, I think that is a vital 
and meaningful paragraph. It is the 
strongest statement I have seen on the 
part of any official of this administra
tion, giving, as it does, complete support 
to the idea of promoting democracy and 
individual and human rights in that area 
of the world. It indicates definitely that 
this Government, and we the people of 
the United States, believe in and ap
prove, that government which recog
nizes the dignity and the rights of indi
vidual citizens. I should like to point 
out one other paragraph, Mr. President, 
on page 5 of the speech, in which the 
Secretary mentions the following: 

Military expenditures, by their very na
ture, act as a brake on rising living stand
ards, and for that reason they should be held 
to a level that will provide an adequate pos
ture of defense. All of us in the Americas 
look forward to the day when a changed 
world situation will permit a substantial 
reduction of our large military expenditures. 
In the meantime, however, we must all do 
everythi:pg we can to control reasonably our 
expenditures in this area. All of us, I am 
confident, will continue to scrutinize our 
military budgets in an effort to accomplish 
savings that would make resources avail
able in each of our economies for the kind 
of constructive development that advances 
economic well-being. 

Mr. President, again I wish to con
gratulate th~ Secretary for making such 
an assertion. I hope that our Defense 
Department will look at its own program 
in its relation to the western defense 
hemisphere program, to determine 
whether we might be forcing upon these 
Latin American countries a military pos
ture which in fact economically they 
cannot afford. In the light of the Sec
retary's statement some thought, I hope, 
will be given to that subject. Again I 
congratulate the Secretary on his fine 
speech. I wish that he had said more. 
I wish he had approved of efforts to 
create common markets among Latin 
countries, but the fact that he did not 
does not negate the fact that this speech 
was a fine and thoughtful presentation. 

There being no objection, the spe.ech 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
REMARKS BY ROBERT B. ANDERSON, SECRETARY 

OF THE TREASURY OF THE UNITED STATES. 
BEFORE THE FIRST PLENARY SESSION OF THE 
ECONOMIC CONFERENCE OF THE ORGANIZATION 
OF AMERICAN STATES, BUENOS AIRES, ARGEN
TINA, MONDAY, AUGUST 19, 1957 
It is an honor to participate in this con

ference with so many of the ministers who 
deal with the financial and economic ques
tions which continually arise in the conduct 
of government affairs in our American Re
publics. It is a particularly happy occasion 
to come here as one of my first officia l acts 
as Secretary of tlle Treas1rry. 

As a. Texan. who has lived most of his 
life close to Latin America, I have always had 
a deep and warm personal interest in its 
people, its culture, its traditions, and its 
progress. One of my earliest employments. 
was to teach Spanish in a town near the 
place where I grew up. While I must con
fess a neglect of the language in the inter
vening years, it is a fault I hope to correct. 
It is my earnest hope that my present duties 
will give me new opportunities to visit the 
other American Republics and to experience 
more direct and personal contacts with this 
great region, and to continue and enrich the 
friendships which I have established here 
with the delegates of these American Re
publics. 

'Ihis conference follows in logical succes
sion from the conference at Quitandinha in 
1954. I was deeply impressed by the en
thusiasm with which my predecessor, Sec
retary Humphrey, viewed the Quitandinha 
meeting. He was convinced at that meeting 
that there was unanimity among the dele
gates as to the great and inspiring objec
tives Which we seek in this hemisphere. 

These objectives are clear and can be de
fined simply: We want our people all around 
the Americas to live better, we want them 
to pursue more healthful lives, we want their 
lives filled with hope, enric;tled with prog
ress, and inspired toward the improvement 
of standards of well-being. Above all, we 
seek these goals while preserving the free
dom of our peoples. 

It was most encouraging to me that in this 
eloquent address inaugurating this confer
ence, President Aramburu strongly 1·eaffirmed 
the validity of these views. As practical men 
with responsibility for helping to shape our 
nations' economic policies, we shall try to see 
our tasks as they really are, and not as we 
might wish them to be. They are many, they 
are difficult, and they are continuing. They 
are not to be dealt with by words alone, nor 
can they be laid to rest once and for all by 
some dramatic pronouncement at this or any 
other conference. Patience, persistence, and 
good will are the qualities of mind and heart 
which we must bring to our tasks. 

I have talked at length with President 
Eisenhower about these matters. He shares 
the conviction that direct personal contacts 
and intimate exchanges between those of us 
who carry public responsibilities are the 
surest guaranty that our efforts will be suc
cessful and our objectives transformed into 
practical and satisfactory realities. 

You will all recall the unprecedented meet
ing of the chiefs of state of the American 
Republics which took place in Panama in 
July 1956, and the Inter-American Commit
tee of Presidential Representatives which de
veloped from it to consider ways of strength
ening the Organization of American States in 
fields of cooperative effort which directly af
fect the welfare of the individual. As a result 
of the committee's deliberations, a series of 
recommendations was drawn up and sub
mitted to the various chiefs of state. Presi
dent Eisenhower on May 26 publicly ex
pressed his hope that many of the recom
mendations would be put into effect as 
promptly as possible. 

We should not regard the meeting tn 
Quitandinha, the conference in Panama, or 
this conference as ends in themselves. 
Rather, each conference evidences greater 
strides forward to our common objectives. 
What is really important is the fact that we 
continue to demonstrate that 21 nations 
collectively, forming one of the world's most 
important coxnmunities, have come to the 
same conviction that the welfare and 
progress of each member is related to the 
welfare and progress of each other member. 
Our approach has been, and will continue to 
be, that of good partners. 

How then shall the ministers of finance 
or economy of our governments go about the 
task of increasing the c!Iect iveness of their 

cooperative efforts? It would be presumptu
ous for me, one of the newest members of 
the group, to claim extensive personal fa
miliarity wi1jh the details of the questions 
which we shall discuss. The delegation of 
the United States will express its views on 
the matters of our agenda, and I earnestly 
hope you will find them forward looking and 
constructive. 

Before we came here, my Government re
viewed and considered carefully the views 
that were expressed by the delegations in 
1954. and weighed them in the light of the 
progress we have made in the interval of 
nearly 3 years since that meeting. We wel
come this opportunity, indeed, we feel it is a 
responsibility, to express to you the funda
mental approach which we bring to the 
questions before us. This conference repre
sents another important step in the con
tinuing evolution of a long history of eco
nOinic cooperation and business partnership. 
We are dealing with fundamental and long
range questions on which we can take stock 
and fruitfully exchange thoughts and points 
of view. But we recognize that in the eco
nomic field the march of day-to-day events 
and the cumulative effect of specific deci
sions in business and in government play the 
major role. 

A country achieves material progress by 
developing its human and material re
sources. There is no other way to do it. 
The question that faces this conference, 
therefore, is how can our countries most 
effectively develop their resources? At in
ter-American meetings of this kind, when 
we consider economic development we some
times tend to talk as though Latin America 
were one great homogeneous area. In fact, 
economic development of Latin America is 
the sum total of the economic development 
of each of the individual countries in the 
area. 

When we examine the economic char
acteristics of the Latin American countries 
one by one we find a natural diversity. 
Some countries have limited natural re
sources. Others are among the most favored 
nations in the world in this respect. Some 
countl"ies are almost entirely producers of 
raw materials. Others produce not only raw 
materials but also a wide variety of manu
factured goods. But amidst this diversity 
let there be this unity: Howe,.rer we de
velop our economies, however we use o1rr 
resources · or make our goods, or provide op
portunities for work, let us above all else 
guard freedom in all its aspects, for free
dom is indivisible. 

There are certain profound convictions 
with which I come to our meeting. They 
are convictions which I have held through
out a lifetime. The first conviction is this: 
No difference exists between us as to the 
objectives we seek. They are objectives that 
can be defined only in terms of human well
being and progress. We all agree that man 
does not exist to en11a.nce the importance 
and power of the state, as the Communists 
would have us believe. The state exists for 
man to respect his dignity as a child of God, 
to preserve his rights as an individual, and 
to provide opportunities which will enable 
him to develop, freely and fully, in all the 
ways that ·enrich human life and exalt its 
spiritual meaning and dignity. And this is 
what we mean when we speak of promoting 
coxnmerce, industry, agriculture, and de
velopment of all of our resources. We pro
mote them because they make for the better 
employment of our citizens, better homes 
for our families, better education for our 
children, greater satisfaction of our aspira
tions, in short, a better Amel"ica for all o! 
us. 

History has demonstrated the vital role of 
the competitive enterprise system in the eco
nomic life of our helllisphere. Its promise 
for the future is even greater. Just as truth 
:tlourishes best in tht: climate of political 
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freedom, so in the economic fi~d the system 
of competitive enterprise promises to yield 
most .in the satisfaction of man's material 
needs. This system produces most of what 
people want most. 

I hope that at this conference we can con
tribute to the growth and strengthening of 
this system. It is wholesome that we should 
explore the various ideas presented to us. 
No one knows better than a minister of 
finance or economy how difficult it is to 
choose between alternative measures. No 
one knows better than we that the fields of 
economy and finance are not exact sciences. 
Let us, therefore, approach our discussions 
with the hope that from a sincere and 
thoughtful exchange of views will come ways 
of doing things which are perhaps better 
than those which any of us alone might have 
brought to this conference. 

This leads me to a second conviction which 
I hold strongly and which has been sub
stantiated in actual experience. This is that 
there is no question incapable of resolution 
if we, as reasonable me:1. of good will, and as 
the representatives of our respective peoples, 
bring to bear on it the best and united effort 
of all of our people. 

President Eisenhower has characterized the 
Organization of American States and its 
predecessors as "the most successfully sus
tained adventure in international community 
living the world has ever known." In this 
hemisphere we have had the courage to ap
proach openly many problems for which 
solutions had not been found in intt.rna
tional society. Some of these problems have 
found their first solution in the Americas. 
On other problems we have made the greatest 
progress toward an eventual solution that 
has yet been achieved. Why is this true? I 
believe that it is because we do not let 
differences of opinion divide us or breed 
distrust among us. When we encounter a 
new problem or engage in a new field of dis
cussion we seek a road we can all follow and 
which will ultimately bring us to our com
mon objective. 

This' method of approach has been a salient 
part of our cooperative effort during the past 
50 years· and against the background of his
tory hr..s been little short of remarkable. For 
example, we developed in the Americas a 
hemispheric approach. to.security which was 
sealed .in the Rio Treaty of 1947. We unani
mously agreed that an attack on any one 
state would be considered an attack on all. 
This concept of collective security has served 
as a pattern for the strengthening of the 
entire Free World. Our purpose is peace 
both with the rest of the world and among 
ourselves. The repeatedly successful appli
cation of the Rio Treaty to settle disputes be
tween American States and the outstanding 
services of the Inter-American Peace Com
mittee for peaceful settlement have estab
lished beyond doubt the desire and ability of 
the countries of the Americas to live peace
fully together. 

This fact has great economic significance. 
The assurances now provided by our com
mon-defense system offer us a dramatic op
portunity to give greater emphasis to those 
economic activities that can better the lot 
of our peoples. 

Military expenditures, by their very nature, 
~ct as a brake on rising living standards, 
and for that reason they should be held to a 
level that will provide an adequate posture 
of defense. All of us in the Americas look 
forward to the day when a changed world 
situation will permit a substantial reduction 
of our large military expenditures. In the 
meantime, however, we must all do every
thing we can to control reasonably our ex
penditures in this area. All of us, I am con
fident, will continue to scrutinize our mili
tary budgets in an effort to accomplish sav
ings that would make resources available in 
each of our economies for the kind of con-

structive development that advances eco
nomic well being. 

My third great conviction is that the 
progress and welfare of every American 
State is directly related to the progress and 
welfare of each. None of us can ever be 
indifferent to the problems and the suffer
ing of another. Each of us has a personal 
and strong interest in the welfare of each of 
our partners. Often in the economic fields 
our problems are particularly subtle and 
stubborn. Our best interests as members of 
this great American community clearly lie 
in pursuing a policy of cooperation. 

A basic aspect of this policy of coopera
tion is a firm determination on the part of 
my country to preserve a climate that will 
lead to the maintenance of a growing pros
perity in the United States, which continues 
to represent the largest, most stable, and 
expanding market for the increasing produc
tion of the hemisphere. To seek to avoid any 
return to the depressed conditions of an 
earlier decade with the costly shrinkage it 
meant in our own economy and with the 
harmful reduction of your markets is a fixed 
point in the policy of my Government and of 
our whole people. 

A further aspect of this policy of coop
eration relates to the important areas of 
trade and investment. Needless to say, each 
of us occasionally is compelled to take ac
tion on the basis of important domestic con
siderations. Such departures from the gen
eral policy should be held to an inescapable 
minimum and should be justified by rigorous 
standards of necessity. In that way we can 
maintain our basic course with respect to in
ternational economic cooperation and main
tain as well the integrity of those occasional 
departures from it which legitimate national 
considerations require. 

What are the results of our cooperative 
efforts during the past 4 years? Today, the 
people of the American States are contribut
ing more to the economic progress and well
being of the world than at any previous time 
in our history. The output of goods and 
services is rising continuously at the rate 
of about 3 percent a year in the United 
States, and at even higher rates in other 
American Republics. .The average annual in
crease in the real gro~s national product for 
Latin America, as a whole, is estimated by 
the Economic Commission for Latin America 
at 4.3 percent for the 4 years 1953 through 
1956. In several countries the rate of growth 
has been even higher. 

RarE:lly, if ever, in history ha,1e we wit
nessed such a sustained and vigorous level 
of prosperity as we have been enjoying re
cently in the Free World. Indeed, in this 
decade we find we have a striking contrast 
to the world of 20 years ago. Then trade 
had shrunk, prices were depressed, and eco
nomic activity was feeble and discouraging. 
Today there is an increasing concern of an 
opposite character. In country after coun
try, the pressure of monetary demand is so 
great that intlation is either an unpleasant 
reality or a constant threat. 

In my. country we are well aware of this 
!act. We are exerting our best efforts to 
keep our prosperity healthy, and to avoid 
the adverse effects of intlation fever. Many 
of you have experienced the effects of this 
economic illness, and as finance ministers 
know all too well what it brings. You know 
how it not only complicates the task of the 
~nance minister, but enters as a disturbing 
factor into all the operations of business and 
the affairs of everyday life. You know how 
it can lead a whole people into competitive 
efforts to seek protection of their assets 
rather than employing them for the benefit 
of the community. You know how difficult 
it is for domestic and foreign capital to play 
an effective· role in productive investment 
when there is continual worry and preoccu
pation with the dangers of a depreciating 
currency. You are familiar with the ex-

change difficulties and the constant tendency 
to excessive imports which inflation brings 
in its train. You know how exports may be 
discouraged when price relationships become 
distorted. 

The United States applauds the. efforts 
that are being made in many of the other 
American Republics to deal with this menace 
and to achieve greater financial stability and 
realistic and freer rates of exchange. We 
are happy that· the International Monetary 
Fund has supported well-conceived programs 
for combating inflation in a number of 
these countries. The Treasury Department 
and other agencies of my Government have 
also supported these efforts. We recognize 
that foreign trade and foreign investments 
is only one limited aspect of this broad pro
gram of economic development. Inter
American transactions are themselves a seg
ment of the broader fabric of economic re
lations in the Free World. 

Let me speak briefly, however, of the trade 
and investment transactions between my 
own country and the other American Re
publics. Thnmgh these transactions dollars 
become available to be effectively used by 
our sister republics. The flow of these 
dollars is generated first, by our imports 
from the rest Of the American states; sec
ond, by our investments; and third, by our 
loans for economic development. In each 
of these categories we have in recent years 
reached the highest levels yet recorded. 

When we met at Quitandinha in 1954, im
ports into the United States !rom Latin 
America had reached the impressive annual 
rate of $3.5 billion. In 1956, they reached 
the record level of $3.8 billion. About 30 
percent of our total imports of goods from 
foreign countries are shipped from Latin 
America. 

The increase of United States and other 
foreign private investment in Latin America 
has been most impressive. The flow of pri
vate investment from the United States, as 
shown by our balance of payments, has 
greatly increased in the past 5 years. Dur
ing the first 21,4 years following our meeting 
at Quitandinha, the figure amounts to about 
$1.4 billion, or more than 3 times the 
corresponding rate during a comparable 
period proceeding the meeting at Quitan
dinha. This is largely due to very sharp 
expansion in direct investments, particularly 
in 1956. In that year direct investments 
exceeded $600 million and total private in
vestment amounted to more than $800 mil
lion. 

I should like to refer to some aspects of 
the role of private enterprise and private 
capital in the development of the American 
Republics. It is reasonable that the gov
ernments and people of Latin America should 
expect our United States investors to whom 
they extend a hospitable welcome, to be con
structive members of the communities in 
which they operate. It is our earnest desire 
that they shall be. These same investors, we 
believe, are substantially determined that 
they shall be a factor toward progress in 
human welfare. 

In the field of foreign investment we think 
there is a danger that undue attention may 
be given to the very partial figures which 
appear in balance-of-payments statements. 
From these figures it might be inferred that 
the investment of foreign capital brings no 
advantage, no balance, to the international 
accounts of the country receiving such in
vestment. We believe such a conclusion 
would be incorrect for several reasons. 

First, the balance of payments data do not 
show the complete picture. They do not 
show, for example, the total amount of new 
investment which has taken place on behalf 
of private investors. The Department of 
Commerce of my government m&.de a special 
study of the operations of a large group of 
United States enterprises operating in Latin 
America. The study covered the year 1955 
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and included companies holding nearly 
$6 billion o! assets in Latin America. 
These companies represent about 85 percent 
of all United States operations. in Latin 
America. The study showed that whereas 
the net capital these companies received 
from the United States amounted to $129 
million, their total investment expendi
tures were about 4 times that amount, or 
$570 million. The difference between these 
two figures was financed out of retained 
earnings, depreciation, and other sources o! 
funds. 

The study showed further that the opera
tions of these companies resulted in direct 
foreign exchange income to Latin America 
of $2.3 bil11on, or $1 billion more than the 
total exchange required by these companies 
for their operations and remittances. 

This $1 billion remained in Latin Ameri
can countries for other exchange purposes. 
In connection with their total sales of nearly · 
$5 billion, wages and salaries were paid by 
these companies to 600,000 employees. More
over, approximately $1 billion was paid to 
Latin American governments• in various 
forms of taxation. The revenue derived 
from this source became available for the 
financing of highways, ports and other activ
ities which the governments have under
taken. 

This special study, we believe, helped to 
correct one misconception about the effect 
of foreign investment upon the financial 
position of recipient countries; it does not, 
however, tell the whole story. The advan
t ages of foreign investment do not end with 
their final effect upon the balance o! pay
ments position. Chief value of the invest
ment, whether it be domestic or foreign, lies 
in its capacity to increase the total national 
production of the country in which it was 
made. This comes through increased pro
ductivity. 

We believe in my country that technical 
improvements and managerial knowledge 
which lead to increased productivity may be 
even more important to rising standards of 
living than growth in the stock of capital. 
The shortage of managerial skills and tech
nical knowledge may be more real and more 
pressing than any shortage of capital. 

Private investment carries with it the most 
highly developed technical and managerial 
skill. It brings to bear on the development 
process this essential and dynamic influence 
to which we attribute so much of our own 
growth. The managerial experience and 
knowledge of techniques and skills required 
for the successful development of resources 
is a prerequisite to the most effective use of 
increased capital funds. The technical 
knowledge and managerial skill acquired by 
citizens of Latin America, both on-the-job 
in plants and enterprises financed by f-oreign 
capital as well as through the quite remark
able number of visits to the United States 
sponsored by both private enterprise and our 
technical cooperation programs, represent 
for this hemisphere an ever-expanding fund 
of what might be called managerial wealth
an asset o! incalculable value. 

As we all realize, the movement of private 
capital cannot be forced. Private invest
ment flows only where the situation is at
tractive. Investment opportunities through
out the Free World are so numerous that all 
who seek investment capital must compete 
for it. Even in the most highly developed 
countries there is a shortage of savings for 
investment. Nevertheless, as the figures 
demonstrate, the Latin American Republics 
have been successfully competing and ob
taining a sharply expanded flow of new capi
tal funds. In this they have been more 
fortunate than many other areas· which have 
not been able to devote their resources so 
fully to peaceful and constructive purposes. 

The process of private capital investment 
can of course be facilitated. As you know, 
my Government believes that toward this 
end, governments should remove tax ob-

stacles that lie: in the way of capital fdrma
tion and private investment. This can be 
done both through unilateral measures, 
which would remove unsound tax policies 
and a.dm.inistrative practices, and through 
internat anal tax agreements. 

We have been engaged in the negotiation 
of broad tax agreements with a number of 
countries. In addition to establishing rules 
in these agreements by which to assure fair 
tax treatment, we have sought to give rec
ognition to so-called tax-sparing laws which 
seek to encourage the inflow of capital by 
granting tax reduction for limited periods of 
time. 

The executive departments of our Govern
ment are trying to devise a formula by which 
a credit would be allowed under our laws 
for the taxes given up by a country seeking 
to attract capital, in the same way as a 
credit is given for taxes actually collected 
by that country. 

Tax agreements are, of course, a matter for 
negotiating between the executive branches 
of the governments. Like all treaties, they 
must, in the United States as in many other 
countries, obtain the approval of the legis
lative branches of government before they 
can become effective. We now have several 
prospective treaties in varying stages of the 
procedure. One, which includes a credit 
for tax sparing, is now under review by the 
legislative bodies of the signatory countries. 

We realize that much is to be done toward 
economic development in Latin America. 
In addition to private capital, credits by pub
lic institutions are important sources of 
capital. Many hundreds of millions of dol
lars will be involved. We feel a sense of re
sponsibility and will participate in this de
velopment. The extent of our effort will be 
determined by careful planning, by the 
ability of countries to absorb capital, and by 
the assurance of realistic benefits of the 
~conomy and the people of the republics in
volved. 

Here my country acts directly through the 
Export-Import Bank. You will recall the 
policy of the Export-Import Bank. first an
nounced at the Caracas Conference, and re
affirmed at the Quitandinha Conference. 
Our Government indicated that our country 
would be prepared to encourage the financing 
of all sound economic development projects, 
including loans in the private sector, in the 
best interest of the countries involved, and. 
for which private capital was not available~ 
This policy has, r believe, produced impres
sive results. · 

In the 3-year period ending June 30, 1957. 
the bank has authorized credits of some 
$840 million to Latin America. It is sig
nificant that more than 40 percent of the 
bank's total authorizations in all countries 
during the last 10 years have been made in 
the Latin American Republics. Since the 
Quitandinha Conference, the bank has ex
tended in Latin America almost 2Y:! times 
as much in development loans as it had ex
tended in the simllar period before that con
ference. During the last fiscal year, indeed. 
the Export-Import Bank concentrated even 
more on its development lending in Latin 
America. Leaving aside its loans for · the 
purchase of agricultural commodities and 
livestock, and the special loan to the United 
Kingdom which was made on a secured 
basis, the bank's total of development loans 
throughout the world was $482 million 
during the year. Of this amount no less than 
$354 million, or 73 percent of the total 
was extended in Latin America. As more 
and more economic projects are developedt 
the participation of the Export-Import Bank 
will be in tensifled so as to meet expanding 
needs. . 

The International Bank for Reconstruction 
and Development is alset an important 
source of development loans, and the Inter• 
national Finance Corporation is becoming 
an additional significant source. As far as 
we can see ahead, we believe that the ade-

quacy of capit.Ftl to meet the needs of sound 
development is not a question oi additional 
institutions but the fuller utilization of 
those in being so as to keep pace with the 
expanding needs of constructive projects as 
they develop. 

We are, as well, providing important 
credits to our Latin American neighbors, 
through the so-called Public Law 480 agree
ments, under which our Government sells 
quantities of our agricultural reserves to 
foreign governments for local currencies. 
Under these agreements, substantial pOl·
tions of the sales proceeds are lent to the 
purchasing governments as additional 
sources of economic development capital. 
Thus far the amounts allocated for loans, or 
actually lent, to Latin American co".lntries 
through this arrangement total about 
$250 million. 

In addition to the expansion of the tech
nical cooperation program in Latin America, 
which was announced by the United States 
delegation at the Quitandinha Conference in 
1954, the United States through the In
tel·national Cooperation Administration con
tinued its program of emergency economic 
assistance to Latin America to help resolve 
problems which were beyond the resources 
of the individual countries. During the 
lfl,st year, a special regional fund authorized 
by the Congress of the United States was the 
source of grants amounting to $2 mil
lion to the Organization of American States 
for malaria eradication and for improved re
search facilities at the Inter-American In
stitute of Agricultural Sciences in Costa 
Rica. This fund was also the source of loans 
totalling nearly . $13 mlllion to 7 coun
tries for projects in the fields of education, 
health, and sanitation, and land settlement. 

All of these are encouraging developments. 
They are further evidence of a wholesome 
trend in inter-American cooperation. But 
let us always remember that economic de
velopment in a large and complex area can
not be reduced to easy simplicity. More im
portant than any other factor will be the 
individual efforts of each people and their 
dedication to a program of wotk and sav
ings, and the orderly management of their 
own government and economic affairs. 

Heartening as the flow of foreign capital 
into Latin America may be, we are all fully 
aware that such capital can, at the best, 
make only a partial contribution to the to
tal investment requirements of an expand
Ing economy. The accumulation of domes
tic savings and the application of those sav
ings in productive activity are essential to 
sound economic progress. We must not lose 
sight of this important fact. We should 
study with great care the general conditions, 
which are necessary to encourage domestic 
private savings and to insure that these are 
used productively in the domestic economy. 

You and I, as ministers bearing the prin
cipal responsibility for our governments in 
this field, can "find real encouragement in 
the current rate of development in our coun
tries, but we must ask ourselves. are we 
justified in complacency and satisfaction? 
We are not. The energetic and farsighted 
peoples o! all of our republics demand that 
we find effective w ys to bring to more and 
more millions of people throughout the hem
isphere those standards of living which are 
attainable if we make the best use of our 
human and natural resources and our capital. 

It is to consider ways of meeting this 
challenge that we are here. It will never be 
simple to put together our natural resources, 
labor, and capital so as to produce the re
quirements of a rapidly growing population 
and, at the same time, raise per capita stand
ards. I~ will always be a challenging task. 
It requires unrelenting effort to improve 
technoLogy. It requires improvement in or
ganizatwn and skills. It will depend upon 
the people and the leaders of each of our 
countries and their willingness to work, and 
save, and encourage efficiency. 



1957 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE, 15433• 
The delegation from my country will" ap~·. 

proach this challenge with sincerity. We 
shall not underestimate the problems o! the 
future. None of us wishes to encourage uil· 
reasonable or impractical expectations. But. 
I hope that we all share the conviction that 
when the time comes for us to return to our 
respective countries it will be with the knowl~ 
edge that each of us has made a contribu~ 
tion to the discharge of our historic re~ 
sponsibility to make of these lands a better 
home for all of our citizens and for our chil..; 
dren, and a better heritage for other genera~ 
tions of Americans. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
also ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD an editorial en~ 
titled "Spotlight on Buenos Aires" which 
relates to the same subject. 

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

SPOTLIGHT ON BUENOS AIRES 
The inter-American economic conference 

now under way in Buenos Aires can serve 
a useful function by providing an escape 
valve for some of the economic discontents 
afflicting the Latin American Republics.· 
Some complaints about United States poli
cies will undoubtedly have merit, and it is 
good that a strong delegation-led by the 
new Secretary of Treasury, Robert B. Ander
son-will be present to hear them. 

Latin Americans frequently point out that 
this country's lofty pronouncements on 
hemisphere solidarity sometimes conceal an 
attitude of neglect. There is some justice 
in this assertion; the tide of world events 
has inevitably diverted attention away from 
the hemisphere. But there are also signs 
that a more creative effort is being made 
to repair backyard fences. Secretary Ander
son can point to President Eisenhower's en
dorsement of a $4.5 million program for 
economic, health and cultural projects; this 
country has also been instrumental in fos
tering the idea of a Latin-American common 
market. 

Now as in the past, the chief problem is 
the shortage of capital development funds; 
Latin Americans will undoubtedly be dis
appointed at this country's continued cool
ness to a proposed inter-American develop
ment bank, to be financed mostly by the 
United States and run by Latin Americans. 
Yet in justice, lagging investments cannot 
be blamed solely on American tight-fisted
ness. Some Latin American Governments 
have failed to place their own economic 
houses in order. The problems of infla
tion are evaded; loans are sought for devel
opment programs only vaguely outlined; do
mestic capital is invested elsewhere l~rgely 
because citizens simply do not trust their 
own governments. To be sure, many Latin 
Americans are aware of these failings. 
Mexico, Peru, and Colombia, for example, 
have relatively stable economies, and in 
some countries-notably Bolivia and Chile
a vigorous effort is being made to meet 
basic fiscal problems. 

Some investment problems could be 
ameliorated by establishment of a common 
market freed of hobbling tariffs. Such a 
market would encourage United States large
scale investment in certain desperately 
needed areas, particularly electric power. 
But any hope for a common market must 
be tempered by the enormous dUHculties and 
the endless haggling that will precede its 
establishment. It would seem wisest for 
the conference to focus immediate atten
tion on regional markets encompassing ad
jacent states. 

The overall outlook at Buenos Aires is 
hopeful. Politically, some of the harshest 
despotisms in Latin America have been 
overthrown and replaced by fatrly stable 
free governments. United States purchases 
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are rising; last year, this co-untry's trade 
with Latin America reversed its traditional 
pattern, with purchases of $5.7 billion ex
ceeding sales by $140 million. Few outright. 
solutions are to be expected at Buenos 
Aires, but with good will and a generous dose 
qf candor, the conference can help illu
minate the problems on all sides of hemi
sphere relationships. 

THE HELLS CANYON DAM 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD as a part of my remarks an 
editorial from the Oregon Labor Press of 
August 16, 1957, entitled "Reader's Digest 
Peddles Idaho Power's Propaganda." 

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

READER"S DIGEST PEDDLES IDAHO POWER'S 
PROPAGANDA 

The power trust puts out such a blizzard 
of propaganda that it's seldom worth while 
to single out any one piece of it. However, 
when a particularly devious and deceptive 
article is published in Reader 's Digest, com
ment is needed because that magazine has 
millions of readers. 

The article-entitled "Pacific Northwest 
Stands on Its Own Feet"-was written by 
William Hard. 
· Hard lauds the Pacific Northwest States 

for, as he claims, "proving that local agencies 
can meet their own · light and power needs 
without a penny from the Federal Govern
ment." 

As examples of this thesis, he cited three 
power projects in the State of Washington. 
One is being built by a group of public and 
private electric utility bodies. Another, the 
Rocky Reach Dam is being built ·by the 
Chelan Public Utility District, a local public 
power agency. The third, the Priest Rapids
Wanapum project, is being built by the Grant 
County Public Utility District under con
tracts to sell the power to 12 distributors, 
some public owned and some private power 
. companies. 

Hard completely disregarded a main point 
in this story, declared Senators WARREN MAG
NUSON and HENRY M. JACKSON, and Congress
man DON MAGNUSON, all Washington State 
Democrats, in a protesting letter to the editor 
of Reader's Digest. 

"This point," they said, "is that neither 
Rocky Reach nor Priest Rapids-Wanapum 
could have been built without the upstream 
water storage and river flow control provided 
by the Federal dams at Grand Coulee, Albenl 
Falls, and Hungry Horse. 

"This combination of Federal multipur
pose projects, plus largely power-only dams 
·built by non-Federal bodies, is a working 
reality only because the water-storage facili~ 
ties exist through previous Federal develop
ments," said the three lawmakers from the 
,State of Washington. "We feel that Hard's 
article, making the illogical conclusion that 
local utility districts should take over the 
Columbia River and its tributaries, is mis~ 
leading and deceptive." 

Actually, the first part of Hard's article 
about the dam projects named above, is 
merely window dressing for the part he is 
leading up to-a shockingly distorted version 
of the Hells Canyon dispute. The real pur
pose of his article is a devious attempt to 
justify the administration's giveaway of the 
Snake River to the Idaho Power Co., thus 
blocking construction of the high Federal 
dam in Hells Canyon. 

The article contains so many omissions 
and misstatements that only a few can be 
noted here. For example: 

Hard says that the Idaho Power Co. dams 
"must impound up to 1 million acre-feet of 

·flood-control - water/' He fails to mention 

that the high public dam would provide 
nearly 4 million acre-feet of water storage
about 4 times as much as the low private 
dams. 

Hard dodges the two biggest issues-the 
comparative amounts of power which the 
private and public Hells Canyon projects 
would produce, and the prices at which the 
power would be sold. He didn't challenge 
official figures showing that: 
. The high Federal dam would produce 1,~ 
124,000 kilowatts of power, roughly twice as 
much as Idaho Power's low dams. 

The cost of th·e public power wo.uld be 2.7 
mills, less than hal! the 6.7 mills for the 
private power. 

That's why supporters of the high FederaL 
dam project say that the giveaway is an 
inexcusable waste of natural resources vital 
to the Northwest and the Nation. 

Discussing the Hells Canyon part of Hard's 
article in their letter of protest to the 
Reader's Digest, the two MAGNUSONS and 
JACKSON said; 

"Just as the Grand Coulee, Albeni Falls, 
and Hungry Horse Federal Dams make down~ 
stream projects possible, so would the high 
Hells Canyon Dam utilize the river's up~ 
stream resources to the fullest. The high 
Hells Canyon Dam would provide an addi~ 
tiona! 436,000 kilowatts of power at dams 
downstream on the Snake and Columbia 
Rivers. 

"This is the crux of the fight for the high 
Hells Canyon Dam project," the letter to the 
Digest editor declared. "Contrary to Hard's 
conclusion, the issue is not private versus 
public power development. The issue is full 
development of these public resources, as op
posed to the partial utilization envisioned by 
the Idaho Power Co. projects." 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I also ask 
unanimous consent that there be printed 
in the RECORD at this point as a part of 
my remarks a letter published in the 
Oregol). Labor Press of August 16, 1957, 
written by the president of the Oregon 
Farmers' Union, Harley Libby, on the 
subject The Fight Goes On, relating to 
Hells Canyon Dam . 

There being no objection, the le.tter to 
the editor was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

THE FIGHT GoEs ON 
To the Labor Press: 

Today many people may view Hells Canyon 
as a lost cause-and perhaps with mixed 
emotions. True, it would seem that little 
short of a miracle, or a return to conscience, 
could save the high Hells Canyon Dam. 

This great site with its multipurpose po
tentialities may be finally and largely lost, 
but the philosophy of the full usage of our 
natural resources in the best public interest 
will live on as long as people think freely 
and democratically and have the courage of 
their convictions. 

We read many soothing items and edito
rials intended-! presume-to ease the feel
ing of our people, and certainly to erase from 
their memory the sense of loss. 

People will not soon forget. Offering con
solation is much like saying to the work
man who has just lost his hand in the saw, 
"There, there-it will soon quit hurting." 
True, the pain will stop-after a while. But 
the injured man well knows that he must 
learn to live with this impairment for the 
rest of his days. 

We all need to remember that this battle 
concerns much more than a dam site at Hells 
Canyon, or any other place. 

It is a struggle between two distinct philos~ 
ophies in the generation and distribution 

·of power in this Nation; 
1. Whether it shall belong to the peopfe 

and be produced ab~ndantly for broad use at 
the lowest possible price; 
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2. Whether it shall belong to private inter

ests and be produced in planned scarcity to 
insure prices that maintain sure profi~s. 

If we lose the present issue of Hells canyon 
we can expect immediate moves upon the 
systems of distribution, the preference clause 
and attempts to break down TV A, Bonneville, 
et al. These successful examples are a con
stant threat to the philosophy of the private 
interests and they shall never rest. Their 
hope is to gain all possible ground under a 
political climate favorable to their plans. 

If the shortsighted policies of small dams 
and low up river storage are allowed to 
progress and dissipate our water and power 
resources, so will the economic development 
of the Northwest be impaired forever. 

The people must realize, and now, what 
is truly involved. They must know how high 
are the stakes, and that we are all concerned. 
Ground once lost is sometimes gone forever, 
and always most difficult to regain. 

HARLEY LmBY, 
President, Oregon Farmers' Union. 

INTEREST RATES AND TIGHT 
MONEY 

Mr. · MORSE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there may be 
published in the RECORD as a part of my 
remarks a column from the Oregon 
Labor Press of August 16, 1957, written 
by my able colleague, the junior Sena
tor from Oregon [Mr. NEUBERGER~ on the 
subject of "Senator NEUBERGER Reports," 
in which .the Senator discusses very ably, 
accurately, and effectively some of the 
policies' o{ the present administration. 

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

SENATOR NEUBERGER ~~P?RTS 
Some readers of this column may wonder 

why I have protested so vigorously ·against 
the administration's policy of raising interest 
rates. An explanation which parallels my 
view appeared ·in the New York Times · last 
month. Two great railroads, the New York 
Central and the Boston & Maine, reported 
that the cost of borrowing money . was so 
high that they could no ·longer buy the new 
rolling stock they needed. 

If great transportation empires are un
able to cope with soaring interest rates, 
what about the ex-GI who wants to build 
a home oc the 'farmer who must finance next 
year's crop. What chance do they have? · 

. - Here are the real complaints over tight 
money: . 

1. It makes borrowing difficult for small 
business. 

2. It creates a severe shortage of mortgage 
credit and thus produces a decline in home 
building at a time when millions already are 
not properly housed. 

3. It causes great diffic,:'ulty for State and 
.local governments in the_ir efforts to borrow 
money, especially to finance new school 
buildings. " · 

4. It atnicts ·au borrowers with far higher 
costs and enriches all lenders, particularly 

. bankers. It is hard on the little man, but 
a bonanza for many who already are wealthy. 

5. It pushes up prices because interest 
rates are a cost of doing business. Thus, it 
adds to the very infiation which tight money 
is supposed to prevent. 

6. It drives down the price of marketable 
Government bonds (not savings bonds), thus 
causing losses to the owners of these bonds. 

7. It drives up total Federal spending by 
increasing materially the cost of interest on 
the national debt. 

8. It chokes off industries such as lumber 
and plywood, which are reliant on such ac
tivities as housing-where the impact of 
hard money has been so adverse. 

VIVISECTION 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to 

say that I have been receiving-and I am 
sure my colleagues in the Senate have 
been receiving-a great deal of mail in 
the past several weeks on two subjects. 
The first is the need for humane slaugh
tering legislation, and the other is in 
regard to antivivisection. 

Mr. President, I do not know of any
one who could possibly be more fond of 
animals than the senior Senator from 
Oregon. I certainly share the protests 
we are receiving in regard to the need 
for humane slaughtering legislation. I 
shall support a humane slaughtering 
bill. 

I am a little disturbed, Mr. President, 
about some of the materhil I have re
ceived from representatives of antivivi
section groups. They have asked me to 
put some material in the RECORD, and, by 
request, I shall do so. 

In doing so, Mr. President, I want to 
make it clear to the antivivisectionists 
that I am not an antivivisectionist. I am 
in favor of humane policies in animal 
experimentation. In our medical schools 
and in our scientific laboratories I have 
always taken the position that I did · not 
favor the dissection of animals for any 
useless purpose. · 

Mr. President, when .experiments on 
animals are carried on in a humane man
ner for the welfare of mankind, for the 
discovery of new drugs and the discov
ery of new treatments for curing human 
illness, I think such experiments are 
proper, since they serve the great liu
manitarian cause of improvem.ent of hu
man health. Nevertheless, I recognize 
there are those in my State and outside 
my State who do not share my views and 
who belong to the antivivisectionist 
group. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- · 
sent that there may be printed· in the 
CONGRESSIONAL . RECORD certain m'ate
rial sent to me· by the antivivisectionist 
group. I know nothing about the facts, . 
true or alleged, which are set forth in 
the ma.terial, but I think the group re- · 
ferred to is entitled to have this mate
rial available for the reading · of Sen
ators. 

I close these comments by saying that 
my position in regard to animal experi
mentation is this: There should not be 
useless experimentation, and such experi
ments on animals as are 'conducted 
should be conducted in the most humane 
manner possible. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Oregon? 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed ·in the R:Ec
-ORD, where it appears under appropriate 
headings. · 

MIDDLE EAST POLICIES OF THE 
UNITED STATES-THE ASWAN DAM 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I may be 
recognized for not to exceed 20 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. BIBLE 
in the chair). Is there objection to the 
request of the Senator from California? 
The Chair hears none; and, without ob-

jection, the Senator from California is 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, on 
August 14, 1957, the Senator from Ar
kansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT] discussed his in
terpretation of c·ertain documents and 
events wh~ch were considered by the Sub
committee for the Review of Middle East 
Policy of which he was chairman and 
upon which I served as a member. 

During the course of his discussion, I 
raised a number of questions. 

It still is not clear to me as to whether 
he seeks to prove that President Nasser 
was right and Secretary Dulles wrong or 
whether he believes that the Fulbright 
doctrine--whatever that may be
should be substituted for the Eisen
hower doctrine supported by the Mid
east resolution-Public Law 7-passed 
by the House of Representatives on Jan
uary 30 by a vote of 355 yeas to 61 nays, 
and by the Senate on March 5 by a 
vote of 72 yeas to 19 nays. 

Since time immemorial the people liv
ing in the Nile ·Valley have sought to 
harness the waters of their river. Ava
riety of schemes has been advanced
some based on unified development of 
the valley and others intended to serve 
primarily a more local interest. Among 
the better known projects of recent years 
was orie worked out after exhaustive 
studies by Hurst, ·Black, and Simaika
Egyptian and British irrigation experts. 
This plan provided for a series of works 
starting at Lake Victoria. A proposal 
for a high dam near Aswan known as the 
Sadd-El-Aali is understood to have been 
advanced first privately in 1949. This 
project falls in the class of those in
tended primarily to benefit a national 
interest. Indeed, one of its attractions 
for the Egyptian Government appears to 
'be the · fact that it would lie entirely 
within Egyptian territory. 

·· Shortly after the present Egyptian 
Government .came into power in July 
1952, the Aswan Dam was given offi
cial endorsement. Early in 1953 the 
Egyptian Minister of Finance informed 
the ·International Bank for Redevelop
ment of Egypt's interest in the project 
and International Bank for Redevelop
ment President Black discussed the mat
ter during-a visit to Cairo. On the basis of 
available studies, the United States was 
not at that time convinced that from an 
economic point ·of view the high dam 
would best serve the interests of the 
region. However, even at that early 
date, the Egyptian Government attached 
great political importance to the high 
dam. Accordingly, in view of our desire 
to work with the Egyptian Government, 
in September 1953 we informed the 
Egyptians of our willingness to finance 
a study of the valley as a whole by the . 
International Bank for Redevelopment; 
and at the same time a site reconnais
sance of Aswan, also by the bank. The 
United States noted that according to its 
understanding of international law and 
of existing Nile waters agreements there 
must be consultation and agreement be
tween the riparian states concerned be
fore structures controlling Nile waters 
were built. This United States offer, 
however, was not accepted by the Egyp
tians, presumably because the study 
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would not focus entirely on the Aswan 
project. 

To meet the wishes of the Egyptian 
Government the United States refrained 

· from pressing its ·point of view and in 
1954 accepted for planning purposes the 
concept that a high dam should be con .. 
structed at Aswan. In June of that year 
the IBRD offered to assist Egypt in the 
preparation and organization of the 
project and in response to an Egyptian 
1·equest sent a technical and economic 
mission to study the proposal with par .. 
ticular attention to the extent to which 
Egypt might supply funds out of its own 
1·esources and its ability to service any 
foreign borrowing that would be re .. 
quired. By August 1955, the Interna
tional Bank was in a position to inform 
the Egyptian Government that it was 
satisfied that the project was technically 
sound. The bank at the same time 
raised certain questions concerning the 
nonagreement over the division of cer· 
tain surplus Nile waters and offered 
to cooperate and in finding solutions of 
important technical and economical 
problems. The United States at this 
time told the Egyptians of its willingness 
to assist in bringing about agreement be .. 
tween Egypt and Sudan on Nile waters. 

In these efforts to work out agreements 
and arrangements which would make 
the dam realistically possible the United 
States acted on the tacit understanding 
that Egypt would conduct its affairs in 
such a way as to foster mutual confi .. 
dence and a close · working relationship 
between the Amei'ican and Egyptian 
people; that Egypt would contribute 
fully toward area stability; that Egypt 
would concentrate a large proportion of 
its economic resources upon the project, 
a most necessary condition, in view of its 
magnitude; and that the Nile water 
rights of the other riparian states would 
be fully protected and any necessary 
·agreements concluded at an appropriate 
time. 

In an effort. to work with the Egyp
tian Government, the United States and 
the United Kingdom together with the 
IBRD presented definite proposals for 
financial assistance toward the Aswan 
Dam in December 1955. The proposals 
were worked out during a visit to this 
country of the Egyptian Minister of Fi
nance. 

The huge project involved expendi
tures of $1,300 million, of which $900 mil
lion represented internal costs. The 
United States joined with the United 
Kingdom in offering to provide $70 mil
lion of grant aid toward defraying the 
foreign exchange costs of the first stages 
of work on the dam-the United States 
$54.6 million and the United Kingdom 
$15.4 million. This stage, involving cof
ferdams, foundations for the main dam, 
diversion tunnels and auxiliary works, 
would have taken an estimated 4 to 5 
years to complete. 

The United States and United King
dom further stated to Egypt that, sub
ject to legislative authority, they would 
be prepared to consider sympathetically 
and in the light of existing cil·cumstances 
further support toward financing later 
stages of the construction. 

At the same time the mRD planned 
to participate in the foreign exchange 

l'equirements of a Pl'oject to the extent· 
of $200 million. 

In - September 1955, there occurred 
the Egyptian-Soviet arms deal, originally 
portrayed to us by the Egyptian Gov· 
ernment as a one-time commercial ar· 
rangement with Czechoslovakia. Con
currently, the government-directed 
Egyptian press and radio had begun a 
series of continuing attacks upon the 
policies and motives of the United States 
and other Western nations. The offer on 
the high dam was made despite the fact 
that these developments had brought 
seriouSly into question the continued 
validity of the Msumptions upon which 
we had been proceeding. We hoped that 
events in Egypt did not reflect a per .. 
manent trend in Egyptian policy. 

Announcement of the IBRD-United 
States-United King·dom offer immedi
ately met with opposition in this coun
try. Associations connected with the 
American cotton producer associates ex
pressed fear of increased cotton,produc
tion. A Congressional letter stated in 
part: 

There is growing concern among the rep
resentatives of the cotton and rice growing 
industries that the completion of this proj
ect, at least partially at the expense of the 
taxpayer, will have the primary result of 
increasing the difficulties which their in
dustries are already experiencing . in finding 
a market for their production. 

Western power groups and those interested 
in TVA asserted first attention should be 
given to comparable projects in this country. 
Other critics asked why the United States 
should help a country which recently signed 
the Communist Czech arms deal. 

Governments in the area tradition
ally friendly to the United States also 
voiced their concern, in the light of the 
developing trend of Egyptian policy. 
One foreign representative described the 
situation as follows: In many countries 
which are on the fence politically, it will 
raise the question of what role pays off. 
It will tend to bolster the position of 
neutral elements in countries which are 
hesitant to stand up and to be counted in 
the Western camp. Other countries will 
think it pays off in dollars to flirt with 
the U.s.S.R. 

Furthermore, in Egypt, Government 
officials indicated that the United States
United Kingdom international bank pro
posals were likely not to be accepted un
less considerably modified. In January 

· 1956, further talks were held in Cairo by 
the president of the IBRD, with the 
United States and United Kingdom par
ticipating. In February the Egyptian 
Government reached the decision that it 
would neither start work on the high 
Aswan Dam nor require any amounts 
from grants and other forms of aid until 
agreement had been reached with the 
Sudan Government on division of Nile 
waters. The Egyptian Government also 
made known to the United States and 
United Kingdom its desire for modifica .. 
tions in the offer. The changes sought 
essentially: 

First. To assure United States-United 
Kingdom financial assistance beyond 
that which had been· offered for the first 
phase of construction; in other words to 
get a better price in grant aid; 

Second. To secure greater freedom of 
action for Egypt in regard to economic 

measures which might be required; in 
other words to give Egypt a free hand; 

Third. To increase the political attrac .. 
tiveness of the aide memo ire; in other 
words to make it appear that the West 
was competing for the privilege of build
ing the ·dam. 

A hiatus then ensued in the discussions 
between the United States and Egypt on 
the Aswan Dam, but other events brought 
about a reexamination of the assump
tions upon which the United States had 
proceeded since 1953. 'The trend of 
Egyptian foreign policy signaled out by 
the Soviet bloc arms agreement in 1955 
became pronounced. 

Egypt recognized Communist China, 
indicating that the move was intended 
to be a slap at the West. Soviet Foreign 
Minister Shepilov was guest of honor at 
the June 18 independence day celebra
tions in Cairo, which featured a display 
of Soviet military equipment. 

Plans were widely discussed for Presi
dent Nasser's forthcoming visit to the 
Soviet Union with hints that major 
agreements might 1·esult. Egyptian 
sources indicated that active negotia
tions were in progress with the U. S. S. R. 
on the Aswan Dam and that firm com
mitments with attractive long-term 
financial clauses had been received. 
Egypt's activities beyond its borders in
creased tensions between and within 
other countries of the area. It became 
increasingly clear and was in fact con
firmed that the Soviet arms arrange .. 
ment was a continuing one of major pro .. 
portions involving a long-term commit
ment of Egypt's economic resources. 
Other economic development projects 
announced by the Egyptian Government 
were bound to make further heavy de
mands upon Egyptian resources which 
were already strained by the obligations 
incurred with the Soviet bloc. 

In talks with the Sudan on the di
vision of Nile waters Egypt demanded 
a share the Sudanese considered exorbi
tant. Ethiopia asserted its interest in 
Nile waters and a right to be consulted. 
The United States informed the Ethio
pians that this Government would in all 
events continue to hold the view that no 
action in derogation of Ethiopia's legiti
mate rights in the Nile waters would be 
taken in any negotiation involving the 
United States without Ethiopia's con
sent. 

The accumulation of evidence of Egyp
tian intentions to work closely with the 
Soviet bloc and of hostility to Western 
interests had a growing pronounced ef
feet upon the attitudes of the American 
public and Congress toward the Aswan 
project. A move was discussed in the 
Congress to attach a rider to the mutual 
security bill specifically prohibiting the 
use of funds for the Aswan project. In 
the face of this, the Secretary of State 
provided the Senate Appropriations 
Committee assurances that none of the 
funds appropriated for the mutual secu
I'ity program for fiscal year 1957 would 
be committed to financing the Aswan 
Dam without specific prior consultation 
with the committee. Nevertheless, the 
Appropriations Committee's 1·eport in
cluded the following statement: 

The committee directs that none of the 
funds provided in this act shall be used for 
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assistance 1n connection with the construc
tion of the Aswan Dam, nor shall any of the 
funds heretofore provided under the Mutual 
Security Act as amended be used on this dam 
without prior approval by the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

In this atmosphere the Egyptian Am
bassador to the United States, who was in 
Cairo on consultation, suddenly an
nounced to the press that he had been in
structed to return immediately to his 
post and to conclude an agreement on 
the Aswan Dam. The Egyptian press 
proclaimed that Egypt was thereby offer
ing the West a last chance to finance the 
dam. Upon landing_ in Nevt. York July 17 
the Ambassador reiterated the .statement 
made in Cairo, adding that he was pro
ceeding immediately to confer with the 
Secretary. Thus Egypt took the initia
tive in forcing a decision on the Aswan 
question, and focused worldwide atten
tion upon that decision, under circum
stances which had made a favorable de
cision increasingly unlikely. 

In a lengthy meeting with the Ameri
can Secretary of State on July 19 the 
Egyptian Ambassador was advised of the 
reasons which caused the United States 
to withdraw its offer and a press re
lease was issued, which I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
at this point as a part of my remarks. 

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

ASWAN HIGH DAM 

At the request of the Government of 
Egypt, the United States joined in Decem
ber 1955 with the United Kingdom and with 
the World Bank in an offer to assist Egypt 
in the construction of a high dam on the 
Nile at Aswan. This project is one of great 
magnitude. It would require an estimated 
12 to 16 years to complete at a tota~ cost 
estimated at some $1,300,000,000, of which 
over $900 million represents local currency 
requirements. It involves not merely the 
rights and interests of Egypt but of other 
states whose waters are contributory, in
cluding Sudan, Ethiopia, and Uganda. 
. The December offer contemplated an ex
tension by the United States and United 
Kingdom of grant aid to help finance certain 
early phases of the work, the effects of which 
would be confined solely to Egypt, with the 
understanding that accomplishment of the 
project as a whole would require a satis
factory resolution of the question of Nile 
water rights. Another important considera
tion bearing upon the feasibility of the un
dertaking and thus the practicability of 
American aid was Egyptian readiness and 
ability to concentrate its economic resources 
upon this vast construction program. 

Developments within the succeeding 7 
months have not been favorable to the 
success of the project, and the United States 
Government has concluded that it is not 
feasible in present circumstances to par
ticipate in the project. Agreement by the 
riparian states has not been achieved, and 
the ability of Egypt to devote adequate re
sources to assure the project's success has 
become more uncertain than at the time the 
offer was made. 

This decision in no way reflects or in
volves any alteration in the friendly rela
tions of the Government and people of the 
United States toward the Government and 
people of Egypt. 

The United States remains deeply in
terested in the welfare of the Egyptian peo
ple and in the development of the Nile. It 
is prepared to consider at an appropriate 
time and at the request of the riparian states 

what steps might be taken toward a more 
effective utilization of the water resources of 
the Nile for the benefit of the peoples of the 
region. Furthermore, the United States re
mains ready to assist Egypt in its efforts to 
improve the economic condition of its peo
ple and is prepared, through its appropriate 
agencies, to discuss these matters within the 
context of funds appropriated by the Con
gress. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Great Britain 
withdrew its offer of aid on July 20, stat
ing, "Our position at the moment is that 
we have concluded that in the present 
circumstances it is not feasible for us to 
participate in the project. The factors 
which have influenced the United States 
Government and ourselves are the same 
in this matter." As a result of the with
drawal of the two offers, the offer of the 
IBRD lapsed, as it had been made con
tingent upon those of the United States 
and the United Kingdom. 

At the time the United States decision 
was taken Egyptian officials were assur
ing this country the Soviet Union had 
made a very generous offer on the dam, 
an offer far more generous from the 
purely financial and technical point of 
view than that of the United States
United Kingdom-IBRD. In contradic
tion the Soviet Foreign Minister was 
widely quoted on July 21 as stating that 
the U. S. S. R. was not considering aid 
to Egypt for construction of the dam. 

The impact of Foreign Minister Shepi
lov's statement in Egypt is indicated by 
the fact that all Cairo newspapers, re
portedly on government orders, carried 
a version of the Shepilov statement indi
cating that Russia might build the dam. 
The headlines, not justified by the story, 
stated that Russia would in fact build 
the dam. Three days later, after con
ferences with Egyptian officials, the So
viet Ambassador to Egypt declared that 
the U. S. S. R. was prepared to finance 
the high dam if Egypt should request it, 
but ·indicated that Egypt had not so far 
made the request. The Soviet Union in 
the months that have elapsed since has 
made no move toward assistance in con
structing the dam if it ever had any 
intention of doing so. 

The Egyptian reaction was hysterical. 
In a speech in Cairo on July 24, Presi
dent Nasser declared, "If an uproar in 
Washington creates false and misleading 
announcements-that the Egyptian 
economy is unsound-! say to those be
hind the uproar, may your hate choke 
you to death." On July 26 President 
Nasser announced nationalization of the 
Suez Canal Co. saying that the proceeds 
from canal tolls would be used to build 
the Aswan Dam. 

Points brought out by the above rec
ord include the following: 

First. United States efforts, in coop
eration with the· United Kingdom and 
IBRD, to assist Egypt in d'eveloping the 
Nile were long drawn out and patient. 

Second. The United States persisted 
in these efforts despite the first Soviet 
bloc arms deal, taking in good faith 
Egyptian assurances that this was a one
shot commercial transaction and hoping 
that a permanent trend of collaboration 
with the U.S. S. R. had not been estab
lished. It afterward became clear that 

acquisition of arms by Egypt from the 
U.S.S.R. was a continuing proposition. 

Third. By July 30, 1956, -Egyptian ac
tions had made unmistakably clear the 
new orientation of · Egyptian foreign 
policy, and Egypt's arms and loan com
mitments to the Soviet bloc had de
stroyed Egypt's ability to devote adequate 
resources to assure the Aswan Dam proj
ect's success. 

Fourth. The United States-United 
Kingdom-IBRD December 1955 offer 
met immediate opposition from the 
American Congress and public, from area 
states friendly to the West and from 
other Nile riparian nations. 

Fifth. Egypt disregarded the necessi
ty to reach agreement with the riparian 
states on division of Nile waters. 

Sixth. Egypt tried to play the United 
States off against the Russians over the 
dam project. 

Seventh. American public and Con
gressional opposition to the project 
mounted steadily to the point where the 
Senate Appropriations Committee sought 
to bar use of public funds for the pur
pose. 

Eighth. Before the Aswan Dam deci
sion, Nasser had already determined to 
nationalize the Suez Canal Co. at an 
appropriate moment. Marshal Tito de
clared in November 1956 that President 
Nasser told him early in 1955 that one 
day he would have to nationalize the 
Suez Canal since Egypt as an independ
ent country could not tolerate foreign
ers to govern over its territory. 

Nasser himself said in a press inter
view after nationalization that he had 
been discussing the move for 2 years. 
Thus, nationalization was in line with 
the established trend of Nasser's policy, 
both in the sense that it was a manifes
tation of nationalism and that it struck 
at the position of the West in the area. 

With this factual record I believe the 
criticism of Secretary Dulles on the As
wan Dam cancellation is not justified. 

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

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

have listened with a great deal of inter
est to the distinguished minority leader. 
I am quite sure that what he gave to the 
Senate today was an accurate factual 
account of the situation. 

I should like to point out that there 
was not much stress placed on the 
riparian rights of Ethiopia and the 
Sudan in January 1956, when Under 
Secretary of State Herbert Hoover, Jr., 
came before the Foreign Relations Com
mittee and in effect told us that it was 
the position of the administration that 
this Government would give $56 million 
to the Government of Egypt, and that 
the British would contribute another 
$14 million, all on a grant basis, making 
a total of $70 million to be given to the 
Egyptian Government by the two West
ern nations in order that the Aswan Dam 
could be started. 

The distinguished minority leader will 
recall that at that meeting of the For
eign Relations Committee Mr. Hoover 
did not meet with a very warm re.ception, 
because it was to be grant aid; because, 
as the minority leader has pointed out, 
there were those of us who were inter-
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ested in building multipurpose :Projects 
in our own country, and we could not 
even get a loan from our own Govern· 
ment for such projects; and because 
there were other factors involved, such 
as the attitude of the Committee on 
Appropriations, and the statement issued 
by it, which indicated there was a pos~ 
sibility of friction in view of the devel~ 
opment of new cotton and rice areas if 
the Aswan Dam were built. 

However, I do not recall anything 
being said in January 1956, by Under 
Secretary Hoover concerning the ripar~ 
ian rights of- Sudan and Ethiopia. Does 
the Senator recall any? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I will say to the 
Senator from Montana that I recall the 
question of riparian rights being raised, 
but, frankly, I am not able to pinpoint 
at this time where it was raised. As the 
Senator from Montana knows, I serve 
both on the Committee on Foreign Rela~ 
tions and the Committee on Appropria
tions. Also, in a leadership capacity, 
from- time to time, I attend bipartisan 
meetings and discussions of our foreign 
policy. 

I am quite clear in my mind, however, 
that at one of the meetings I attended 
the question of l'iparian rights was 
raised, because at one of them I recall 
there was reference to the grave prob~ 
lems involved, because as the distin
guished Senator knows, even in our own 
country, among States in a common 
Union, difficulties arise in bringing about 
interstate compacts when honest differ~ 
ences of opinion exist. States which 
have such close economic ties and such 
friendly relationships as Arizona and 
Nevada and California have had very 
honest differences of -opinion. That sit
uation has prevailed in the case of other 
States as well. 

I recall that the question was raised, 
because it was pointed out that if in a 
nation such as ours, with a common lan~ 
guage and a common heritage, there 
arose controversies which sometimes ex~ 
tended over many years, how much more 
difficult would it be to handle riparian 
problems which involved several foreign 
countries. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct, 
~md I agree with the Senator. I think 
the question was raised after Mr. Hoover 
appeared before the committee. In my 
opinion Ethiopia and Sudan could well 
have had prior rights to the Nile waters. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Some of the water 
rises in those countries. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct. I 
was opposed to the earlier offer which 
was made to Egypt, because, for one 
thing, it was to be on a grant basis, and 
because, for another reason, I did not 
see why we should give money to build 
a multipurpose project like Aswan Dam 
in another country when our Govern
ment would not even lend money to our 
people to build multipurpose projects in 
the Northwest. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I appreciate the 
fact that the Senator from Montana was 
here and very attentive during the time 
when I delivered my r~marks. My re
marks today were not based on the origi~ 
nal Aswan offer. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I understand. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The points I made, 
1·ather, grew out of the discussion of the 
distinguished Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. FULBRIGHT]. I should . like to say 
that I called his omce this morning to 
tell him that I was going to make my 
speech. Unfortunately, he was not able 
to be present. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator from 
California is always fair. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. My remarks grew 
out of the remarks made the other day 
by the Senator from Arkansas in which 
he seemed to draw the conclusion-from 
his membership on a special subcommit
tee which had been established in con~ 
nection with the Middle Eastern prob~ 
lems-that the cancellation by the Sec~ 
retary of State had perhaps not been 
justified, and that the responsibility for 
other events which took place could be 
pinned to the Secretary's decision. I was 
merely trying for the RECORD, in as fac~ 
tual a way as I could and in a wholly 
nonpartisan way, to outline the record 
with regard to the Aswan Dam. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I understand that, 
and I appreciate the viewpoint of the 
Senator from California. I know he is 
always fair. What I wish to make clear 
in the RECORD, in addition to the Sen
ator's factual account, is that I for one 
was opposed to the proposal of a grant, 
in the first place, and was not at all 
averse to the Secretary's decision to 
withdraw the offer when he did. Of 
course, it was rather sudden. Within 
the week Nasser ID:ade his 4-hour speech, 
in which he announced the expropria
tion of ·the universal Suez Canal Co. and 
the Suez Canal itself. 

I agree that, whether or not he had 
received funds from the Western gov
ernments for the building of the Aswan 
Dam, it was his intention to go ahead 
with the expropriation of the company 
and the Suez Canal anyway. 

From the Aswan Dam withdrawal, 
however, there did come a series of 
events which resulted finally in the in
vasion of Egypt by Israel, France, and 
England, and from it came the Eisen~ 
hower doctrine. The Eisenhower doc~ 
trine now is faced with a situation in re
gard to Syria, which I believe is fraught 
with great danger. 

If the distinguished minority leader 
will indulge me further, I should like to 
read from the Eisenhower doctrine, so
called: 

To this end, if the President determines 
the necessity thereof, the United States is 
prepared to use Armed Forces to assist any 
such nation or group of such nations re
questing assistance against armed aggression 
from any country controlled by international 
communism. 

It appears, from press dispatches, that 
Syria is at the very least controlled by 
extreme leftist elements, and very likely 
certain Communists are coming into con
trol of the Government. If that is the 
case, and if any action is taken by Syria 
against any of its surrounding neigh
bors-Israel, Iraq, Lebanon, Jordan, or 
Turkey-is there not the possibility, un~ 
der the Eisenhower doctrine, that our 
country may become involved in such an 
imbroglio? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I would say to the 
distinguished Senator from Montana 

that under the existing policy-and he 
knows this as well as I do, if not better 
than I do; and it was true under the 
Truman administration, just as it has 
been true under the present administra
tion; indeed, it has been true ever since 
the United States became a charter 
member of the United Nations-the 
United States has certain obligations 
under the charter, entirely aside from 
the Eisenhower doctrine and the Middle 
East resolution, to help defend coun
tries under attack by an unprovoked ag~ 
gression. 

So I believe we would have, in effect, a 
double obligation-both the on.e which 
exists, namely, the one to preserve in~ 
ternational law and order under the 
charter of the United Nations, and the 
additional, specific obligation in the 
event of aggression in the Middle East 
sponsored by the Soviet Union. I think 
that was fully discussed in the Senate 
at the time when the resolution was un· 
der consideration. 

-Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from California yield fur· 
ther to me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MoRsE in the chair). Does the Senator 
from California yield to the Senator 
from Montana? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I should like to 

point out that among all those nations, 
the only one to whose aid we must come, 
if it is attacked, is the Republic of Tur
key, our NATO ally. So far as the oth-

. ers are concerned, the Eisenhower doc
trine is a unique, unilateral declaration 
on the part of the United States to go 
to the aid of any nation in the Middle 
East, and that includes a great area. 

But in this specific case we might find 
ourselves faced with a most difficult sit
uation; if Syria became controlled by 
international communism, and if Syria 
were to attack one of her neighbors, 
then-and I believe we should consider 
this possibility-the United States might 
become unilaterally involved, because 
under the so-called doctrine we have 
made a commitment in the case of that 
particular area. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Of course, I do not 
quite understand the Senator's point, 
when he says we would ·become unilat~ 
erally involved in all that area, inas
much as all those countries, as well as 
other nations, are bound together in the 
United Nations Charter, which presum
ably was established to prevent aggres~ 
sion in the world. 

It is true-and it has been pointed out 
on the floor of the Senate from time 
to time in the past-that although in 
the case of Korea we had no special 
doctrine at the time in regard to Korea, 
nevertheless, under the Charter of the 
United Nations, we did go into Korea. 
But of the then 62 member nations of 
the United Nations, other than the 
United States, only 15 others joined us 
in participation; and the other coun~ 
tries "ran out" on their obligations rel
ative to collective security. 

So we must be a little realistic and 
must recognize that, perhaps, other na
tions will not live up to their treaty obli~ 
gations. 
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· However, I say ·there rests on all the 

nations in that area and all nations else
where in the world-I refer to all nations 
belonging to the United Nations-the 
obligation to see that a Nation's sov
ereignty is not wiped out if unprovoked 
aggression occurs, whether !rom Syria or 
from any other place. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from California yield at this 
point? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 
Mr. Mi\NSFIELD. I will not disagree 

with what the Senator from California 
has said; but again, I emphasize the point 
that the so-called Eisenhower doctrine is 
an instrument under which this country 
can act on a unilateral basis ; and so long 
as there is a possibility that other nations 
will not assume their obligations, in the 
end the difficulties which arise may well 
be our own, either entirely, or to a large 
degree. 

I should like to ask the distinguished 
minority leader this question: Why ·is it 
that at this time, or within the past sev-

. eral weeks, there has been an announce
ment to the effect that there will be a 
300,000-man reduction in the Armed 
Forces of the United States during the 

. remainder of this fiscal year and the next 
fiscal year? I understand that as of now, 
10,000 men have been taken out of the 
Marine Corps. If the projected decrease 
in the strength of our Armed Forces is 
made, that will mean that the Marine 
Corps-the most mobile striking arm we 
have-will be reduced well below the 
statutory floor, as set by legislation en-

. acted by the Congress, three combat-size 
divisions and three air wings. If any un
toward developments occur in the Middle 
East, it will be quite important that we 
have . a mobile, ready striking force at
tached to the 6th Fleet. I think that 
point should be given some considera
tion; and we should recognize the pos
sibility-although I hope it will never 
eventuate-that this country may be
come involved in little wars, in limited 
wars; ·and we should realize that the 
United States cannot afford to let down 
its guard at this time, in view of the 
insecure position in which the world finds 
itself. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I may say to the 
distinguished Senator from Montana, 
who is the assistant leader on his side of 
the aisle, and is now acting as majority 
leader, that, first of all, the purpose of 
the Eisenhower doctrine was not to get 
the United States into little wars, or into 
big wars, either. Instead, the purpose 
was to prevent wars from breaking out. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. That was the pur

pose, because in the case of World War I 
and World War II we found that, despite 
the desires and hopes of, I am sure, the 
Presidents of the United States at those 
times, and the public generally, the 
United States did become involved, once 
war broke out and once human freedom 
was jeopardized. The whole effort is to 

- prevent the outbreak of any war
whether small or large-and not to en
courage war. 

Second, with regard to the matter of 
defense, I think that ties in very closely 

· with the whole mutual-aid program. We 
have to consider our defense in its over-

all capacity. The fact that 15 Turkish 
divisions may .be in existence and . the 
fact that certain divisions may be in 
existence in. other areas of the world 
mean that we do. not have to have Amer
ican divisions there. Those countries 
have their obligations under the United 
Nations Charter, just as do nations in 
the Middle East. Unless the armed 
forces of som~ of our allies are to be 
completely decimated as a result of deep 
and perhaps unjustified cuts in our mili
tary_ assistance and defense support, I 
think we would certainly consider their 
for~es as being a part of the overall, 
available forces to help defend the Free 
World. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from California yield fur
ther? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I do not wish to 

carry the debate further. I recognize 
the arguments the distinguished minor
ity leader has advanced. 

But again I wish to call to the atten
tion of the Senate the fact that the Mid
dle East is a cockpit in which anything 
can happen, and in which anything may 
well happen. 

I should like to read section 2 of the 
Eisenhower doctrine resolution. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Before the Senator 
from Montana does that, let me say that 
I think we must be realistic and we must 
recognize that the Middle East is a criti
cal area of the world and is a poten
tially explosive area. I think the Far 
East is in the same ·category. We saw 
what happened in 1950, as a result of 
the Communist aggression in Korea· and 
in southeast Asia; and it was not very 
long ago, certainly, that there were great 
pressures against Germany and other 
countries of Western Europe. 

So in any area of the world, trouble 
~an flare up at some time, if the men 

·m the Kremlin believe that serves their 
purposes. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is true. But 
with all. these danger spots in the world, 
announcement has now been made that 
our Armed Forces are to be decreased 
in size to the extent of 300,000 men, over 
the next year and one-half. 

I should like to call section 2 of the 
Eisenhower resolution to the attention 
of the Senate, because I think we had 
better be aware of all the possibilities 
inherent in the present situation. 

Section 2 reads · as follows: 
The President is authorized to undertake, 

in the general area of the Middle East, mili
tary assistance programs with any nation 
or group of nations of that al'ea desiring 
such assistance. 

Mr. KNOWLAND, In other words, 
under that provision, they have to re
quest the assistance. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is right-so 
far. 

I read further: 
Furthermore, the United States regards 

as vital to the national interest and world 
peace the preservation of the independence 
and integrity of the nations of the Middle 
East. To this end, if the President. deter
mines the necessity thereof, the United 
States is prepared to use Armed Forces to 
assist any such nation or group of such na
tions requesting assistance against armed 

aggression from any country controlled by 
international communism: Provided, That 
such employment shall be consonant with 
the treaty obligations of the United States 
and with the Constitution of the United 
States. 

That is the end of section 2. It does 
not contain any reference to the United 
Nations, although incidentally there is 
such a reference in another section. But 
the resolution deals with an area in 
which anything can happen, and in 
which I think we should expect that 
anything may happen. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. However, I think 
the Senator from Montana will agree 
with me that we should not expect that 
it would be in the national interest of 
the United States to have the countries 
of the Middle East pass under the con
trol of the Soviet Union. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Not at all. But 
a number of us-including the distin
guished Senator who now is presiding 
over the Senate [Mr. MoRsEJ-tried to 
have the United Nations brought into 
that situation, so that if anything hap
pened in that area, action could be taken 
on a multilateral basis, not on a uni
lateral basis. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The Senator from 
Montana has served ably at the United 
Nations, and certainly he has been in
terested in that organization. And let 
me say that I happened to be a dele
gate to the 11th General Assembly of 
the United Nations, along with the Sen
ator from Minnesota [Mr. HuMPHREY]; 
and in the 12th General Assembly, which 
soon will meet; I shall be an alternate 
delegate, along with a Member of the 
House of Representatives, inasmuch as 
one Democratic Member of Congress and 
one Republican Member of Congress 
serve with the United States delegation. 
I am sure the Senator from Montana 
has not overlooked the fact that, un
fortunately, the difficulty with the 
United Nations-and we might just as 
well face it-arises because of the pos
sibility that the Soviet Union will exer
cise its veto right in the Security Coun
cil. If the Soviet Union exercises its 
veto right there, in the case of such a 
situation, nation after nation, or per
haps the entire group of those nations, 
could fall, before the United Nations 
could act. 

Mr. ·MANSFIELD. That is correct, 
except I think we should continue to 
try to find ways and means to bring 
about the creation of a United Nations 
police force, so that these "brush fires," 
these Syrias, these Omans, and these 
Muscats, which arise from time to time 
could be settled on a multilateral basis' 
by means of an organization which 
would have the efforts of the most of the 
nations of the world behind it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. If the Senator
from Montana can devise a solution of 
the problem, I am sure it will be wel
comed both at the United Nations and 
elsewhere. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from California yield to me? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 
· Mr. JA VITS. Is it not a fact that 

what the Senator from California is 
pointing out is of tremendous impor
tance, because the forces of the United 
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States would not have been engaged in 
Korea, along with the forces of certain 
other members of the United Nations, 
if the Russian representatives had been 
present at the council table of the Secu
l'ity Council when the resolution was 
passed. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Yes, and I think 
all of Korea probably would have gone 
down the drain. 

Mr. JAVITS. Secondly, this is not a 
unilateral doctrine, because it states the 
aid is to be granted at the request of the 
nation to be aided, both in respect of 
military supplies and military aid. 

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

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I think that is be

ing a little technical. Would the Sena
tor call action of two nations multilat
eral action, in comparison with United 
Nations action, or action by a group of 
nations tied together by an alliance? As 
a matter of fact, rather than the Eisen
ho'wer resolution, I think we would have 
been much better off if we had joined 
the Baghdad pact. 

Mr. JAVITS. I agree with the desir
ability of joining the Baghdad pact; but 
unilateral is not bilateral, either. At 
the ve~y least, the Eisenhower doctrine 
calls for bilateral action. The majority 

· of this body stated that not only the 
President can, ,as the Senator stated, but 
the President should, if there is danger 
of the Middle East being subverted, take 
action on the behalf of the · United 
States. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. · I may say, as I 
pointed out in my opening remarks, that 
action was taken in the Senate by a vote 
of 72 yeas to 19 nays, and in the House 
of Representatives by a vote of 365 yeas 
to 61 nays. 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? I do not think 
that we should miss the main point. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. Based on the speech 

made by the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
FULBRIGHT], I think the Senator from 
California is performing a great service, 
not only for this country, but for the Free 
World. If Nasser can advertise that it is 
we who forced the things that are taking 
place, then it would enormously 
strengthen his hand. By setting the 
record straight, the Senator from Cali
fornia demonstrates that Nasser has no 
right to make such a claim; that, on the 
contrary, this was an action which he 
had fomented, arranged, contracted for, 
and harbored consistently. The fact that 
Secretary Dulles turned Nasser down
many of us thought rather brusquely, 
but nevertheless he turned him down
did not represent the button which was 
pressed that led to all the other actions. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The main purpose 
of my statement was to emphasize that 
fact. 

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

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 
Mr. LANGER. I do not know whether 

I shall compliment the Senator from 
California, but I am sure the Senator 
from Montana and the Senator from 
California have not forgotten that when 

Secretary Dulles -discussed the matter 
before the Foreign Relations Committee 
in the very middle of the negotiations 
over the Aswan Dam, during which we 
were trying to establish good public re
lations with Egypt, Russia announced 
that she was lending Egypt $142 million 
to build a steel factory, much to the sur
prise of Secretary Dulles, who had not 
been informed of that offer on the part 
of Russia. The loan included payment 
of interest at the rate of 2% percent. 
Russia was not doing anything to help 
Egypt in the way Secretary Dulles, on 
our behalf, was trying to assist Egypt. 
Russia was offering to lend Egypt money, 
and, of course, Egypt would have to pay 
interest, which would not be of any help 
to her. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. And it would in
terfere with the financing originally 
contemplated. 

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

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 
Mr. MORTON. I am glad the Senator 

from California has made the statement 
and has placed in the RECORD a factual 
account of what happened. I might say 
I accompanied Under Secretary Hoover 
on the three visits to the Capitol con
cerning the Aswan Dam. He appeared 
before the Foreign Relations Committees 
of the Senate and the House of Repre
sentatives and the Senate Appropria
tions Committee. He had an engage
ment with the House Appropriations 

. Committee, which he could not fill, and 
I filled it in the role of "pinch-hitter.'' 
I must say the reception on the Hill to 
the proposition was cool, to say the least. 

When I had to undertalce that appear
ance alone before the committee, I felt, 
as the saylng is back home, like Fido in 
the high weeds. I had never before tried 
to sell anything which was so unpopular 
as was the Aswan Dam proposition. I 
appeared before the subcommittee of the 
House Appropriations Committee, the 
chairman of which was Representative 
PASSMAN, of Louisiana. I had a very 
rough time. There was very little en
thusiasm for the Aswan Dam on Capitol 
Hill, on either side of the aisle. Every
body now says, "If you had gone ahead, 
there would not have occurred what hap
pened at Suez. Syria would not be in 
the hands of the Communists." I wish 
to point out that it has not been a chain 
reaction at all, and I think we on the 
Hill should accept our share of the re
sponsibility, if there is any responsibility 
involved, for the Aswan Dam decision. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I wish to thank the 
Senator from Kentucky. That is what I 
tried to bring out in the colloquy with 
the Senator from Arkansas on the day 
he spoke, and why I wanted to docu
ment the REcoRD today. 

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

Mr. KNOWLAND. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I am delighted that 

the discussion has taken place and that 
the matter has been cleared up. I hope 
Senators will read carefully the discus
sion in the RECORD. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
yield the floor. 

'l'RANSFER OF CERTAIN LANDS ~0 
THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that Calendar 
No. 301, s. 864, be considered by the Sen
ate at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
LAuscHE in the chair). The bill will be 
stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 864) 
to provide for the transfer of certain 
lands to the State of Minnesota. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, if the Sen
ator will yield, I should like to make a 
brief explanation of S. 864. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs with an 
amendment on page 2, line 3, after the 
word "tracts", to insert a comma and 
"which liens shall not include any in
terest charges which may have accrued 
after April 19, 1929, for land in the Red 
Lake Game Preserve and after April 25, 
1931, for other. lands", so as to make the 
bill read: 

Be it enacted etc., That (a) the State of 
Minnesota may, within 3 years after the date 
of enactment of this act, file with the Secre-

. t ary of the Interior (1) a schedule showing 
(A) each tract of public land which the 
State may have selected and which has not 
been reserved or withdrawn for some Federal 
use, and each tract of ceded or. other Indian 
lands, which tracts are subject to liens under 
the act entitled "An act to authorize the 
drainage of certain lands in the State of 
Minnesota", approved May 20, 1908 ( 43 U. S.C. 
1021-1027); (B) the amount of the lien 
under the act of May 20, 1908, on each such 
tract of land, and the sum of the liens on 
alJ. such tracts, which liens shall not include 
any interest charges which may have accrued 
after April 19, 1929, for land in the Red 
Lake Game Preserve and after April 25, 1931, 
for other lands; (C) the date when the lien 
on each such tract became effective; and (D) 
the authority under which the charges were 
assessed; and (2) an application to acquire 
the lands listed in such schedule in the 
manner provided in this act. 

(b) The Secretary may, in his di~cretion, 
approve the listing of the lands m such 
schedule and accept the application for such 
lands. Upon such acceptance, the Secretary 
shall appraise the tracts listed in accordance 
with their fair market value. Such appraisal 
shall be conclusive for the purposes of this 
act. The secretary shall also determine the 
amount, if any, by which the tot al appraised 
value of the lands listed exceeds the total 
amount of the liens on such lands under the 
act of May 20, 1908. 

SEc. 2. (a) Subject to the provisions of sec
tions 3 and 5, the secretary shall patent to 
the State the lands listed in any application 
accepted under the first section upon pay
ment by the State to the United States of 
the excess of the total appraised value of 
the lands listed in such application over the 
total amount of the liens on such lands un
der the act of May 20, 1908: P1·ovided, That 
the payment for each tract of ceded or other 
Indian land shall be not less than $1.25 per 
acre for the use and benefit of the Indian 
tribe or indl vidual owning the tract. The 
secretary shall issue a p atent to the State 
under the authority of this subsection only 
if the State makes payment of the amount 
of such excess within 2 years after the deter
mination of such amount. The failure of 
the State to make payment within the time 
required by this subsection shall not operate 
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as a bar to the filing o! ariy subsequent 
schedule a.nd application by the State in 
the manner, and within the time, prescribed 
by the first section. 

(b) Notwithstanding any other provisions 
of this act, the secretary may issue a patent 
to the State for the public lands subject to 
liens under the act of May 20, 1908, not 
withdrawn or reserved for Indians or some 
Federal use, without payment, if he deter
mines through appraisal or otherwise that 
the total amount of the liens on such lands 
under that act is approximately equal to or 
exceeds the total value of the lands. 

(c) Any patent issued to the State under 
this act shall contain the provisions and 
reservations which are inserted in patents 
for public lands entered under the home
stead law. 

SEC. 3. Nothing in this act shall be con
strued to prejudice any valid claims relating 
to the lands for which an application has 
been made and accepted under the first sec
tion of this act. The secretary shall notify 
all entrymen of the sum due the State for 
drainage charges under the act of May 20, 
1908, and shall give to the entrymen any 
extension of time which he determines is 
reasonable within which to comply with the 
requirements of the law under which the 
entry was made, and to make the payments 
due the State. The secretary shall not 
patent to the State any lands subject to such 
entries unless and until the entry involved 
is canceled in accordance with the law under 
which the entry was made. 

SEc. 4. After the date of enactment of this 
act, no further liens or assessments shall 
be imposed on any Federal lands or any 
ceded or other Indian lands in the State of 
Minnesota under authority of the act of 
May 20, 1908. 

SEc. 5. (a) With respect to ceded or other 
Indian lands, the secretary may exercise the 
authority granted in the first section and 
section 2 of this act only with the consent 
of the Indian owner or owners. The consent 
of the individuals owning two-thirds of the 
beneficial interest shall be sufficient in the 
case of undivided heirship lands. The con
sent of the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe and 
of the Red Lake Band of Chippewas, in the 
case of tribal lands, shall be evidenced by 
resolution of the recognized governing body 
of the tribe or band. 

(b) Nothing in this act shall be con
structed to prejudice Indian title to any 
lands subject to lien, nor to preclude the 
right of the Indian owner, or owners, to 
clear title to their lands by p ayment of the 
lien claimed by the State. 

(c) Payments made by the State under 
this act for the purchase of tribally owned 
Indian lands, shall be deposited in the 
Treasury of the United States to the credit 
of the tribe owning such lands, and pay
ments made for the purchase of individually 
owned Indian lands shall be deposited with 
the officer in charge of the Indian agency 
having jurisdiction over such lands to the 
credit of the Indian owners thereof. 

SEc. 6. The secretary may prescribe rules 
and regulations which he determines will 
effectuate the purposes of this act. 

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, as I un
derstand, the bill was objected to yes
terday afternoon on the call of the Con
sent Calendar. I was in a conference 
committee of the Appropriations Com
mittee, and therefore could not discuss 
the bill at the time. I understand ob
jection was raised by the distinguished 
senior Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
MORSE]. I have spoken to the Senator 
from Oregon. He has withdrawn his ob
jection. As I understand, there is now 
no objection to the bill. 

I ask unanimous consent that a very 
brief statement of mine explaining the 
reaso~s for the bill and why it would be 

beneficial to have it passed be printed 
in the body of the REcoRD at this point, 
so that I need not take the time to read 
it. 

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR THYE 

This bill, S. 864, which we are now con
sidering would provide for the transfer of 
certain lands to the State of Minnesota. I 
first introduced this proposal here in the 
Senate in the 83d Congress in 1954. At 
that time, the Department of Interior sug
gested certain amendments which should 
be incorporated into the bill. No action 
was taken by the 83d Congress on that bill. 

I again introduced this proposal in the 
84th Congress, incorporating the amend
ments which were suggested by the Depart
ment of Interior during the preceding Con
gress. Again, no action was taken. N<>w, 
during this, the 85th Congress, I have in
troduced my proposal for the third time, and 
my proposal has received the endorsement 
of the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, by the Department of Interior, and 
by the State of Minnesota. 

This bill will make possible the settlement 
of claims of the state of Minnesota and of 
the Federal Government with reference to 
titles to certain lands in Minnesota. Dur
ing the first quarter of this century, many 
county and judicial ditches were constructed 
to drain the lands here involved and other . 
lands. The cost of construction of the 
ditches was assessed against the lands bene
fited thereby and such cost became a lien 
up<>n the lands. By enactment of the so
called Volstead Act of May 20, 1908, all Fed
eral lands in Minnesota, when subject to 
entry, and all entered lands were made sub
ject to the State drainage laws in the same 
manner in which like privately owned lands 
were subject to such State drainage laws. 
The act further provided for the enforce
ment of payment of such charges against 
unentered lands or lands covered by an un
patented entry in the same manner and 
under the same proceedings under which 
such charges are enforced against privately 
owned lands. The act, also, provided for 
issuance of Federal patents to purchasers 
in the State proceedings upon payment of a 
minimum price of $1.25 per acre to the 
Federal Government. 

Because of financial conditions prevailing 
in 1929 and subsequent years in the early 
1930's, a number of counties in which such 
ditches had been constructed were unable 
to pay the bonds issued by them to finance 
such ditch construction. The State of Min
nesota by laws enacted in 1929, 1931, and 
1933 assumed all of said bonds amounting 
to millions of dollars ana paid them as they 
matured. 

Since 1935, the title to much of the lands 
subject to ditch liens has been forfeited to 
the State for nonpayment 'of such liens. 
Ma.ny people have purchased such forfeited 
lands from the State. A great confusion has 
arisen about the title to such lands. These 
purchasers in good faith do not have a mar
ketable title to the lands which they have 
purchased, because of this confusion. Many 
entrymen who have obtained patents from 
the Federal Government are in a like situa
tion. 

The purpose of this bill is to remove all 
this confusion and to resolve aU questions of 
title to the lands whether the lands are ac
quired by the State or remain in Federal 
ownership and to give a marketable title to 

- purchasers from the State or Federal Govern
ments. 

This bill will permit the State of Min
nesota to select and apply, within 3 years 
after the date of enactment of the act, for 
conveyance to it of certain Federal public 
lands and ceded or ot her Intlian land within 

the State._ The Secretary of the Interior 
may accept or reject the listing of the lands 
and accept the application by the State. If 
he approves, the Secretary shall appraise the 
lands and the appraisal is conclusive. If the 
Secretary determines that the total ap
praised value <>f the lands listed in the ap
plication exceeds the total amount of the 
State's ditch liens UP<>n such lands, plus 
interest, the State must pay the difference 
to the Federal Government in order to ob
tain a conveyance thereof to it. If the total 
appraised value of the listed lands does not 
exceed the total amount of the State's ditch 
liens thereon, the Secretary shall issue to 
the State a patent for all the listed lands. 
The State has the right at any time within 
3 years after the date of enactment of the 
act to file new lists and applications for 
lands included in prior applications and for 
additional lands. 

The patents issued to the State are to con
tain the provisions and reservations in 
patents for public lands issued under the 
Homestead Law. 

The bill, also, provides that no further 
liens or assessments shall be imP<>sed on any 
Federal lands in the State under authority 
of the act of May 20, 1908. 

The bill, also, provides with respect to 
ceded or other Indian lands that the Secre
tary may act only with the consent of the 
Indian owner or owners. If the lands are 
tribal lands, the consent must be by resolu
tion of the Minnesota Chippewa Tribe or 
the Red Lake Band of Chippewas. 

The bill specifically provides that it shall 
not prejudice Indian title to any lands sub
ject to lien nor preclude the right of In
dian owners to clear title to their lands by 
payment of the lien claimed by the State. 

The bill also provides for the disposition 
of payments made by the State for Indian 
lands. 

At this point, I refer to a statement 
by Chester S. Wilson, the former Minnesota 
commissioner of conservation, with regard 
to this proposal. I should like to point out 
that Mr. Wilson, in his statement, says that 
the transfer of these la-11ds to the State will 
relieve the Government of a problem and 
enable the State to make some use of them 
for public conservation purposes but with 
little or no prospect of cash profit. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to 
thank the Senator from Minnesota for 
the explanation of the bill. The RECORD 
will show that yesterday I made it clear 
I did not think the bill violated the 
Morse formula unless there were some 
outstanding bonds which would be 
picked up, in effect, by the Federal Gov
ernment, and paid for, when they ought 
to be paid for by investors. The RECORD 
will show that I said I did not think the 
taxpayers of the United States should 
pay the bill for any bad investments the 
bond purchasers might previously have 
made. 

The statement which the Senator from 
Minnesota has just put in the RECORD 
makes it perfectly clear that there are 
no outstanding bonds. 

I assured the Senator if I could have 
had that matter cleared up yesterday 
afternoon, there would have been no ob
jection filed. The Senator could not 
clear it up because he was in a meeting 
of a conference committee. 

I have no objection to the bill. I am 
glad to join in its passage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDI'NG OFFICER. The bill 

is open to further amendment. 
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If there be no further amendment to 

be offered, the question is on the engross
ment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. -------
ELIMINATION OF CRUELTY Am) 

BARBARISM ON AMERICAN TRAP
LINES 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, may 

I ask what the unfinished business is 
now 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate is still transacting morning business. 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, the 
degree of protection from unnecessary 
savagery accorded domestic animals and 
wildlife is one measure of the advance
ment of a people's '"civilization. Such a 
statement has been made by the great 
Dr. Albert Schweitzer. For this reason, 
I have been happy to cosponsor in the 
84th and 85 Congresses legislation pro
viding for the humane slaughter of ani
mals used for food. Because I believe 
that this same principle of decent treat
ment should be extended to our wildlife, 
I introduced on July 8 a bill to prohibit 
the use of inhumane traps for the cap
ture of animals or birds on lands and 
waters belonging to or under the juris
diction of the United States. 

Mr. President, the American female, 
a person of great gentleness and com
passion, often wears her fur coat at the 
expense of terrible suffering and cruelty 
among wild animals. 

VIe consider ourselves members of an 
enlightened society, yet we condone the 
m:e of brutal and primitive trapping 
practices which cause much needless tor
ture. Use of traps which catch with 
metal jaws-but do not kill-results in 
undeniable cruelty. The injured animal 
may be held for days without either food 
or water and in constant pain. Some
times animals are able to travel with 
the trap still clamped to a limb-as in 
the case of a beaver trapped near John 
Day, Oreg., which dragged its snare in 
agony for 4 days until it finally died. 

Since I introduced my bill, S. 2489, I 
have received support from the De
fenders of Furbearers, the Humane So
ciety of the United States, and the 
National Parks Association. Cosponsors 
with me of s. 2489 are the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. HuMPHREY] and the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVERj. 
I should like to read to the Senate a 
portion of a moving letter sent to me by 
Mr. Fred Packard, executive secretary of 
the National Parks Association, an or
ganization which has been active for 
many years in the struggle to preserve 
and protect our wildlife: · 

It seems incredible' that 300 years of har
vesting of fur on the North American Con
t inent should have produced so little im
provement in the practice of taking furs. 
Americans are a humane people, vitally con
cerned that domestic animals, birds, and 
other wildlife be treated kindly, and they 
contribute vast sums to humanitarian 
causes for the elimination of cruelty. Yet 
our smaller mammals, among the most in
teresting, sensitive, and useful members of 
the native wildlife, continue to be subjected 
to barbaric agonies inflicted by antiquated 
traps which the noted editor Tom Wallace 

has justly described as "instruments of me
dieval torture." 

The toothed steel trap is the worst of
fender. Anyone who has been kicked sharply 
on his shin knows to some slight degree the 
excruciating pain a blow there causes. These 
traps do not only strike; they often crack 
or break the bone and relentlessly hold their 
grip, driving their victims into frenzies of 
pain. 

Mr. Packard points out that a number 
of effective humane traps, which either 
kill quickly or retain the animal un
harmed, have been developed, and that 
use of these snares will greatly decrease 
pain and anguish on traplines. Pro
visions of my bill would require the use 
of such traps and that they be inspected 
at least every 24 hours. As Mr. Pack
ard indicates in his letter, this latter re
quirement would directly benefit trap
pers and fur dealers by reducing wastage 
in inadequately inspected traps. 

Mr. Packard concludes his letter with 
this statement: 

It seems particularly ironic that the pres
ent torture of animals should be continued 
for the purpose of adorning America's wom
en, who are the most sensitive, kindly people 
in the world. Few of them are aware of the 
implications behind a coat made of furs ob
tained by this kind of trapping. · Some have 
awakened and are turning to ranch-raised 
furs or to fur substitutes. This may be the 
ultimate answer; but, if the use of wild furs 
is to continue, it behooves the industry de
pendent on them to improve its practices and 
eliminate the cause of the rising protest 
against its present methods. 

Mr. President, because the communi
cation from which I have just quoted 
offers such compelling testimony to the 
need for legislation such as that pro
posed in S. 2489, I ask unanimous con
sent that it be printed in the REcoRD at 
this point. 

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

NATIONAL PARKS AssOCIATION, 
Washington, D. C., August 13, 1957. 

Senator RICHARD L. NEUBERGER, . 
United States Senate, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR NEUBERGER: It seems in• 

credible that 300 years of harvesting of fur 
on the North American Continent should 
have produced so little improvement in the 
practice of taking furs. Americans are a hu
mane people, vitally concerned that domestic 
animals, birds, and other wildlife be treated 
kindly, and they contribute vast sums to 
humanitarian causes for the elimination of 
cruelty. Yet our smaller mammals, among 
the most interesting, sensitive, and useful 
members of the native wildlife, continue to 
be subjected to barbaric agonies inflicted by 
antequated traps which the noted editor, 
Tom Wallace, has justly described as "in
struments of medieval torture." 

The toothed steel trap is the worst offender. 
Anyone who has. been kicked sharply on 
his shin knows to some slight degree the 
excruciating pain a blow there causes. These 
traps do not only strike; they often crack 
or break the bone and relentlessly hold their 
grip, driving their victims into frenzies of 
pain. In constant torment, unable to get 
relief, to drink or to eat, these animals may 
survive for days or weeks until they die ex
hausted, or chew their feet free to starve 
because no longer can they catch their food. 
Many trappers are humane men and abhor 
the cruelty they practice. They try to justify 
their practices to themselves and to others, 
including the youths they introduce to the 

pursuit, on the thesis that "lower animals 
cannot feel pain as men do," although actu
ally they know this excuse is not valid. 

Perpetuation of practices which inflict 
cruelty on any creature is reprehensible 
in an age that considers itself enlightened. 
Nor are such methods of capture necessary 
today. There have been devised a number 
of effective traps which kill quickly or which 
retain the animal unharmed. They have 
been improved to a point where each is effi
cient for the capture of the species for which 
it is designed, economical, and otherwise 
practical. They have been thoroughly tested 
and are in use in some localities. 

America outlawed inhumane devices that 
tortured domestic animals of former years: 
today no one seeks to use them. S. 2489 
would apply the same humanitarian regula
tions to methods of taking wildlife, and re
quire the captured animals be removed from 
the traps with proper frequency. These re
forms cannot injure the legitimate trapper. 
but rather will benefit him. 

There has been serious depletion of some 
of our furbearers because of unwise harvest
ing methods. Notable examples are the fisher 
and marten, now fortunately recovering Ull• 
der sound protective laws and procedures 
that conform with their gestation period. 
Hundreds of thousands of wild animals are 
killed every year to no purpose, because 
their pelts are not in prime condition and 
because of wastage in inadequately inspected 
traps. Not only do they die uselessly, but 
their potential progeny are lost as well. 

In a warehouse in St. Louis, I saw huge 
rooms filled to the ceiling with rejected furs, 
a morgue of countless animals taken for fur 
that could not be used even for trimming. 
I daresay the loss represented the equivalent 
of the total animal population of one of 
our national forests. S. 2489 may not be 
the whole answer to .the problem, for other 
sound conservation practices should be ap
plied by the fur industry to the natural re
source on which it is dependent, but it will 
improve the situation importantly. 

It seems particularly ironic that the pres
ent torture of animals should be continued 
for the purpose of adorning America's women, 
who are the most sensitive, kindly people in 
the world. Few of them are aware of the 
implications behind a coat made of furs ob
tained by this kind of trapping. Some have 
awakened and are turning to ranch-raised 
furs or to fur substitutes. This may be the 
ultimate answer; but if the use of wild furs 
is to continue, it behooves the industry de
pendent on them to improve its practices and 
eliminate the cause of the riEing protest 
against its present methods. 

Yours sincerely, 
FRED M. PACKARD, 

Exec1Ltive Secretary, National Pa1·ks 
Association; Member, Board of Di
rectors, Defenders of Furbearers. 

TAXES AND INDUSTRIAL 
DEVELOPMENT 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, on sev
eral occasions my very able junior col
league has had articles printed in the 
RECORD, and has made statements on his 
own behalf, with regard to the deplor
able economic conditions which now pre
vail and which for some months past 
have prevailed in the great State of 
Oregon. 

Supplementing and supporting the ob
servations of my colleague, I hold in my 
hand an interesting article written by 
Mike Katz, of Portland, Oreg., entitled 
"Taxes and Industrial Development." 

I ask unanimous consent, ~ . .fr. Presi
dent, that Mr. Katz' article be printed 
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in the REcoRD at this point in my 
temarks. 

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

TAXES AND INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT 

(By Mike Katz) 
With Oregon's economy dawdling along in 

the doldrums, considerable public attention 
is being paid to the pressing need for luring 
. ~ew industries and new payrolls to our State. 
As a result of this increased interest in at
tracting new payrolls, the question of taxes 
bas been receiving intensive play. 

Among the :q:1ore extreme views, one hears 
the allegation that Oregon's progressive tax 
structure is the one factor which is retard
ing the State's economic development. It is 
alleged that high corporate income taxes and 
high personal income taxes are the chief 
factors obstructing plant location in Oregon 
and restricting expansion of existing indus
tries. It is even charged that our tax struc
ture is actually responsible for driving some 
existing industries away. · · 

It should be recognized by all fair
minded persons that the possibility exists 
that a fair, just, and equitable taJ.C struc
ture, in terms of social justice, might serve 
to impede ecoJ:).omic development. In other 
words, while Oregon's taxes might be deemed 
progressive and enlightened in that they tend 
to be based upon ability to pay, it is con
ceivable that such a tax structure might be 
in conflict with the State's program to en
courage industrial expansion and thus at
tract new payrolls. In the event that such 
incompatibility between tax justice, on the 
one hand, and economi~ development, on the 
other, is in fact found to exist, something 
should be done to reconcile the conflict in a 
fashion which will provide optimum stand
lilords of fairness in taxation together with a 
reason:;tbly attractive climate for industrial 
expansion. 
. Frankly~ however, it is difficult to' either 
confirm or refute the accusations that our 
present tax policies do indeed retard eco-

.. nomic growth. In all honesty it should be 
admitted from the start that in the absence 
of a comprehensive and systematic study of 
the subject-and no such study has ever been 
attempted in Oregon-it is almost impossible 
to tell precisely what effect present tax 
policies are . having on the development of 
Oregon's economy. The absence of an au
thoritative study, however, has not proven 
a handicap to some businessmen who claim 
that were it not for Oregon's taxes, business 
would be expanding. Lack of data likewise 
has not deterred executives of eastern finan
c lal institutions who, when on a 1-day visit 
to Oregon, chime in ·with their respective 2 
cents worth to the effect that business would 
be booming in Oregon if only the ·income tax 
would be scrapped in favor of a sales tax. 

To begin with, Oregon's econemy at pres
ent is in bad shape. The State is now in 
the midst of a business recession while the 
rest of the . country appears to be enjoying 
the fruits of prosperity. Our presently dis
tressed econoffiic circumstances stem · from a 
combination of factors. Our two biggest 
industries, for example-forest products and 
agriculture-are both seasonal and cyclical. 
In addition we. have run out of plentiful 
low-cost hydroelectric power which, when it 
was available, was responsible for attracting 
a substantial electroprocess industry to the 
Pacific Northwest. Oregon is severely dis
criminated against in the matter of railroad
freight rates. We lack the teeming popula
tions of the Atlantic seaboard, the industrial 
Middle West or southern California, which 
make for the Nation's largest consumer mar
kets. We lack critical raw materials such as 
oil, iron ore, and coal. 

To lack raw materials, power, markets and 
good transportation facilities is to be found 
wanting in those classic economic conditions 

necessary for expansion. These deficiencies 
have combined to hinder economic develop
ment in Oregon. · And the situation is made 
even more critical by a substantial unem
ployment problem caused by overdepend
ence upon two seasonal and cyclical indus
tries. This then is the crux of the problem 
confronting our State. To suggest that our 
tax structure is responsible for this dilemma 
is an obvious oversimplification and indi
cates an almost total disregard of the classic 
requisites necessary for economic growth . 
After all, why would a corporation be con
cerned about a corporate income tax if it 
is unable to generate any income with which 
to be taxed? What industry, for example, 
would locate a plant in Oregon, even if it 
were completely exempted from corporate 
profits taxes, if it could not operate at a 
profit? As Ivan Bloch, prominent Portland 
industrial consultant, recently stated, we 
could line our streets ·-rith bathing beauties 
and otherwise provide the most attractive 
and sympathetic · business · climate as far as 
taxes are concerned and we would still fail 
to get even one new plant to locate here if 
basic economic factors-markets, transporta
tion, raw materials, power, etc.-are illade
quate. 

This line of reasoning would indicate that 
while taxes might or might not play a lead
ing role in industrial development, they hiwe 
probably been of only minor consequence as 
a factor responsible for Oregon's present 
economic in'security. 

Of particular interest, as far as t,he problem 
of taxes is concerned, is the fact that more 
and more enlightened industries are becom
ing apprehensive about State and local tax 
concessions. Westinghouse Electric Corp., 
for example, has announced its reluctance to 
establish new plants in com~unities which 
give the company a favored tax status. · The 
company recognizes that tax burdens from 
which it is relieved must be borne by some
one else or else public services must be re
duced. Moreover, a tax concession to indus
try is used only as a lure and plants, once 
located, become vulnerable to a high tax 
burden when the concession, which is usually 
granted for a limited time, expires. Stable 
taxes are probably of far greater · appeal to 
industries seeking new location sites than 
special concessions. 

The most vociferous critics of Oregon's 
present tax structure, who see taxes as the 
leading factor in discouraging industrial ex
pansion, fail to consider the disadvantages 
of their oft-proposed alternative--the sales 
tax. ·oregon, without a sales tax, imposes a 
maximum corporate income tax of 6 percent. 
The effective corporate income · tax rate in 
Oregon is lower than 6 percent, however, 
since Oregon manufacturing corporations 
are allowed to reduce their State income 
taxes by as much as one-third by the 
amount of personal property taxes they pay 
on their inventories. Califorhia, on the 
other hand, · has a maximum corporate in
come · tax of 4 .. percent with no personal 
property tax offset allowed. In addition, ac
cording to Professor .Robert Campbell of the 
economics department of the University of 
Oregon, the 3 percent California sales tax is 
designed to · draw approximately 25 percent 
of its revenues from taxed sales made to 
business. In other words, California busi
nesses must pay both a 4 percent income tax 
and a 3 percent sales tax on selected pur
chases. California's 4 percent corporation 
income tax in 1956 was responsible for tax 
collections totaling about $157 million an
nually. At the same time, California busi
nesses in 1956 also paid about $150 million 
annually in sales taxes (about one-quarter 
of all the sales tax revenues received by the 
State). This means that California busi
nesses, in addition to paying a 4 percent 
corporate income tax, pay almost as much 
again in sales taxes while Oregon corpora
tions, on the . other hand, pay a maximum 

6 percent corporate income tax without any 
sales tax whatsoever. . 

In essence businessmen who advocate sub
stitution of the sales tax for the income tax 
often fail to realize that under a sales tax, 
selected purchases by businesses (usually 
where the business is the ultimate con
sumer) are taxed. In sales tax States busi
nesses must usually pay taxes on materials 
used in plant construction, on manufactur
ing equipment, on autos and trucks, on office 
supplies and on virtually every other item 
purchased except raw materials used in the 
manufacturing process. While industries 
located in sales tax States might pay reduced 
corporate income taxes, they nevertheless 
account .for a substantial portion of the rev
enues derived from sales taxes--a burden 
which they are completely spared in Oregon. 
In the State of Washington, for example, 
there is no income tax either on individuals 
or corporations. But businesses in Washing
ton must pay the highest sales tax in the 

·Nation and, in addition, have levied upon 
them a business and occupation tax not 
levied upon Oregon businesses. 

This then exposes the problem of the in
fluence of taxation upon industrial develop
ment. No one can deny its complexity. It 
is not susceptible to easy and impulsive 
solution. The questions which must be 
answered in evaluating Oregon taxes insofar 
as they may or may not influence economic 
development are these: Do low State and 
local taxes really attract new industrial 
plants? Do high taxes repel industry? Is 
the combined Federal, State, and local tax 
load upon Oregon citizens and businesses 
really out of line with tax loads in other 

· States? 
First of all it should be understood that 

all taxes are taxes on income or, in the 
absence of· any income, on savings. The sales 
tax which consumers and businesses must 
pay in palifornia, and Washington, for ex
ample, ~ust be paid out of personal and cor
porate income. · The only difference between 
a sales tax and an income tax is that the 
former is based upon consumption (how 
much is purchased and consumed) while the 
latter .is based directly upon income (ability 
to pay). Both, however, must be paid out , 
9f available income. Thus, if Government 
services are to be .maintained without reduc
tion in scope or quality, the total aggregate 
tax impact upon income, whether sales taxes 
or income taxes, will remain unchanged no 
matter how taxes might be shifted about 
from one type to another. 

In assessing the relative impact of State 
and local 'taxes upon economic development, 
one must consider the total combined tax 
burden-Federal, State, and local. In addi
tion, industry should consider the impact 
of unemployment and workmen's compensa
tion taxes which are particularly important 
for those industries which employ large num
bers of workers; · When all of these taxes 
are combined, taxes in Oregon are found to 
be by no means out of line with most other 
States throughout the country. This is par
ticularty true because Oregonians are al
lowed to reduce their individual Federal in
come taxes by deducting from their taxable 
income the amount of State and local taxes 
they pay and thus the combined tax burden 
is modified. In effect, it means that while 
Oregon -citizens might p·ay higher State taxes, 
they also pay lower Federal taxes and thus 
Uncle Sam indirectly helps to support our 
State and local governmental units. 

A recent study by Fantus Factory Locating 
Service, of New York and Chicago, reveals 
that on a per capita basis Oregon's State tax 
revenues are lower than in 6 States--Califor
nia, Delaware, Louisiana, Nevada, New Mex
ico, and. Washington-and on a par with 4 
other States-Arizona, Michigan, Oklahoma, 
and Wyoming. Moreover, since one mus~ 
look at the entire tax picture, it is very im
portant to note that Oregon's per capita 
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local tax revenues are lower than - in 15 
States-California, Colorado, Connecticut, 
Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, Massachusetts, Min
nesota, Montana, Nebraska, New Hampshire, 
New Jersey, New York, North Dakota, and 
Wisconsin-and on a par with 13 other 
States-Florida, Georgia, Indiana, Maine, 
Maryland, Michigan, Nevada, Ohio, Rhode 
Island, South Dakota, Utah, Vermont, and 
Wyoming. The added fact that Oregon's 
total tax payments to the Federal Govern
ment (including individual income tax, cor
poration profits tax, employment, alcohol, 
tobacco, estate, and excise taxes) amounted 
to only an estimated $280 per person in the 
fiscal year ended June 30, 1956, compared 
with a national per capita average for that 
same period of $462, indicates that the com
bined tax burden imposed upon Oregon cit
izens and businesses is by no means dispro
portional with other States and is far less 
than in many States which are participating 
fully in the Nation's prosperity. This data 
tends to support the contention that taxes 
alone are certainly not responsible for eco
nomic retardation in Oregon. 

Another 1·ecent study sponsored by the 
Committee for Economic Development and 
undertaken by study groups composed of 
business executives and university faculty 
members under the direction of the School 
of Business Administration of the University 
of Michigan seems to answer the questions 
of whether or not taxes play an important 
role in attracting or repelling industry. The 
study concludes that "taxation as a factor in 
industrial location is rarely of primary im
portance." Taxes on business and individu
·als are, of course, considered by business 
management in determining plant expansion 
plans but, states the report, "rarely will this 
factor alone be the deciding issue in a loca
tion decision." The .report pays particular 
attention to State taxes and declares that 
they are the least importal).t of all taxes 
which are considered in formulating plant 
location decisions. · 

Tl1is comprehensive study, which was based 
not only on a survey of industrial develop
ment in Michigan but on dozens of other 
surveys on the tax structure problem made in 
a great number of States and communities 
m·ound the country, takes a pointed slam at 
those who insist that Oregon's taxes are the 
crucial factor in driving industry away from 
our State by declaring that "it fs particularly 
clea.r that at the State level no clear relation
ship between tax burdens and industrial 
growth can be shown." The main reasons 
for slower or faster industrialization of one 
State compared with another are simply not 
to be found in the field of taxation. 

Of salient and primary importance, the 
University of Michigan study bears out the 
contention that overemphasis of tax struc
ture by industry may be an illusory pursuit. 
A company which selects a low-tax com
munity in which to locate a new plant may 
find itself paying out of its own pocket for 
any number of community services which are 
provi_ded publicly in other higher tax com
munities. A low-tax community, for ex
ample, might demand that a new plant, 
spared a part of the tax burden, nevertheless 
pay for its own sewage installation or pave 
roads in front of its facilities or have its 
employees' children attend inferior schools or 
be denied a countless number of State and 
local public services which plants located in 
higher tax communities take for granted. 

Enlightened and competently managed 
-business, before making a plant location de
cision, will first consider those basic economic 
factors which make or break any industrial 
enterprise irrespective of whether taxes are 
high or low, progressive or regressive, fair or 
discriminatory. It is only after these prl· 
mary economic factors of markets, materials, 
power, transportation, and labor have been 
satisfied that t11e intelligent corporate man-

ager will consider the. effect of State and . 
local taxes. 

Oregon does have an impressive potential 
for future economic development. We can. 
develop our hydroelectric power resources by 
speeding Federal construction of multipur
pose dams and local construction of other 
dam sites. We have direct ocean access to 
the potentially enormous consumer markets 
of the transpacific hemisphere wherein re
sides most of the world's population. We 
have a river system which, if developed can 
be of monumental importance in providing 
our State with a first-class transportation. 
system. We have a highly skilled and intel
ligent labor force and can offer the good life 
to highly paid scientific and technically 
_trained workers who demand top standards 
in health, education, and recreation for 
themselves and their families. Our State's 
literacy rate is one of the highest in the 
-world. Our schools are first rate. Our pub
lic services cannot be matched anywhere. 
Our recreational facilities are renowned 
throughout the world. Most important of 
all, perhaps, Oregon can offer to industry, in. 
abundant quantities, that roost precious 
(and fast becoming critical) industrial re
source of all-water. 

One of the first jobs of Oregon's new de
partment of planning and development 
should be an exhaustive and comprehensive 
study on the precise effect which Oregon's 
tax structure has on. industrial development 
and, if the study bears out the conclusions 
of the University of 1\llchiga:n report cited 
above, it would then seem the job of the 
development department to give those con
clusions widespread publicity. After that 
it will be essential for all interest agencies 
-and organizations-State and -local govern
ments, chambers of commerce and other 
business associations, farm groups, city plan
ners, and civic clubs-to jointly embark 
upon an aggressive and imaginative promo
tional campaign to point out to industry the 
numerous advantages of Oregon and the 
extraordinary character of our economic 
potential. . 

The job cannot be done by adopting a de
featist attitude. It cannot be done by hiding 
our heads in the sand and pretending that 
all that is needed is a revamping of our tax 
structure. It cannot be done if timidity per
mits us to be misled by the self-serving proc
lamations of vested interest groups. Oregon 
has the talent, the potential, and the where
withal to sell itself to industry and escape 
from the economic lethargy which too many 
years of complacency has imposed. 

COMMENCEMENT DAY ADDRESS BY 
JUSTICE JESSE W. CARTER, OF 
THE SUPREME COURT OF CALI· 
FORNIA 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the west 

coast is proud to claim one of the out
standing jurists of today, Associate Jus
tice Jesse W. Carter. of the Supreme 
Court of California. 

A commencement address he delivered 
on June 8, 1957, at. Shasta College in 
Redding, Calif., is among the most pro
vocative speeches I have read in a long 
time. I desire to read excerpts from the 
address before I incorporate it in the 
.RECORD_ as a part of my remarks. 

Justice Carter said: 
While economists may not agree as to the 

cause of economic depressions, I think they 
will all agree that they have resulted from 
·manipulations in both the financial and in
dustrial fields which are planned and ex
ecuted by individuals for their own financial 
gain. Just prior to the depression which 
occurred between 1893 and 1897, President 
Grover Cleveland made this observation: "As 

we view the achievements of aggregated 
capital, we discover the existence of trusts, 
combinations, and monopolies, while the 
citizen is struggling far in the rear or is 
trampled to death beneath the iron heel. 
Corporations which should be carefully re
strained creatures of the law and servants of 
the people, are fast becoming the people's 
master." 

Justice Carter goes on to say: 
President Theodore Roosevelt, a few years 

later, declared that the panic of 1907 was 
caused by "the speculative folly and flagrant 
dishonesty of a few men of great wealth," 
and he attributed the depression to "mal
practices of business and industry." And it 
·may be remembered by some here tonight 
that President Franklin Roosevelt charged 
that a group of "econ01nic royalists" were 
attempting to obstruct the recovery program 
·he had inaugurated to bring us out of the 
1929 depression. * • • 

From my study of history, I am led to the 
definite conclusion that we cannot look to 
the leaders in finance and industry to chart 
a course which will prevent another depres
sion. I feel that we may expect little from 
the National Manufacturers' Association, the 
State and National Chambers of Commerce, 
or the labor unions in this direction. 

Each of these groups represent and seek to 
advance the selfish interests of their mem
bers. While I am sure ·that none of them 
would like to see another economic de
pression, I doubt if they are devoting any 
substantial effort toward the charting of a 
course which will prevent one. This is most 
regrettable, however, because they exert tre
mendous influence in the casting of legis
lation affecting our social and economic 
stability, but there is little · doubt that the 
influence exerted is for the purpose of secur
ing legislation which will favor the particu
lar group promoting it and is not in the 
interest of the general welfare of the people 
as a whole. 

To this excerpt from the address by 
Justice Carter. Mr. President, I say 
"Amen." 

Because there is so much in this ad
dress which I think is deserving of con
sideration by the Senate, I ask unani
mous consent that the entire address 
be printed in the RECORD, as a part of 
my remarks in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 
SHOULD OUR EDUCATIONAL INSTITUTIONS 

CHART OUR COURSE TOWARD ECONOMIC STA• 
BILITY AND SOCIAL EQUALITY? 

{Commencement day address delivered by 
Justice Jesse W. Carter, of the supreme 
court of California, before the Shasta Col
lege at Redding, Calif., June 8, 1957) 
This is a happy occasion. I am sure it 

must be for those of you who are graduating 
here tonight and for the members of your 
families. I am sure that it is likewise a 
happy occasion for the school officials and 
members of your faculty who have been in
strumental in directing your educational 
pursuits thus far. This graduating class 
here tonight is a credit to any educational 
institution and the officials of Shasta Col
lege and its faculty should be justly proud 
of their accomplishment. This is also a 
happy moment for roe as it takes me back to · 
a period about 30 years ago when I was a 
resident of this community and somewhat 
active in its civic affairs. At that time I ad
vocated the establishment of a college here 
to accommodate the youth of northern Cali
fornia who might want to pursue their 
studies in an institution of higher education 
after graduating from a local high school. 
At that time I visualized such an institution 
as Shasta College, but the economy of the 
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locality was such at that time that the es
tablishment of such an institution seemed 
fmpracticable. While I did ·not have the priv· 
ilege of personally participating in the pro
ceedings which culminated in the establish
ment of Shasta College, I am both proud and 
happy tonight to participate in this com~ 
mencement day program and view. the ac
complishment of those whose wisdom and 
foresight resulted in the establishment of 
this institution. * • • 

It cannot be denied that the great prog
ress which has been made in the various 
fields of science has brought to light knowl
edge, · by means of which navigation, meth
ods of communication, and the amelioration 
of human ills have been the direct product 
of our educational institutions. 

While I do not wish to assume the roll 
of a critic, I have a very definite belief that 
these institutions have not produced com
parable results in the field of human be
havior. By this I mean to refer to the fields 
commonly known as social, economic, and po
litical sciences. 

I have witnessed three major economic 
depressions. The first of these occurred be
tween 1892 and 1897; the second between 
1907 and 1912; and the third between 1929 
and the beginning of the Second World War. 
These so-called depressions have been some
times referred to as panics. During each of 
these periods many financial and industrial 
institutions failed, unemployment rose to a 
point where jobs were at a premium and 
there were numerous business failures be
cause the purchasing power of the public was 
at such a low ebb that there was no market 
for the goods produced. During these periods 
there was untold suffering by millions of 
people who suffered financial ruin and were 
unable to obtain adequate food or clothing 
and the grief and mental anguish which 
was endured by the less fortunate defies de
scription and probably cannot be fully com
prehended by anyone who had not witnessed 
it with his own eyes. It took a war to bring 
us out of each of these depressions. I do not 
want to see another depression or another 
war. They are both unnecessary, and I am 
confident that at this advanced stage of our 
civilization, they can both be avoided by the 
charting of a course toward social equality 
and economic stabili~y. 

We are now riding on a receding wave of 
unstable prosperity. It is supported largely 
by defense spending. In other words, it may 
be said that our present national economic 
structure is supported by activity in the field 
of military operations which are made neces
sary as an aftermath of the last war or in 
anticipation of a future war. Of course, the 
wisdom of these activities, so far as we are 
presently concerned, is exclusively for those 
at the head of our Government. Future 
events will afford us true perspective of the 
wisdom of contemporary decisions in this 
field. 

While I have no crystal ball, I believe I can 
foresee a somewhat drastic economic read
justment in the not too distant future, and 
it will require the ingenuity of the best 
n1inds in the fields of social, economic, and 
political philosophy to avert another eco
nomic depression. I say this not as an 
alarmist but as a student of history which 
is the only true guide we have to foretell of 
future happenings. I believe there are cures 
for our economic ills and that the time will 
come when our people will not be victims 
of economic depressions and required to 
suffer the misery and grief which is the di
rect result of the poverty and want which 
follows from such depressions. 

The scenes are rapidly changing on the 
social and economic screen. Customs and 
practices which were basic in the social or
der 2 or 3 generations ago have lost their 
appeal to present-day society, and present
day economy finds no parallel in any prior 
decade. 

It would seem that with the occurrence 
of 3 major depressions and 3 major wars 
in 1 generation, the causes of such depres
sions and the solution of the problems aris
ing from them should be readily apparent 
and that we should now be able to chart 
a course which would prevent their recur
rence. But from my observation of the 
picture on both the national and interna
tional scene, I have the feeling that the 
same forces are now at work and the same 
trends now exist which preceded each of 
the economic depressions I have witnessed 
during the last 60 years. · 

While economists may not agree as to the 
cause of economic depressions, I think they 
will all agree that they have resulted from 
manipulations in both the financial and in
dustrial fields which are planned and exe
cuted by individuals for their own finan
cial gain. Just prior to the depression which 
occurred between 1893 and 1897, President 
Grover Cleveland made this observation: 
"As we view the achievements of aggregated 
capital, we discover the existence of trusts, 
combinations, and monopolies, while the 
citizen is struggling far in the rear or is 
trampled to death beneath the iron heel. 
Corporations which should be carefully re
strained creatures of the law and servants 
of the people, are fast becoming the peo
ple's master." President Theodore Roose
velt, a few years later, declared that the 
panic of 1907 was caused by "the specula
tive folly and flagrant dishonesty o.f a few 
men of great wealth," and he attributed 
the depression to "malpractices of business 
and industry." And it may .be remembered 
by some here tonight that President Frank
lin Roosevelt charged that a group of "eco
nomic royalists" were attempting to ob
struct the recovery program he had inau
gurated to bring us out of the 1929 de
pression. 

From my study of history, I am led to 
the definite conclusion that we cannot look 
to the leaders in finance and industry to 
chart a course which will prevent another 
depression. I feel that we may expect little 
from the National Manufacturers' Associa
tion, the State and National Chambers of 
Commerce, or the labor unions in this direc
tion. Each of these groups represent and 
seek to advance the selfish interests of their 
members. While I am sure that none of 
them would like to see another economic 
depression, I doubt if they are devoting any 
substantial effort toward the charting of a 
course which will prevent one. This is most 
regrettable, however, because they exert tre
mendous influence in the casting of legisla
tion affecting our social and economic sta
bility, but there is little doubt that the 
influence exerted is for the purpose of se
curing legislation which will favor the par
ticular group promoting. it and is not in the 
interest of the general welfare of the people 
as a whole. 

I am convinced beyond doubt that the 
only safeguard we have against a future 
economic depression is leadership which may 
develop as a result of training in our educa
tional institutions. I have no panacea to 
offer as a cure for future economic ills. They 
are bound to occur. My thought is that 
with a clear concept of the problems and 
wise planning the effect of an economic 
depression may be ameliorated so that the 
anguish and misery of the less fortunate may 
be alleviated. 

While political leadership in this field is 
important, I am constrained to warn against 
the idea some may have that a political 
Moses will arise and lead us out of the wil
derness of economic bewilderment. Such a 
solution would be highly improbable, as the 
solution lies within our own power. We 
have a highly literate society. Our schools 
have done and are doing a good job. There 
is no doubt that we have the brainpower 
to solve any problem we are required to 

face if such power is properly directed and 
applied. First, the problem must exist and 
be recognized. Second, it must be freely 
discussed, debated, and explored. And third, 
the general welfare of our people as a whole 
must be the controlling factor in its solution. 
The ever present outstreached hand of self
ish, special interest groups should be turned 
away empty handed. _ The economic history 
of our country is replete with the exploita
tion of our national resources by special 
interest groups and such groups are still 
active. National statistics reveal the ap
palling fact that since the institution of our 
Government more than two-thirds of our 
public domain in Government ownership has 
been given away for the promotion of en
terprises controlled by special interest groups. 
The railroad companies were granted over 
130 million acres of our public domain as a 
so-called subsidy for the construction of the 
rail:r:oads. Our valuable oil lands have like
wise been acquired by one method or another 
by special interest groups, and before the 
enactment of the Forest Reserve Act a con
siderable portion of our most valuable tim
berlands was allowed to fall into private 
hands and ultimately acquired by special 
interest groups. 

In recent years we have heard a lot about 
the giveaway policy of the national admin
istration. While this policy has received a 
severe setback as the result of recent elec
tions, its specter still remains on our national 
political scene, and it may be considered a 
current political and economic issue as to 
whether our vast water resources should be 
turned over to special interest groups for 
exploitation or preserved and controlled by 
governmental agencies for the promotion of 
the general welfare. The solution of this 
problem will have a tremendous impact on 
our national economy. 

Right here at your back door a controversy 
is now raging over the disposal of the falling 
water from the so-called Trinity project. 
Here again special 'interest demands that 
this water be turned over to a privately 
owned public utility for exploitation by it 
rather than the Government retaining the 
power-development feature of this project as 
a Government owned and operated facility. 

It might be well to consider for a moment 
the background of the great water conserva
tion and power development projects which 
our Government has undertaken in recent 
years. It is an accepted proposition that 
none of these projects was economically fea
sible or would justify the investment of 
private capital to promote their development. 

In other words the cost of these projects 
was so great compared to the anticipated re
turn therefrom that they were not attractive 
to those operating in the field of private en
terprise. The interest of the government in 
developing these projects may be said to 
be fourfold. First, conservation of the vast 
water supply which had been running to 
waste and destruction; second, the reclama
tion of arid lands by the use of the water 
so conserved; third, flood control and naviga
_tion; and fourth, the development of hydro
electric power by use of the falling water 
stored behind giant dams. While private en
terprise is happy to make use of this falling 
water for the generation of electric energy 
to be disposed of by it for private profit, it is 
obviously not interested in the other features 
of these projects. Experience has shown, 
however, that the chief source of revenue 
produced by these projects is from the sale of 
the electrical energy produced thereby, and 
of course, special interest groups are inter-_ 
ested in this feature. 

Since the turn of the century the develop
ment of these projects has been a highly 
controversial subject in the national legis
lative halls. Muscle Shoals on the Tennessee 
River was developed during the Wilson ad· 
ministration as a war measure. It was al
most completely abandoned during the three 
Republican regimes which followed. It was 
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again revived during the administration of 
the late Franklin D. Roosevelt, and many ' 
other similar projects, including the Shasta, 
Grand Coulee and Friant Dams, came into 
existence during this period. The economic 
and social philosophy behind these projects 
is to make available arid lands which were 
previously unfit for agricultural purposes 
and thereby provide homes for those who de
sire to follow agricultural pursuits. The Rec· 
lamation Act limits the quantity of water 
available to any one person from these proj· 
ects to an amount aO.equate for irrigation 
and domestic use upon 160 acres of land. 
This provision was contained in the original 
act which was adopted in 1902 and still re
mains a part of the act. The Supreme Court 
of California recently declared this provision 
unconstitutional as applied to the distribU· 
tion of project water by irrigation districts 
in California. The effect of this decision is 
to give to the large landowners a Federal 
subsidy in the form of water for excess lands 
which will, in certain instances, amount to 
millions of dollars to an individual land· 
owner. In my opinion this decision is bound 
to have a detrimental effect on the economy 
of this State and will probablY curtail the 
development of similar projects in this State 
in the future. It may also have the effect 
of expanding large holdings of land by pri
vate interests and change our agricultural 
economy from a large number of small land
owners with happy homes to a few large 
landowners with many employees or share
croppers which will ultimately result in a 
semifeudal system. 

These are matters which will definitely 
affect our present and future economic 
structure and should be the subject of ex
tensive study by our educational institu
tions. Prof. Paul Taylor, of the University 
of California, has made extensive studies in 
this field and written many articles which 
should be read by those seeking light on this 
subject. 

The whole civilized world came out of the 
last World War a more homogeneous people 
than ever before. The United Nations 
brought the · nations of the world together 
as one people. There, people with white, 
black, brown, yellow, and red skins meet, 
discuss and endeavor to solve the problems 
which beset the nations of the world. There, 
Christ ian, Jew, Mohammedan, Buddhist, and 
all other creeds and denominations join in 
a sincere effort to preserve the peace of the 
world. 

It would seem that the time has arrived 
in the history of the world when the social 
concept of Thomas Jefferson has been given 
recognition by the people of the world. This 
concept was expressed in these words: "We 
hold these truths to be self-evident: That all 
men are created equal; that they are en
dowed by their Creator with certain un
alienable rights; that among these are life, 
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness." 
While these words are a part of our Declara
tion of Independence, they typify the basic 
concept underlying the charter of the United 
Nations. * * * Yet we are told that in cer
t ain portions of this country there is vigorous 
organized opposition to recent decisions of 
the Supreme Court of the United States 
declaring illegal, the practice in some States, 
of segregating schoolchildren because of race 
or color. While I can appreciate the feeling 
of those who may have a personal prefer
ence for those with a skin of a certain color 
in the selection of their associates, I can
not justify opposition to the mandate of the 
Supreme Court on any constitutional or legal 
ground. Neither can I see any basis or jus
tification for such segregation in the social 
concept embraced in the above-quoted lan
guage from the Declaration of Independence 
which is also a part of our Federal statutory 
law. Nevertheless the problem is with us 
and it is probably our most vital domestic 
social problem. Fortunately it does not exist 

in this State as both our leglslatttre and our 
courts have struck down every vestige of the 
once accepted concept that a person could 
be denied a right, privilege or immunity on 
account of his race, color, or creed. This does 
not mean that those of other races and. skin 
types are given equal recognition in our 
society. It is obvious to the casual observer 
that they are not, but this situation must 
be met by a process of education and en
lightenment. Those who have a keen sense 
of social consciousness are more apt to 
classify people socially on the basis of cul
ture and character rather than their race 
or the color of their skin. When our society 
as a whole recognizes and accepts this con
cept the present false barrier of race or color 
will disappear from our social register. 

PUBLIC VERSUS PRIVATE POWER 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President. I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an editorial from a news
paper in my State, the only Pulitzer 
prize-receiving newspaper in my State, 
the Medford Mail Tribune, entitled 
"Jumbo As a Switch Hitter." 

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

JuMBo As A SWITCH HITrER 
It's an old story but time really does 

fugit. 
It seems only yesterday that former Secre

tary of the Interior McKay and the Republi· 
can "Old Guard" were celebrating their 
miracle-making solution of the public versus 
private power issue. 

It was all so simple. There would be a 
partnership between the taxpayers of the 
country-that is the Government--and the 
private power combine. 

Instead of the Government paying all the 
expenses-and eventually getting it all 
back-the Government would only pay for 
the nonprofit features such as irrigation, 
transportation, and recreation. Private 
power would pay for all the features that 
would bring them the usual assured and 
gratifying return. 

It listened well, particularly when an 
economy drive was in the air. 

But the people were not as dumb as the 
"fast-buck boys" assumed. It didn't take 
the FBI to divulge the fact that this was "a 
heads we win tails you lose" proposal-the 
t axpayers would pay out mi.llions and not 
get a dime in return, while the private power 
companies would in vest millions and make 
a killing. 

It was just as simple as that. 
But what do we find today? 
Even the Oregonian admits that in this 

part of the country, this phony deal is as 
moribund as Rameses the Second. Not 
only that, but in spite of its strong endorse
ment of former Secretary McKay and his 
anti-public-power policies, it welcomes a 
million-dollar appropriation for John Day 
and wishes it increased and condemns the 
Federal Power Commission for licensing a 
low dam in Hells Canyon. Finally it 
admits that Congressional hopes for a part
nership plan are dead. 

As indicated above, so much is happening 
these days it seems it happened only a few 
d ays ago. 

R. W. R. 

GEORGE OF GEORGIA 
Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I 

was unable to be present when many of 
my colleagues saluted the late Senator 
George, and I want to pay my humble 
tribute to my former colleague. 

George of Georgia truly was one of 
"the choice and master spirits" of the 
Senate, not only "of this age,'' as Mark 
Antony said of Caesar, but of all the 
years since its beginning. 

Majestic was the word quite often used 
to describe Senator George, both before 
and after his death earlier this month. 
Bill White, in The Citadel, spoke of his 
majestic voice. One editorial writer 
recently spoke of the Senator's majestic 
decency. 

I think all of us would agree that Sen
ator George did have a majesty about 
him, part of which he brought to the 
Senate with him as a retired judge in 
November 23, 1922, and part of which 
developed as he served here, learning 
and teaching the fine art of politics and 
at the same time growing in stature as 
a statesman. 

Certainly the Senate and Walter 
George seemed to be made for each other. 
Despite any differences of philosophy or 
conflicts in approach, all of us felt a 
deep and abiding respect for this man's 
calm and ·wisdom, his force and his 
character. 

STUMPED HIS TOES 

Most of us see Senator George, in our 
memory, as the polished, distinguished 
southern gentleman we knew. When I 
recall how many times I have seen him 
rise to speak with that special dignity 
a.nd flourish which was his, it is difficult 
to see him as a barefoot "cracker'' boy 
doing the chores on a small tenant farm 
in Georgia. It is easy, however, to 
cliuckle at his own estimate that in his 
barefoot childhood he had more than 
100 stumped toes and that he learned 
on the first one not to cry. 

It is hard for me to imagine him in a 
country school, but easy to recognize that 
he would have stood at the top of his 
class there; hard to realize that he had 
to earn much of his way through Mer
cer University and law school, by teach
ing, but easy to visualize the ferocity and 
stubbornness with which he later fought 
his lawsuits, even though he rode to 
town bareback on a mule. He became 
solicitor general for his judicial circuit, 
married the fine woman we know as 
Miss Lucy, and became the father of 
two boys. 

The rest is history. I remember a 
paragraph from one of his biographies: 

Rapidly young 'Valter rose * • * never so 
much a brilliant, as a majestically calm and 
patient superior court judge, a methodical, 
carefully correct member of the court of 
appeals, a fair and learned justice of tha 
Georgia Supreme Court. 

GEORGE SOUGHT PEACE 

We know his record in the Senate. 
He started quietly and slowly but some
how moved fast. There is a monument 
in Vienna, Ga., which signals the fight 
he made in 1929 to pass the Vocational 
Education Act which bears his name. 
He was identified with much tax, farm, 
social security, and veterans' legislation. 
In 1928, he was proposed for President of 
the United States as a Georgia favorite 
son. In 1938 he successfully resisted a 
Presidential attempt to purge him for 
his stand on the Supreme Court plan. 

It was in the foreign relations field 
that Walter Franklin George reached hi;:; 
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greatest heights. 'Under both Demo
cratic and Republican Presidents, he ex
erted an important influence in the Sen-
3/te and in the Nation toward an under
standing, and the full implementation of 
this country's il\creasing role of leader
ship and responsibility in the world. 

We were sorry to see him leave the 
Senate last year, but proud of his new 
role as a Presidential representative to 
NATO. Now we must say another sor
rowful farewell, with gratitude, however, 
that Walter George served here among 
us. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD an 
article from the Tulsa <Okla.)_ Daily 
World of .August 6, 1957. 

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

SENATOR WALTER F. GEORGE 

The Nation does not readily grant the 
term "statesman" to its political leaders. 
Singularly few in recent decades have been 
given this lofty recognition. One of few 
was former Senator Walter F. George who 
died at the age of 79 years in his home in 
Vienna, Ga. 
· The Georgian has been a figure of integ
rity, courage, and intelligence in the United 
States Senate for 34 years. His distinguished 
career came to an end as he was serving as 
special Presidential Ambassador to the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization. 

President Eisenhower and leaders of the 
Democratic and Republican Parties alike 
spoke in unstinted terms of their high re· 
spect for Mr. George. The Senator was a 
man who rose completely above partisan pol· 
itlcs. It was as chairman of the Foreign 
Relations Committee that he climaxed his 
Senate service. In this capacity he was cred· 
ited with major contributions to the success 
of the foreign policy pronounced by Mr. 
Ei-senhower as the Nation's first Republican 
Pre-sident in 28 years. 

Walter F. George has earned the Nation's 
respect and gratitude. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S. 939, TO 
AMEND SECTION 22 OF THE INTER
STATE COMMERCE ACT, AS 
AMENDED 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

further morning business? If not, 
morning business is closed. 

The Chair lays before the Senate the 
pending business, which will be stated 
for the information of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. The confer
ence t'eport on S. 939, to amend section 
22 of the Interstate Commerce Act, as 
amended. 

Mr. KENNEDY obtained the floor. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

a~k unanimous consent that the Senator 
from Massachusetts may yield to me for 
the purpose of suggesting the absence of 
a quorum, without the Senator losing 
his right to the floor. 

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

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

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

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
KENNEDY] is recognized. 

THE STRUGGLE AGAINST IMPERIAL
ISM, PART II-POLAND AND EAST
ERN EUROPE 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, in my 

address to this body on July 2, I spoke 
of man's eternal desire to be free and in
dependent, of the continuing clash be
tween the forces of freedom and the 
forces of imperialism, and of the critical 
challenge which this overriding issue pre
sented to American foreign policy today. 

-I spoke in that context of the handicap 
to our prestige created by what is re
garded as western imperialism, and spe
cifically of the critical impasse in Al
geria. Without attempting to equate 
western and Soviet imperialism, I indi
cated at that time my intention to ex
amine, in a two.part series of speeches, 
the role of our foreign policy in the con
tinuing struggles between the forces of 
imperialism and independence within 
both the Soviet and Western Worlds. 
Having discussed in that address the 
complex problems of western imperial
ism and Algeria, I desire to turn now to 
the problems posed by the evil of Soviet 
imperialism. 

Just as the challenge of western im
perialism is most critically confronting 
us in Algeria and North Africa. so, too, 
does the challenge of Soviet imperialism 
confront American foreign policy today 
in one critical area in particular-East
ern Europe and Poland. 

The Soviets, of course, regard their 
actions in Eastern Europe much as the 
French regard their actions in Africa
as none of our affair. Our own Depart
ment of State and diplomatic officials are 
also likely to regard Congressional dis
cussion of these vital world issues as a 
trespass upon their private domain. 

I am strongly persuaded that the in
adequacies of current American foreign 
policies and programs concerning Poland 
and Eastern Europe require their public 
review and reexamination by the Senate, 
the Congress and the people of the 
United States-not to assign the blame 
for our past failures, but to explore what 
steps might be taken to increase the fu
ture effectiveness of our foreign policy 
in this area. 
OUR GOALS AND APPROACH IN EASTERN EUROPE 

I realize that it is not difficult to 
make a popular speech on Poland and 
Eastern Europe. It is easy to denounce 
the treachery of Yalta; to call upon the 
enslaved millions to cast off their chains; 
to decry Soviet brutality and greed; and 
to predict eventual deliverance of those 
nations now held captive behind the Iron 
Curtain. If necessary, it can even be 
easy to favor American aid-to be de
livered only to those satellite nations that 
become truly independent, or that join 
an anti-Russian alliance, or that aban
don national rommunism--or to be lim
ited to emergency relief or surplus foods, 

'with its distribution in each village care
fully supervised by American observers to 
guaranty its delivery to the needy and the 
starving alone. 

But such a speech, however plausible 
it may seem in its oratorical or political 
context, only makes it more difficult to 
take the hard decisions and real risks 
necessary in any effective policy for 
Eastern Europe. We are reluctant to 
take risks in this dangerous age; we are 
reluctant to make hard and unpopular 
decisions in this popular democracy. 
But the complex problems of Eastern 
Europe--the area which at one and the 
same time represents a great Western 
setback and a great western hope--will 
never be solved with an excess of caution 
or an avoidance of risk. 

It is bafiling beyond words to review 
that so-called liberation policy which this 
administration has I>roclaimed and on 
which it has taken patent rights. In sev
eral speeches in 1952 Mr. Dulles sought 
to shed light on a new liberation policy 
which would replace the supposed ster
ilities of containment. For example, in 
a prepared address before a learned 
gathering in Buffalo on August 27, 1952 
Mr. Dulles elaborated a three-pronged 
program for the freeing of the Iron Cur
tain satellites. In this speech he em
phasized that the Voice of America and 
other agencies should stir up the resist
ance spirit of peoples behind the Iron 
Curtain and make certain that they have 
the assurance of our moral backing. He 
went on to say that resistance move
ments would spring up among patriots 
who "would be supplied and integrated 
via air drops and other communications 
from private organizations like the Com
mittee for Free EUrope." Finally, he un
derscored his now.familiar thesis that 
the Communists would disintegrate from 
within and that the Russian's, "preoc
cupied with their own problems, would 
cease aggressive actions" and eventually 
give up and go home "realizing that they 
had swallowed more than they could 
digest." 

Four years later, on October 29, 1956, 
the distinguished Vice President an
nounced confidently at Occidental Col
lege that the Soviet setback in Poland 
and Hungary proved the soundness of 
the administration's liberation policy. 

· A little more than 2 weeks later on No
vember 14 the President, in a prepared 
preface to his press conference, spoke 
of our sympathy for the suffering people 
of Hungary-"Our hearts have gone out 
to them and we have done everything it 
is possible to, in the way of alleviating 
suffering." "But," he continued, "the 
United States doesn't now, and never 
has, advocated open rebellion by an un
defended populace against force over 
which they could not possibly prevail.'' 
One needs little imagination to appre
ciate the feeling of frustration which 
overcame the people of Eastern Europe 
to hear that the United States had never 
meant the obvious implications of its 
liberation policy. 

It is all very well to talk of liberation 
or peaceful evolution. But until we 
formulate a program of concrete steps as 
to what this Nation can do to help 
achieve such goals, we are offering those 
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still hopeful partisans of freedom behind 
the Iron Curtain nothing but empty 
oratory. 

AMERICAN POLICY TODAY 

I respectfully suggest that the last 
comprehensive review of our policies 
with respect to the satellite areas by the 
Secretary of State failed to provide the 
specific steps necessary to implement his 
rhetorical goal of liberation. In that 
address of April 23 in New York, Mr. 
Dulles outlined, as I analyzed his speech, 
six steps as constituting our approach to 
liberation: 

( 1) Provide an example which demon
strates the blessings or liberty, and spread 
knowledge of that around the world, through 
our information and cultural exchange pro
grams. 

(2) See to it that the divided or captive 
nations know that they are not forgotten 
through such means, for example, as spon
soring aU. N. resolution condemning Soviet 
intervention in Hungary. 

(3} Never make a political settlement at 
their expense. 

( 4) Revere and honor those who as 
martyrs gave their blood · for freedom • • • 
but do not * • • incite violent revolt. 

( 5) Make apparent to the Soviet rulers 
(that) our real purpose in liberation is peace 
and freedom and not the encirclement of 
Russia with hostile forces. 

(6) Encourage evolution to freedom • • • 
and when some steps are made toward inde
pendence * • • show a readiness to respond 
with friendly acts • • * see to it that the 
divided or captive nations know * * * that 
a heartfelt welcome and new opportunity 
await them as they gain more freedom. 

This policy, if i.t can be called a policy, 
is easily stated and·even more easily im
plemented. It requires practically no 
risk, no cost, no thought, and very little 
explanation. Its contents are neither 
new nor tangible, and its results in terms 
of helping liberate Eastern Europe are 
speculative, to say the least. 

The key to our present policy, I believe, 
is found in the sixth and final item I 
quoted from the Secretary's address. We 
will "show a readiness to respond with 
,friendly acts," with "a heartfelt welcome 
and new opportunity," whatever that 
may mean, only "as they gain more free
dom and some steps are made toward 
independence," not before. No sugges
tion is made as to what we might do, in 
the way of positive and concrete diplo
macy, to help them take those steps and 
gain that freedom. 

I believe it is this status quo policy 
which has stultified all discussion of new 
proposals for the area-the terms under 
which withdrawal of Soviet troops from 
Eastern Europe might be arranged, Hun
gary neutralized, or Germany united
proposals which merit more careful 
analysis than they have been given. It 
is this approach of broad generalizations 
and platitudes that treats all European 
satellites alike, without regard to anti
Russian and anti-Slav traditions-as in 
Rumania-higher rates of industrializa
tion and living standards-as in Czecho .. 
cslovakia-and other distinguishing char
acteristics that lend themselves to indi .. 
vidual approaches. And finally, it is this 
attitude, of merely waiting and hoping, 
that caused us to be caught wholly un
prepared for the events in Poland and 
Hungary last October. 

POLAND TODAY 

I shall limit my discussion today to 
Poland, because that is the area of both 
our greatest failures and our greatest 
hope, and the area most urgently de
manding a reexamination of our current 
policies. I make no claim that Poland 
is a typical example of Eastern Europe. 
On the contrary, it would be dangerously 
erroneous to assume that our policies and 
programs for that area may be applied 
generally behind the Iron Curtain. But 
the nature and success of our relations 
with Poland-like a wind, good or ill, 
that blows through the only open window 
in a vast and crowded prison-will vitally 
affect the future, the hope or despair, of 

· every satellite country. 
The most important fact about 

Poland today is that it is different, how
ever easy it may be to dismiss it as just 
another Communist country. To be 
sure, it is still in many outward appear
ances a Communist regime. There are 
many magnetic pulls toward the Soviet 
orbit; Russian soldiers still patrol in the 
country; antiwestern sentiments in the 
U. N. are supported by Polish repre
sentatives. But it is essential that we 
look deeper than the labels of com
munism. Terrorism and thought con
trol have very much diminished; public 
opinion, very markedly anti-Communist 
and always antt-Soviet, is influential; 
and at least a precarious working ac-

. commodation has been reached with the 
Catholic Church in Poland under Car
dinal Wysznyski. Visitors in Poland note 
practically no Red fiags and feel little 
of the inquisitorial pressure that has 
characterized most of the Iron Curtain 
countries. We must be very careful not 
to miss the internal realities of the 
Polish scene while looking at the out
ward and legal forms. 

Moreover, Mr. President, there has 
been an increasing decentralization of 
agriculture. The denationalization and 
decentralization of industry has not 
been nearly as effective, but in April the 
Polish Parliament approved a new 
budget and economic plan to slacken the 
rate of heavy industrial expansion and 
raise the living standards. And perhaps 
most telling of all, the Polish Govern
ment last fall turned for the first time 
toward the West--for friendship, for in
creased trade, and for American credit 
and economic assistance. 

This economic assistance was made 
urgent by the cruel and corrosive re
sults of Communist mismanagement, in
efficiency, and exploitation. Absentee 
Soviet centralization and nationalization 
resulted only in lower productivity, 
widespread raw material deficits, .both 
labor shortages and surpluses, and in
creasing uselessness and obsolescence of 
machinery. At the moment, the unem
ployment problem is assuming critical 
proportions. This provides melancholy 
testimony as to the ability of a directed 
Communist economy to cure disloca
tions, maintain planning goals, and al .. 
locate raw materials-supposedly the 
peculiar virtues of a Socialist state. The 
attempt to force a heavy industraliza
tion and rearmament program too 
rapidly upon an economy milked dry by 
Soviet demands resulted in drastic 

shortages of consumer goods and hous
ing, spiraling inflation, and a raging 
black market. It is no wonder that, 
without decent living standards, ade
quate housing or fuel, and ravaged by 
tuberculosis and other diseases, the 
Polish people turned rumbling discon
tent into a violent roar at Poznan, and 
finally last October insisted upon the 
new anti-Stalinist regime of Mr. Go
mulka. 
THE UNITED STATES RESPONSE TO POLAND: THE 

LOAN AGREEMENT 

But it is not my intention today to 
dwell on Soviet brutality or Polish 
bravery-for I am sure this body is well 
a ware of both-but to examine instead 
the response of our own foreign-policy 
makers to the Polish crisis and our pre
paredness to meet this problem. 

The adequacy of that response ought 
to be reviewed by the Congress now, 
even after the Polish loan agreement has 
been concluded-not for purposes of dis
tributing credit or blame, but for pur
poses of revising our policies and statutes 
for the future. In my ·opinion, revision 
will definitely be in order-for the loan 
agreement of last June for American aid 
to Poland can unfortunately be summed 
up in only five words-too little and too 
late. 

I do not mean to say that that agree
ment was worse than no agreement at 
all, that it will accomplish nothing, or 
that it should be regarded as a waste of 

· American funds and a mistake in Amer
ican diplomacy . . But I do say that this 
inadequate agreement, coming at such a 
late date, after months of haggling, in
decision, and delay, fell so short of our 
earlier boasts and our earlier promises 
that it failed to obtain for either om· 
country or the people of Poland the full 
benefits for the cause of independence 
which such an agreement might have 
achieved. 

TOO LITTLE 

Permit me to explain further what I 
mean when I say that this agreement is 
"too little." American aid under the 
new agreement will be helpful, to be-sure. 
The Poles, without doubt, appreciate it 
and will make good use of this assistance 
and Mr. Khrushchev has indicated that 
he is not happy about it. But let us com
pare the assistance contained in this 
agreement with the needs of the Polish 
people embraced in their original re
quest, a request which a bolder, more 
imaginative American foreign· policy 
might have met more closely. 

The Polish mission originally request
ed a total of over $300 million worth of 
aid, to prevent mass unemployment, dis
content, sabotage, and either a recur
rence of violence and revolt doomed to be 
crushed, or a return to complete eco
nomic subservience to the Soviet Union. 
We agreed to less than one-third of the 
amount requested. 

Perhaps most desperate of all their 
needs was the Polish request for 1 
million tons of wheat and other grains
to end compulsory deliveries of grain by 
the Polish farmers, a chief cause of dis
content; to prevent skyrocketing prices 
from spreading hunger and starvation 
in the cities; and to reduce reliance upon 
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the ilTegular supplies of the Russians. 
one million tons of grain would have 
provided the Polish Government with an 
adequate reserve against another bad 
crop year, and with enough grain for use 
on the domestic market as a means of 
holding down inflation and abolishing 
the compulsory deliveries-a major step 
in transforming the former Stalinist 
pat ta-n of the Polish economy, and a 
genuine incentive for greater farm pro
duction. But these plans are now less 
certain-for we agreed to only one-half 
of the amount requested. 

The next most urgent request was 
for at least 100,000 tons of our surplus 
cotton. The Polish textile industry, one 
of the nation's most important, employ
ing one-sixth of the labor force, is oper
ating far below capacity, with many 
mills shut down and thousands out of 
work, despite a crying need for cloth
and unless their needs for cotton can be 
met, experts have warned, the industry 
will be chronically restless and com
pletely dependent on the Soviets. But 
we agreed to only one-half of the 
amount requested. 

The next Polish request was for up
ward of $30 million in coal-mining 
machinery. Coal is a mainstay of the 
Polish economy, constituting 40 percent 
of its export trad~and yet their equip
ment is so outmoded and run down that 
productivity is actually below its rate of 
20 years ago. New machinery in new 
mines could do wonders in putting the 
Polish economy back on its feet without 
dependence on the U. s. S. R.-but we 
agreed to less than one-seventh of their 
request on this item. 

Finally-in addition to a request for 
surplus fats, oils, and soyrbeans-the 
Poles were interest·ed in obtaining $70 
million to $100 million worth of Ameri
can farm machinery, fertilizer, and 
seeds, to increase the output of the grad
ually decollectivized Polish farms. Once 
Poland was the breadbasket of East Cen
tral Ew·op&-now there is not enough 
grain to supply bread for her own people. 
Here again, this nation had a dramatic 
opportunity to demonstrate to other 
Iron Curtain countries that courage in 
turning away from complete Soviet 
domination, and looking to the West for 
aid, could mean a better life for the 
farmer and the consumer. But we failed 
to grant a single dollar of this request. 

I say, therefore, that our final offer 
was too little to match the striking op
portunity that has been ours to seize. 
Mr. Gomulka is grateful for the help, 
and he needs it badly-but considering 
the risk undertaken by his government 
in turning to the West for aid, I can 
only repeat my statement that our action 
was too little and too late. The failure 
by the United States to deliver on the 
implied promises of Mr. Eisenhower's 
October speech, widely advertised 
through the Voice of America and other 
United States information media, has 
brought much disappointment to anti
Soviet Poles and greatly weakened their 
authority. The frustration of hopes has 
unquestionably strengthened the anti· 
Gomulka faction in the C-entral C()lnmit· 
tee, which argues that American aid is 
largely verbal and propagandistic. The 

pro-Soviet faction in the Central Com
mittee contends that United States as
sistance is too erratic and meager to 
provide the catalyst for long-term eco
nomic development. We must make 
every effort to avoid a further disen
chantment with the United States and 
a heightened acceptance of fraudulent 
Soviet promises. 

TOO LATE 

WhY do I say "too late"? Let us re
view the record of events following the 
dramatic Polish revolution of last Oc
tober. On October 20, President Eisen
hower promptly pledged the United 
States to o:fier economic aid to Poland 
because of our mission to expand the 
areas in which freemen and free govern
ment can fiourish; and the official Polish 
newspaper Trybuna Ludu commented 
editorially that we are in favor of as
sistance with no political strings at
tached. The Polish Government there
upon advised the United States that it 
would be interested in concluding a loan 
agreement. But other than a reiteration 
on December 18 by Secretary Dulles of 
our willingness to give assistance to 
Poland which would assist it to maintain 
its growing independence, the American 
Government took no further steps. Fi
nally, the welcome mat was haltingly 
extended in February after 4 precious 
months had gone by; and negotiations 
began here on February 26. Then. while 
the Gomulka regime teetered on a dan
gerous tightrope between a new bloody, 
fruitless revolt and a return to Soviet 
domination, we o:fiered delay and inde
cision, and we extended an o:fier of aid 
so small the Polish delegation dared not 
return home with it. On May 26, as 
negotiations continued to drag, a news 
dispatch from Warsaw reported that the 
Poles were forced once again to ask Mos
cow for increased economic help. 

Long before now-

The report went on-
the Poles had . hoped to be receiving United 
States economic assistance that would have 
made it unnecessary to turn to their mighty 
eastern neighbor again. A sense of frustra
tion and dismay has been gathering strength 
for weeks in Poland over the failure to com
plete the Polish-United States negotiations 
in Washington. 

Finally, after nearly 4 more precious 
months had passed, a partial agreement 
was signed in June. 

The need to set our economic relations 
with Poland in a fresh perspective is 
further underscored by the fact that the 
survival of the Gomulka regime is more 
and more dependent on economic prog
l'ess and specific achievements. Mr. 
Gomulka's early successes rested pri
marily upon a political ascendancy and 
a political detachment from the U. S. S. R. 
Inevitably these successes will fade into 
the background and popular anticipa
tion of economic improvement will have 
to be met. The Polish story is but one 
more lesson illustrating the close harness 
in which political and economic develop
ment occur in the modern world. A po
litical convalescence has no durability 
unless it is invigorated by economic 
therapy. 

THE RATIONALE OF ECONOMIC AID TO POLAND 

There were two fundamental reasons 
for the failure to meet fully Poland's 
needs and om· opportunities. The first 
was a pervading doubt as to whether aid 
to this Communist state was a wise pol
icy after all The distinguished minority 
leader, I know, bas strongly criticized 
such a policy; and its controveTsial na
ture convinc-ed the administration that 
it should not request Congress for the 
specific statutory authority necessary to 
make the loan complete. 'Ille negotia
tions dragged on while the risks were 
weighed-and they were very real risks. 
There was the risk that we would be do
ing nothing more than aiding the pres
tige of a Communist regime that all too 
often praised the Soviet Union and criti
cized the West; strengthening the Com
munist bloc; relieving pressure on the 
Soviets; and permitting the U. S. S. R. 
to divert to armaments those resources 
devoted to staving off Polish discontent. 
Others warned that extensive American 
aid to Red -occupied Poland may serve 
only as a pretext for violent Soviet in
tervention, permanently crushing the 
Gomulka government and completely 
wasting any American investment. 

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

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator has 

pointed out the risks in the administra
tion's negotiations with the present 
Polish Government. It is true, is it not, 
that Gomulka is a Communist? 

Mr. KENNEDY. That is correct. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. It is true, is it not, 

that the present government in control 
of Poland is a Communist Government? 

Mr. KENNEDY. There is no doubt of 
it. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Is it a Communist 
government closely allied to Moscow, oi· 
does it have a semi-independent status, 
with a certain degree of autonomy? 

Mr. KENNEDY. As the Senator 
knows, the Secretary of State, .in order 
to make the loan possible, defined Po
land as a friendly country. It is difficult 
to defend that definition completely, be
cause, of course, economic ties are inti
mate. But I think there is no doubt that 
Gomulk.a has attempted to and to some 
degree succeeded in loosening the ties 
with the Soviet Union which existed be
fore the Polish revolt of last October. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Is it true that Sec
retary of State Dulles and the National 
Security Council both made a legal find
ing to the effect that Gomulka was not, 
in the strictest sense, controlled by Mos
cow, and therefore was eligible for 
American aid consideration? 

Mr. KENNEDY. That is correct. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Is it true that 95 

percent of the Polish people are strongly 
anti-Communist? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I do not think there 
is any doubt that they are probably as 
strongly a.gainst communism as any 
other people behind the Iron Curtain, if 
not more strongly so. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Is it true that in 
the elections last January Cardinal 
Wvyshinsky took to the radio and ex
horted the faithful to vote for Gomulka? 
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Mr. KENNEDY. He did; and the rea

son he did so was that he realized, as 
many others l'ealized, that there are 
only three choices ·available to the Poles, 
namely, the Gomulka regime of na
tional communism; a return to the Sta
linist tyranny of previous Soviet domi
nation; or a Hungarian type experience 
of revolt, in which they could anticipate 
no aid from the West. For that reason, 
this represented a step away from Soviet 
control. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Is there any deep 
affection between Gomulka _and the 
cardinal? 

Mr. KENNEDY. No. I think it is a 
working relationship, with advantages to 
each-with respect to the cardinal, for 
the reasons given, that he feels that the 
alternative to Gomulka would be worse; 
and with respect to Gomulka, because 
the arrangement is a source of strength 
to him, and helps to cement his posi
tion, and also to fight the Stalinists 
within the Communist Party who are 
still strong politically in Poland. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Is it not true that 
because of Cardinal WvYshinsky's atti
tude there is a greater degree of religious 
freedom in Poland, and a good deal 
more in the way of church education 
for the children? 

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Can the Senator 
point out what would likely be the sit
uation if no aid were extended to Po
land, and if, because of that situation, 
Russian penetration, ala Hungary, took 
place, and if, because of that fact, East
em Germany itself should become 
stronger? Suppose that happened. 
What would be the effect on the West? 
What would be the effect, eventually, 
on East Germany pulling a way from the 
Soviets if there were a weak Poland be
tween it and the Soviet Union? If on 
the other hand, the program is success
ful, as the Senator has pointed out so 
succinctly-and of course it is a calcu
lated risk-there is no reason why its 
effect will not be felt in East Germany, 
or other Communist satellites; nor is 
there any reason why it will not be felt 
ev.entually in other areas of Eastern Eu
rope. Does the Senator agree? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Yes; I agree with the 
Senator. I recognize the fact that there 
is a calculated risk involved. Neverthe
less I think it is to our interest to help 
the Polish people at this time. I would 
say to the Senator the reason I am par
ticularly concerned about this situation 
is, as I intend to explain, the legislative 
legerdemain by which we gave Poland 
the aid she is receiving. If the Soviet 
Union should turn off its supplies to Po
land, there would be no funds and little 
authority available with which to help 
Poland, except possibly, under Public 
Law 480. In other words, because of 
legislative restrictions, assistance to a 
country like Poland would be impossi
ble for the United States to render, and 
we could not give assistance to Poland 
until next year, first, because the $30 
million which is permitted under present 
legislative restrictions, have already 
been given to Poland and, furthermore, 
we would have to wait for another year; 
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secondly, because the President's discre
tionary and emergency fund has already 
been committed to Poland to the extent 
of $30 million, and also because the1·e 
are claims on it from other areas of the 
world. Therefore, we have come to an 
impasse; and if the Polish people turned 
to us for assistance, if the Soviet Union 
cut off economic aid, I do not believe 
we could respond until next January or 
February at the very best. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I think that is 
correct. The administration ought to 
be commended for the initiative it has 
shown in this situation. It is a calcu
lated risk, but it is a risk worth taking, 
because, if something is not done to 
bring about a break between the satel
lites, especially Poland, on the one hand, 
and the Soviet Union on the other, I 
think the peace of Western Europe, and 
perhaps the peace of the world, is in 
great danger. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. KENNEDY. I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. I had not intended 

to interrupt the Senator at this time. 
However, he was kind enough to yield 
to the Senator from Montana, and I 
should like to ask some questions for 
clarification purposes, and I should like 
to have his answers to these questions, if 
he would be kind enough to yield to me. 
I very carefully read the advance copy 
of his speech, and I have listened to his 
remarks today. The proposed change in 
the law which the Senator has in mind 
would apply not only to Poland, as I un
derstand, but also to the other so-called 
satellite nations. Is that correct? 

Mr. KENNEDY. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I notice that the 
Senator states that the amount re
quested by the Polish mission from the 
Communist Gomulka government, when 
it came to Washington, was more than 
$300 million worth of aid, which amount 
was rather substantially cut down, as 
the Senator has already indicated. As
suming that the precedent of providing 
for the Polish Government $300 million 
in aid were established, has the Senator 
any estimate as to what, on a com
parable basis, the satellite governments 
of Rumania, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, 
Hungary, and Albania might reasonably 
expect, on the basis of either population 
or industrial activity, or need? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I would say to the 
Senator from California that, in my 
opinion, the same conditions would not 
prevail for a grant to any of the other 
countries at this time. What I am at
tempting to point out is this: In view 
of what has happened in Poland, it is 
possible that East Germany or other 
satellites may pull away from the Soviet 
Union, and I am thinking of legislation 
which will be needed over a long period 
of time. I hope, therefore, that such 
other satellite countries will come into 
the same position that Poland occupies 
today. Then, in my opinion, the Battle 
Act would be too restrictive to meet a 
situation like that. By the change I 
have suggested, the President would 
have to make a determination, as he 

must make now in the case of Yugo
slavia, before aid could be given. How
ever, today Poland is the only country 
which can qualify for aid. Not that the 
people of the other countries do not need 
aid, but Poland is the only country in 
which a condition of government exists 
and where the circumstances are such 
that aid can be fruitfully given. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. The problem I have 
is that the bill covers more than Poland, 
and covers all satellites. I can well 
imagine a government sitting at Bacha· 
rest, Rumania, sayillff, "Mr. Gomulka, 
by indicating some independence"-and 
I will not use this time to debate how 
much independence he may have of the 
Soviet Union, but at least he has made 
some show of independence--"has been 
able to get from the United states $300· 
million of economic aid. If we show a 
little independence, as Mr. Gomulka 
did, we may get some economic aid, too." 

Not long ago I made some computa
tions, based on population and other 
factors, which would indicate that if 
Poland was in the $300 million bracket, 
and if that is the correct bracket for 
Poland, East Germany, and the other 
satellite countries could reasonably ex
pect aid to the extent of a billion and · 
a half dollars. 

Mr. KENNEDY. If I may interrupt 
the Senator at that point, I should like 
to say that if the situation in other 
satellite countries were similar to that 
which prevails in Poland, although I do 
not think we can now expect that, we 
would be making a very worthwhile and 
substantial investment, because there is 
no doubt such a condition would imperil 
the security of the Soviet Union. 

I would not object if there could be 
similar unrest and discontent with So
viet domination in other countries, to 
the same extent it prevails in Poland. 
It would be worth an investment to us. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. That is the point I 
find difficult to understand in the Sen
ator's thesis and presentation. He says 
that if there could be some discontent 
it would be of benefit to us, as I under
stand his statement. Actually, the rea
son for the so-called mutual-aid assist
ance program, under which we give as
sistance to the Western free nations is 
for the purpose of strengthening their 
economic foundations, so that they will 
have a solid political structure and so 
that they will be able to function, and so 
that their defense efforts will help pro· 
teet the Free World, because we recognize 
the fact that if there were an economic 
collapse in France, or if there were an 
economic collapse in Western Germany, 
or in Italy, it would not only imperil their 
economies, but would certainly disrupt 
their political systems, and would tend to 
enable the Communist Parties in those 
countries to grow in strength, and would, 
in effect, help disintegrate the Free 
World. 

What the Senator is proposing is, to 
the contrary, that with respect to the 
nations which are behind the Soviet 
Union, and which are under occupation 
by the Soviet forces, we should help 
strengthen their economies. In that way 
we would make them more satisfied with 
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the Communist government and we 
would make them less likely to try to 
throw of! the yoke of Communist re 4 

gimes, and we would niake it more pos4 

sible for the Soviet Union, which has 
been stripping the economies of those 
nations of · billions of dollars in the way 
of coal and industrial production in 
order to strengthen the Communist war 4 

making potential. 
That is why I have great difficulty in 

understanding the Senator's proposal. 
However, I am glad he raised the issue in 
the Senate, because I am sure that if the 
bill were reported, it would have been 
under a most searching study. It seems 
to me that the Senator is now asking 
the American people to undertake a 
whole economic plan of bolstering the 
Communist world. 

Mr. KENNEDY. There is nothing 
contained in the bill which would pro 4 

vide an appropriation. The Senator 
talks about making countries eligible. 
The point I am making is that we have 
seen what happens in countries like 
Hungary when they try to revolt. In 
such a case, the United States has taken 
a position that we will not assist a satel4 

lite country in revolting against the 
armed forces of the Soviet Union. That 
being true, I do not see how the people 
of those countries can win thro.ugh to 
freedom, except through a gradual evo
lutionary policy such as is developing, 
I hope, in Poland. With such an evolu
tion, if the Polish people turn to us for 
assistance, in order to lessen· their de
pendence on the Soviet Union, we should · 
be in a flexible enough position, if the 
President makes the appropriate find
ing, to assist them at the time when aid 
might best promote their freedom. If 
the Soviet Union, as I have said, turned 
the heat on the Poles today and denied 
them economic assistance-such as oil, 
for example-we would have to wait at 
least until next year to give assistance, 
because of statutory restrictions, and in 
the meantime it would be impossible for 
us because of the legislative and admin 4 

istrative straitjacket to grant them eco 4 

nomic assistance. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. If the Soviet Un 4 

ion should turn on the heat, what would 
, be the result? ·would that cause con4 

tentment behind the Soviet lines, or 
would it cause discontent'! 

Mr. KENNEDY. I do not think there 
is any doubt that it would bring about 
discontent. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. When there is in 
the world a force which is a threat to 
the security and peace of the world
and at least some of us believe that the 
Soviet Union is such a threat-

Mr. KENNEDY. I believe it, too. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. If that be the 

case, is it to our advantage to have con 4 

tentment behind the enemy lines, or is 
it to our advantage to have discontent 
behind the enemy lines? 

I could see some merit to the Senator's 
proposal if he were to say that we should 
be prepared, in the event the Soviets 
withdrew their forces from Poland or 
Hungary or Rumania, the President 
should have authority to help govern 4 

ments which would have an opportunity 
to be free and not be under Soviet occu 4 

pation, and I would perhaps even join 

the Senator in proposing legislation of 
that kind. 

However, the Senator's proposal does 
not state that as a condition precedent, 
the Soviets will withdraw their forces 
from Poland or Hungary or Rumania or 
Bulgaria before those countries will get 
·such assistance. 

Mr. KENNEDY. No. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. In effect, we will 

be picking up the tab, so to speak, and 
in that way strengthening the economies 
of the nations while they are still under 
Soviet occupation. 

Mr. KENNEDY. My proposal would 
provide that the President would have to 
make a finding that giving the aid would 
"enable such freedom-loving peoples to 
strengthen their capacity to maintain a 
sovereign national government increas4 

ingly independent of outside domination 
and control of the Soviet Union." 

The only point I ·make is that we have 
seen, when discontent becomes too great, 
as in the case of Hungary, what has 
happened within the country when the 
United States has considered itself 
powerless to assist it. Therefore, at this 
time we do not wish to encourage those 
people to revolt, because there is noth
ing we can do for them, or nothing that 
we will do for them. 

-Consequently, it seems to me there is 
a limbo or a twilight zone between com
plete Soviet domination-as is true in 
the case of Hungary-and a free, 
friendly nation-a nationalist Commu 4 

nist government such as is evolving in 
the case of Poland. The question is 
whether, when that kind of government 
is evolving and developing in other satel
lite countries, the United States should 
choose to assist them. My point is that 
because of legislative restrictions, there 
is practically nothing the United States 
can do to aid them further except by 
lengthy negotiations and resort to a 
medley of legal .artifices. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. My only point is 
that no one can be wise enough to say 

. that the spark which was struck in Hun
gary, and which developed into the re
volt which occurred in Budapest, may 
not have set of! a chain reaction which 
ultimately will have its repercussions in 
the Soviet Union itself, because Hungary 
was the first country within the Soviet 
orbit to rebel. It is important for us to 
point out that the people of Hungary 
whc rebelled were the people of the 
younger generation, not the older peo- . 
ple who could remember the economic 
or political conditions which existed un
der former regimes. Instead, those who 
rebelled were . the members of the 
younger generation, who had never 
known anything but the indoctrination 
of communism. Despite the fact that 
their entire indoctrination had been by 
the Communist line, they were the lead
ers of the rebellion in Hungary. That 
rebellion certainly weakened the Soviet's 
international position and the Soviet's 
position in the United Nations. Cer
tainly, it has weakened the Soviet's po
sition in Asia, in the Middle East, and 
elsewhere. 

The Senator from Massachusetts, with 
his Irish ancestry, of which he should 
be very proud, knows very well that for 

a very long period of time the Irish en
gaged in unsuccessful revolts. But prob
ably the spirit which developed by means 
of those revolts ultimately led to the 
independence of Ireland. The Easter 
Rebellion was put down; but growing out 
of it, and as a result of the fires which 
had ~1een lit and the chain 1·eaction 
which had been begun, ultimately Ire
land gained its freedom and inde
pendence. 

I think none of us is able to predict 
what will happen; of course none of us 
has a crystal ball. But I believe that 
the spirit demonstrated bY· the Hun
garian people may have indeed struck a 
spark which will have its effect for many 
years to come. 

However, what worries ·me about the 
proposal of the Senator from Massachu·
setts is that unless an additional authori
zation is made or unless additional ap
propriations are made, in order to bolster 
the economies of these Communist coun
tries, then the only source of aid for them 
will be our friends who have been pre
pared to stand up with us in the Free 
World, such as Turkey, the Republic of 
Korea, .the Republic of China on For 4 

mosa, and our allies in Western Europe. 
Many of us feel that the reductions 

voted by the House -of Representatives 
were too severe. But that matte1; will be 
argued later in the Senate. However, it 
is certainly true that drastic cuts· have 
been made . . 

There is no magical source for : these 
funds. So, unless the Senator from Mas
sachusetts is going to propose additional 
funds for these Communist-controlled 
nations, in addition to the mutual-aid 
program, then the only source of the 
funds will be the nations which are 
standing up with us in. opposing the 
Communist menace. 

Mr. KENNEDY. In the first place, 
the Irish revolt lasted 700 years, and the 
Easter Rebellion was one of a long series 
of disasters which befell the Irish people 
before they became independent. I do 
not wish to have the Poles undergo the 
same experience, especially under con
ditions of modern tqtalitarianism, and 
I know the Senator from California does 
not. 

Second, the revolt in Hungary resulted 
in the slaughter of great numbers of 
Hungarians and in putting the surviving 
and suffering Hungarians even more 
tightly in bondage. 

At this time, in view of the unwilling
ness of the United States to decide on an 
aggressive policy, if such an event oc
curred in the case of Poland, I do not 
wish to have the Poles have to go through 
the same ordeal the Hungarians went 
through last year, even if the result were 
to weaken the Soviets. I do not wish to 
have the Poles become storm troopers in 
connection with such an effort, and to 
have them go through such disaster and 
bloodshed, even though the Senator from 
California has said that, as a result, dis
content might develop amorig the satel
lite countries in the Soviet orbit. I do 
not believe these countries can make 
one leap from Soviet domination to free
dom. 

I am proposing that if the United 
States gave money to a country which 
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found itself in the same situation as 
that in which the Poles now find them
selves, the President could submit the 
matter to Congress, and request Con
gress to make the authorizations and the 
appropriations. In that way, I think 
the proper safeguards would be provided. 

But when · a country is going through 
the evolutionary process through which 
I believe Poland is going, I believe it is 
in the interest of the United States to 
reasonably assist that country. As I 
understand, the position of the Senator 
from California is that unless the coun
try is free, it would not be in our interest 
to assist it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I would say to the 
distinguished Senator from Massachu
setts, that when we can give hope and 
assistance to enslaved people in the 
world we should do so. But I do not be
lieve we should use the funds of the 
American people to bolster the economic 
and political systems of the Soviet world 
and of the Communist governments 
which control the people of satellite 
countries without their approval, and by 
means of the force of Soviet divisions 
which are kept in those countries. If 
there is any way by which we can give 
encouragement to those people-for in
stance, if there is any way by which we 
can negotiate with the Soviet Union for 
the withdrawal of its troops, and if, as a 
result, they are withdrawn-then I think 
we can well give help to the peoples of 
Hungary, Rumania, Poland, and Czecho
slovakia, who then would be outside the 
Soviet occupation. I think there would 
be great merit in doing that. 

If there is no other way, then I should 
think we would be prepared to help 
them-and I believe there would be 
merit in it-by working toward modifica
tion of the Yalta and other world..:.war 
agreements, so as to enable those coun
tries to have free elections. In that 
event, so long as the elections were free, 
we would be willing to have the people 
of those countries elect according to their 
own choice-regardless of whether, as a 
result of the election, they were to have 
a Communist government, a Socialist 
government, or a democratic govern
ment. 

But I believe it would be a great mis
take for us to strengthen the economic 
and political systems of the Communist 
dictatorships in those nations, while they 
are behind the Soviet lines or within the 
Soviet orbit, and when we know that, on 
the other hand, any weakness behind our 
lines would, in effect, be a contribution 
to the Soviet potentials. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Of course I should 
like to see the Soviet Union withdraw 
its forces. Of course I should like to see 
free elections held. And, of course, I 
should like to see the provisions of the 
Yalta Pact affecting these areas changed. 
But in my opinion those things will not 
happen in the foreseeable future. 

Because I recognize the situation as 
it is, I am interested in whatever prac
tical assistance we can give the Polish 
people, as they turn to us for aid. In 
my opinion. what I have proposed is 
all we can do for them, short of the 
things the Senator from California has 
described, w:P.ich I hope for just as much 
as he does, but which the Soviet Union 

will not permit to happen, in view of the 
present cold war which exists between 
the Soviets and the West. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Of course what we 
do not know, and what the distinguished 
Senator from Massachusetts and I can
not demonstrate to the satisfaction of 
each other, or perhaps to the satisfac
tion of our colleagues-in fact, perhaps 
only history will demonstrate it-is 
whether the theory of the Senator from 
Massachusetts is correct. The Senator 
from Massachusetts has one theory re
garding what will happen if the United 
States does what he proposes and what 
will happen if the United States does not 
do so. 

However, I submit to him that there 
is another tenable position, namely, that 
if we do not do as he has suggested, 
then the Soviet Union must itself con
tribute more aid to those countries. Cer
tainly there is serious question as to 
whether the Soviet economy could stand 
the strain which would result from giv
ing such aid to those countries. 

In that connection, of course, we are 
aware of the internal pullings and haul
ings within the Kremlin and of the fight 
which has been going on there, and we 
realize that only recently Molotov and 
others of the Kremlin hierarchy were 
deposed. Furthermore, we realize that 
the giving of such additional aid by the 
Soviets might result in bleeding the Rus
sian people white. Moreover, probably 
only a minority of the Russians want a 
Communist regime. 

So at that point, if we did not "pick 
up the check" for the Soviets and take 
care of stabilizing the Communist re
gimes in the satellite nations, the Soviets 
might then find themselves in such a 
position that they would be willing to 
negotiate for the withdrawal of Soviet 
forces, so long as there could be, at that 
point, a guaranty that the United States 
had no aggressive intent against them
and, as the Senator from Massachusetts 
and I know, no Tesponsible person in this 
country h·as such an intent-and so long 
as we could obtain from the Soviets 
assurances that they had no aggressive 
intent. In that event, it might be pos-

. sible to build up a neutral bloc of such 
nations-including Hungary, Poland, Ru
mania, and Czechoslovakia-which 
would not be under Soviet occupation, 
and which really would contribute to the 
peace of the world and, equally impor
tant, to the freedom of those peoples, 
because I submit there is something more 
in life than merely looking forward to 
having to live in perpetuity under a Com
munist regime. 

Mr. KENNEDY. If the United States 
were ready to say to the Poles that if 
they revolted, the United States would 
come to their assistance, as the admin
istration once seemed to suggest, then I 
would agree that the Senator from Cali
fornia is correct. But experience shows 
that we would not come to their assist
ance. Therefore, I do not believe it is 
beneficial to deny them aid to lift their 
standard of living, on the theory that to 
do so would mean that eventually they 
would revolt, and then to have the 
United States say that it would not do 
anything to help them after they had 
revolted. I do not believe such a circu-

lar position makes much sense, in view 
of the practical realities of the situation 
existing behind the Iron Curtain. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Massachusetts yield 
to me? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I think it would do 

all of us good to examine the map of 
Western Europe and the position in 
which Poland finds herself. She is 
squeezed between the Soviet Union, on 
the east, and East Germany, on the west. 
We know there are 50,000 Soviet troops 
on Polish soil. They cannot be dis
lodged, except by force. We know that 
the Soviets have in excess of 20 divisions 
in East Germany, a satellite country. I 
have an idea that the future of the peace 
of Western Europe is tied up with the 
question of the unification of Germany. 

If the Poles can be dragged away from 
complete and outright domination by the 
Soviet Union-and at the present time 
the Soviet Union exercises such domina
tions over Bulgaria, Rumania, Hungary, 
and Czechoslovakia-then I think there 
is a chance of furthering the existing 
difficulties and causing greater unrest 
among the other satellites; and-and 
this is most important, in my opinion
! think there is also a chance of bring
ing about a weakening of the East Ger
man Communist People's Republic, so
called. If we can do that, then I think 
we shall be hastening the day, through 
the use of aid to Poland, for the reunifi
cation of Germany and the settling of 
one of the deep-seated problems of fric
tion in all Europe. 

I point out, with reference to main
taining the lines of. communication and 
troops in Hungary and Rumania, that 
under the agreement, the Soviet Union 
was supposed to have withdrawn its 
troops from the two countries when the 
Austrian peace treatr was finally rati
fied. We made no move to call that 
matter to the attention of the Soviet 
Union; at least I do not know of any 
move we made in that direction. Cer
tainly, after more than 274 meetings of 
our representatives with those of the 
Soviet Union, Great Britain, and France, 
which led to the Austrian peace treaty, 
we should have brought to the atten
tion of the Soviet Union at that time 
the clause in the prior agreement that 
Russia would withdraw its troops and 
not maintain lines of communication iri 
Rumania and Hungary. We did not do 
that. 

I certainly think the President, the 
National Security Council, and Mr. 
Dulles are right in taking this calcu
lated risk, because while it may fail and 
react against us, if we do nothing we 
pave the way for the Soviet Union to 
entrench itself that much more strongly 
in Poland, in East Germany, and in 
Central Europe. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. KENNEDY. I yield. 
Mr. LONG. It seems to me of the 

matters we must keep in mind with 
respect to Poland is that a revolt is not 
likely to be successful so long as Soviet 
troops are kept there, as the Senator 
has said, whereas the Polish people 
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might rise in revolt if there were no Rus
sian troops pi·esent. 

If the Soviets should decide to take 
an all-out risk and gamble with the pos
sibility of war with the West, which would 
include the United States and the NATO 
nations, the question then -would be, 
Where would the loyalty of the Polish 
people be? Having been there, I do not 
think the Soviets could count on even 
1,000 people in Poland taking Russia's 
~Side. It might be that Russia could 
find that many persons who would say 
that they would take Russia's side, but so 
far as finding 1,000 people in Poland on 
whom Russia could rely, I doubt that it 
could be done. We saw what happened 
in Hungary when Hungary's forces were 
called to put down the revolt. Instead 
of the Hungarians using the arms fur
nished by the Soviets against those who 
were revolting, they used them against 
Russia's troops. Russia would have that 
same problem in Poland. In other words, 
I think it is quite possible that the arms 
Russia is giving to Poland might be used 
against Russia in case Russia became 
involved in a great aggression against 
Poland. 

One reason for the ill will of Poland 
against Russia is the fact that the Rus
sian Army sat across the river while the 
German stormtroopers were liquidating 
the underground fighters who were try
ing to help defeat the Nazis before the 
Russians cro::sed the river. Warsaw was 
more completely destroyed than was any 
city in Europe. It always seemed to me 
it would be of great help if this country 
should offer to rebuild the city, in order 
to indicate the good will of this Nation 
toward the people of Poland, which good 
will might some day pay off in the event 
an occasion arose where we would want 
Poland to be on our side. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I think that would be 
particularly helpful in the field of hous:
ing. I was going to mention that a little 
later in my statement. I thank the Sen
ator very much for what he has said. 

No, I do not say that there are no real 
risks in aiding the Gomulka government. 
But I do say that the United States had 
an even greater responsibility, as leader 
of the Free World, to take those risks, to 
meet this opportunity and this chal
lenge. Any other course would have 
either forced a suffering nation into a 
fruitless revolt-or forced the Polish 
Government to become hopelessly de
pendent once again on Moscow com
pletely, on Moscow's terms. Any failure 
on our part to help Poland today is only 
encouraging the Polish Stalinists-who 
have already considerably exploited the 
delay in our loan negotiations-in their 
anti-Western propaganda; and it is very 
possibly causing the collapse of the pres
ent, more independent government. 
Other satellites, we may be sure, are 
watching-and if we fail to help the 
Poles, who else will dare stand up to the 
Russians and look westward? 

If, on the other hand, we take these 
risks, through a more adequate program 
of loans and other assistance, and pro
vide a dramatic, concrete demonstra
tion of our sympathy and sincerity, we 
can obtain an invaluable reservoir of 
good will among the Polish people, 
strengthen their will to resist, and drive 

still a further wedge between the Polish 
Government and the Kremlin. For the 
satellite nations of Eastern Europe rep
resent the one area in the world where 
the Soviet Union is on the defensive to
day, the tender spot within its coat of 
iron armor, the potential source of an 
inflammation that could spread infec
tious independence throughout its sys
tem, accomplishing from within what 
the West could never accomplish from 
without. 

Poland may still be a satellite govern
ment-but the Poles, as I have said many 
time, are not satellite people. To deny 
them help because they have not been 
able to shake off total Communist con
trol would be a brutal and dangerous 
policy, either increasing their depend
ence on Russia, driving them into the 
slaughter of a fruitless, premature revolt, 
or causing them to despair of ever re
gaining their freedom. 

It is difficult to believe the latter 
could ever come about. I was in Poland 
less than 2 years ago. I s~w firsthand 
not only the total repression which 
gripped that country in contrast with the 

. gradual increases in freedom we have 
witnessed since last October; but I saw, 
too, that the Polish people of the mid-
20th century would never in their hearts 
accept permanent status as a Soviet col
ony. Indeed, the people of Poland-be
cause of their religious convictions and 
strong patriotic spirit, because of their 
historical hatred of the Russians-are 
perhaps better equipped than any people 
on earth to withstand the present period 
of persecution, just as their forefathers 
withstood successive invasions and par
titions from the Germans and the Aus
trians and the Russians for centuries 
before them, and just as theirs was the 
only country occupied by Hitler that did 
not produce a quisling. 

But time works against the people of 
Poland. It is upon the youth who have 
no recollection of a free Poland that the 
Communists concentrate. their attention. 
Given control over education, given con
trol over all the means of communica
tion, given at least an indirect limita
tion on the traditional influence of the 
church, given all of the weapons of a 
modern police state and given time to 
consolidate their gains, the Communists 
feel that they can remake Poland and the 
Polish people. 

If the Poles come to believe that we in 
the West, with all of our advantages and 
wealth, care little about their problems 
and are unwilling to risk going to their 
assistance even economically, then even 
their courageous struggle to preserve the 
spirit of independence may fail. 

I recognize, of course, that others have 
pointed out advantages for us in refusing 
aid to the Poles-it will make matters 
more difficult for their Communist gov
ernment and absentee Soviet masters, 
and it will demonstrate our recognition 
of the degree to which the Polish Gov
ernment is still within the orbit of Soviet 
control and ideology. But the hunger 
and misery of other freedom-loving peo
ples have never been weapons of Amer
ican foreign policy-and if there is even 
a slight chance that this demonstration 
of friendship on our part will help the 
Polish people to loosen further the bonds 

of Soviet domination, then the obvious 
gains to this Nation and the Free World 
will have been well worth the effort. If, 
on the other hand, Poland should once 
again slip completely behind the Iron 
Curtain, then this Nation will have at 
least demonstrated to the world our will
ingness to help impoverished, freedom
loving people in any land, whatever the 
political situation may be. 

THE STATUTORY FRAMEWORK HAMPERING 
POLISH AID 

The second reason for the final Ameri
can loan agreement being too little and 
too late was the inflexibility of our var
ious foreign-aid statutes in dealing with 
a nation in Poland's unique position be
tween Moscow and the West. The Battle 
Act, which is the pertinent ·law govern
ing this aspect of our foreign aid under 
the Mutual Security Act, and the Agri
cultural Surplus Disposal Act, recognize 
only two categories of nations in the 
world: nations under the domination or 
control of the U. S. S. R. or the world 
Communist movement-and friendly na
tions. They make no recognition of the 
fact that there can be shades of gray be
tween these blacks and whites-that 
there are and will be nations such as 
Poland that may not yet be our allies or 
in a position to be truly friendly, but 
which are at least beginning to move out 
from Soviet domination and control. 

Thus, in order for American sw·plus 
cotton and wheat to be sent to Poland as 
a part of this loan, it was necessary for 
Secretary of State Dulles to make the 
highly arguable finding that Poland is 
not dominated or controlled by the 
U. S. S. R. and is a friendly nation-a 
finding which was vulnerable on its face 
to criticism and ridicule from the op
ponents of -Polish aid. In order for the 
rest of the loan to go thr-ough, the ad
ministration was forced to resort to still 
another legal artifice to get around the 
Battle Act, transferring to the Export-
Import Bank for loap. purposes money 
from the President's unrestricted for
eign aid contingency fund under sec
tion 401 of the Mutual Security Act
an action which brought with it a $30 
million limitation on the amount going 
to any one country in any fiscal year. 
Morever, part of the local currencies re
sulting from sales of agricultural sur
pluses are often loaned back to the re
cipient nation for economic development 
projects-but this presumably cannot be 
done in Poland's case because of the 
Battle Act. 

We may, by resorting to these artifi
cial-though self -defeating-devices, 
have avoided for a time the responsibili
ty of openly ventilating this problem in 
the Congress and the larger forum of 
public opinion. But the issue cannot be 
long smothered. The existing agreement 
may need additional legislative imple
mentation-a new and more adequate 
Polish loan undoubtedly will be requested 
in the near future-and while the Go
mulka government falters and all of 
Eastern Europe watches its performance 
and our response, Congress and the ad
ministration must face up to this issue 
directly. 

PROPOSED LEGISLATION 

For these reasons, I am introducing to
day a bill to amend the Battle, Surplus 
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Disposal, and Mutual Security Acts 
which would make unnecessary these 
strained interpretations to sell or loan 
surplus foods for local currencies to 
countries in Poland's situation; which 
would permit regular Export-Import 
Bank loans, guaranties of private loans, 
and presumably regular foreign-aid de
velopment loans under the Mutual se
curity Act; and which would thus recog
nize that nations in neither the com
pletely friendly nor completely domi
nated categories may be in a situation 
where American aid-surplus sales, de
velopment loan, commercial loan, tech
nical assistance-might well, if the Pres
ident so determined on a selective basis, 
be in the interest of the national secu
rity of the United States. 

Specifically, this bill would authorize 
such assistance whenever the President 
shall determine that there is an oppor
tunity thereby-

1. To assist the freedom-loving peoples of 
any such nation to achieve greater political, 
economic, and social freedom and well-be
ing; or 

2. To enable such freedom-loving peoples 
to strengthen their capacity ta maintain a 
sovereign n ational government increasingly 
independent of outside domination and con
trol; and thus to promote world peace and 
to strengthen the national security of the 
United States by expanding the areas in 
which freemen and free governments can 
flourish. 

OTHER STEPS 

Finally, what other steps might be 
taken to help the Poles short of civil or 
'international war? 

First, perhaps the next most impor
tant step we could take would be an 
increase of people-to-people contacts, of 
cultural, scientific, and educational ex
changes, of reciprocal visits by delega
tions representing every aspect of life 
in the two countries. In addition to im
proving our propaganda activities, let us 
also break through the long isolation 
from the Western World, imposed upon 
the Polish people by the Soviets with 
films, records, and a true picture of life 
in the West. I emphasize "true," for it 
has repeatedly been shown that cheap 
sensationalism, public-relations gim
micks, and the propagation of unrealiz
able promises and hopes only injure our 
prestige. Though no information pro
gram can be perfectly attuned to politi
cal needs or address itself to all poten
tial audiences, it is probably true that 
the British, working with a much smaller 
budget, have very often had better effect 
in radio broadcasts to East Europe
especially in their transmissions of sim
ple, unadorned, and factual news broad
casts. 

There has been some progress made al
ready in unofficial student-teacher ex
changes through the generosity and fore
sight of the Ford and Rockefeller Foun
dations. These are beginnings, which the 
Congress, acting within the framework 
of the Smith-Mundt Act, could further 
consolidate to demonstrate our readi
ness to take advantage of a unique op
portunity to strengthen our ties with the 
Polish. This kind of aid is not costly, 
and yet is rewarding-especially in 
Poland, where the younger generation 
and university students and teachers 
have been singularly brave and resistant 

to Communist pressures. In no small 
measure, the Polish Revolution is an in
tellectual revolution fed by the infusion 
of Western ideas, books, and principles 
of conduct. 

Second, we may strengthen ties 
by an expansion of trade, visible, 
and invisible, between our countries. 
American exports are only a fraction 
of their prewar level. Other than Po
lish hams and coal-tar derivatives, we 
have done very little to encourage those 
imports which might be most suitable 
for our markets. The Poles have indi
cated their desire to accelerate consider
ably the flow of commerce ·between our 
two countries-and I am confident that 
some of these wishes can be fulfilled. 
One very practical step we could take 
would be to lift the bars-as the Cana
dians have done-against Polish ships 
and liners coming to our ports. At a 
later date it may be possible to certify 
a Polish airline for transatlantic air 
service. These are very practical moves 
which would have a bracing effect on 
Polish dollar income, fill a general con
sumer need with ever enlarging interna
tional travel, and encourage people of 
Polish extraction to make visits to 
Poland. 

There are also exports which the 
United States might make to Poland 
through private-capital investment, pos
sibly with governmental sponsorship. 
One suggestion which has been under 
discussion is American sponsorship and 
financing of a housing district in War
saw, preferably illustrating also some 
of the best features of our contempo
rary architecture and urban planning. 
We have seen in Berlin how the Germans 
with Western , help have undertaken 
some large building and construction 
programs which not only :fill vital needs 
but also offset the impressive showpiece 
facade of Russian rebuilding in the Sta
Jinallee of East Berlin. In Warsaw, too, 
we could counter the gaudy and hated 
Soviet Palace of Culture with such a 
municipal project. 

Third, we should explore further 
the possibilities of offering a pro
gram of technical assistance to the Go
mulka government. Such a policy is 
obviously subject to some of the same 
risks as economic assistance, but it also 
offers even greater possibilities for en
larging the independent personality of 
the Polish nation. I feel certain that 
ways can be found to help the Poles 
acquire expert help, especially for agri
culture and the management of medium
sized industry. 

Fourth, the United States should 
consider some humanitarian relief to 
repatriates who are still, 12 years 
after the war, returning from Russia. 
This is more in the nature of emer
gency, short-term aid to tide over some 
of these persons who are finding it very 
difficult to locate jobs and shelter. All 
in all there are about 300,000 returning, 
of whom 20,000 to 25,000 were members 
of the Polish underground, whom Gen
eral Eisenhower in September 1944 
rightfully called fellow combatants. 

Fiftb, we must think more clearly 
and make more specific preparations 
for effective action in case of another 
outbreak. of violence or Soviet in-

tervention in Eastern Europe. The 
dangers of such a crisis persist in Poland, 
where anti-Russian sentiment and con
tinued political and economic discontent 
make Mr. Gomulka's efforts at gradu
alism very hazardous indeed. It could 
recur in Hungary--or East Germany
or Rumania, or elsewhere in Eastern 
Europe. The West cannot be caught 
again, as it was during the Berlin riots 
of June 1953 or last fall in Poland and 
Hungary, without coordinated policies 
or machinery to meet such a crisis. 

For on last October 21, Mr. Dulles, 
during an era .of Republican campaign 
pacificism, veered to an extreme position 
when he wrote off completely any possi
bility of the use of American military 
means in East Europe, thus inviting 
Soviet intervention. I suggest that Mr. 
Dulles and his party, who have often 
condemned the previous Secretary of 
State for his January 1950 speech on the 
Far Eastern perimeter and Korea, might 
usefully ponder Mr. Dulles' much more 
sweeping remarks of last October in re
gard to East Europe. At the very mini
mum, it would be desirable at once to 
create a permanent U. N. Observation 
Commission, ready to fly at a moment's 
notice to any spot where an advance to
ward freedom is menaced by Soviet in
tervention. The recent and classic U.N. 
Commission report on Hungary, though 
in the nature of a post mortem, indi
cates how world opinion could be rallied 
if such an investigation could be made 
on the spot and simultaneously with the 
rupture of a nation's independence. 

Sixth, finally, .we must view the Po
lish problem in its wider European set
ting. Though chances for a general 
European and German settlement are 
not at the moment bright, we must not 
foreclose possibilities when they present 
themselves. New policies and proposals 
for troop withdrawals, disarmament, and 
neutralization must receive our careful 
consideration. Moreover, the effect of 
our present policies-our failure to out
law genocide, the inadequacy of our as
sistance to refugees, escapees, and re
patriates-must be reexamined. 

Especially, we cannot honestly over
look the close connections between our 
policies toward Germany and those to
ward Poland. Though I agree in very 
wide measure with the policies of our 
Government toward Germany under 
both Democratic and Republican admin
istrations, there is, I think, a danger that 
the very unanimity of support which 
they have enjoyed makes them a little 
too rigid and unyielding to changing 
currents in European politics. The 
United States has had every reason to 
rejoice in the statesmanship of Chan
cellor Adenauer and the impressive 
leadership he has given in shaping the 
new German democracy. But I do think 
that the United States, in assessing this 
achievement, has in its public statements 
and in the niore informal workings of 
its diplomacy unduly neglected the con
tribution of the democratic opposition, 
the German Socialists, whose resistance 
to communism has been stalwart and 
who may someday become a part of a 
German Government with whom we 
shall be allies. Especially in Eastern 
Europe, it has not been to our interest 
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to make pariahs of the German Social 
Democrats. 

Chancellor Adenauer on August 4 gave 
public voice to the rising realization that 
there will soon have to be an exchange 
of recognition between Western Ger
many and Poland, despite the unfortu
nate fact that all the countries of East
em Europe recognize also the Commu
nist regime of Eastern Germany. There 
is already substantial trade between 
Western Germany and Poland, and we 
should seek to clarify the benefits of an 
exchange of political recognition be
tween the two countries. 

I realize that this raises some collat
eral issues of great complexity-partic
ularly the question of the Polish western 
borders and the German eastern terri
tories which the Potsdam Agreement 
passed under Polish administration. 
This question, perhaps, more than any 
other, serves to create gravitational pulls 
in Poland toward Russia. It is not pos
sible or proper to freeze the legal status 
of these territories until there has been 
a final peace conference. The German 
Foreign Minister, Dr. von Brentano, as
serted last December 14 that this was an 
issue which could be worked out in a 
European spirit and that there are possi
bilities for negotiation. One former 
High Commissioner in Germany, John 
McCloy, a distinguished Republican who 
ably served the United States and the 
cause of the new Germany, has likewise 
pointed to the danger of failing to deter
mine the future of these territories. 
This is not a matter on which the United 
States should impose a settlement, but 
we can encourage the many reasonable 
voices in all parties who have recog
nized the need in Germany to press 
toward an accommodation of this dis
pute. Fortunately, with full employ
ment and a sustained prosperity in 
Western Germany, this is a matter which 
is less charged with emotional asperities 
than it was some years ago. It is cer
tainly within the interests of the United 
States to adopt an attitude which ac
cepts no settlement which has not been 
recognized by a free Polish nation. To 
say this is not, of course, to gloss over 
the fact that many Germans have suf
fered in these territories and that many 
expellees-especially the older ones
have not found happiness or even a tol
erable existence in their new homes. 

Finally, it is obvious that we should, 
where possible, avoid the minor irritants 
which can be magnified into nation.al af
fronts. A small recent example was an 
action of the State Department in chang
ing methods of issuing passports. Al
though perhaps meaningless to us, it was 
provoking to the Poles when the State 
Department altered the way in which the 
birthplace of persons born in the eastern 
territories is indicated. For nearly 12 
years after the war, a person born in 
Breslau or Stettin was identified as hav
ing been born in Poland. This year the 
identification was changed to Ger
many-under Polish administration. 
Whatever the reasons for such an action, 
it only plays-at this date-into the 
hands of the U. S. S. R. 

CONCLUSION 

There is, Mr. President, no single pass
key to freedom in this program, no easy 
solution by which Poland can gain its 
freedom effortlessly or by simple count
ing on .the internal erosion of the Soviet 
Union. Action and foresight are the 
only possible preludes to freedom. And 
there are, I repeat, obvious risks. There 
is a sardonic saying of a Polish exile that 
we might recall: "I wish," he said, "that 
Poland would become the world's busi
ness rather than the world's inspira
tion/' We have too long covered a 
nakedness of policy with lofty phrases, 
which call attention to the glory of Po
land, but hardly offer signposts to her 
salvation. Recent dispatches from War
saw have made it all too clear that the 
brave people of Poland are still, even 
under present conditions, in a prison
however more tolerable their jailers may 
have become. But are we to ignore their 
needs because they cannot escape by one 
leap or by picking one lock? Is this an 
excuse for inaction? Have we forgotten 
the words-! was-

Hungry, and you gave me to eat; 
Naked, and you covered me; 
Sick, and you visited me; 
I was in prison, and you came to me. 

Mr. President, I introduce, for appro
priate reference, a bill to authorize the 
President under certain conditions to 
permit the entering into of loan, grant, 
or other aid agreements with certain 
nations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
wil-l be received and appropriately re
ferred. 

The bill <S. 2828) to authorize the 
President under certain conditions to 
permit the entering into of loan, grant, 
or other aid agreements with certain na
tions, introduced by Mr. KENNEDY, was 
.received, read twice by its title, and re
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Re
lations. • 

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 22 OF IN
TERSTATE COMMERCE ACT-CON
FERENCE REPORT 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the report of the committee of confer
ence on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendment of the House 
to the bill <S. 939) to amend section 22 
of the Interstate Commerce Act, as 
amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING · OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. SMATHERS. What is the ques
tion before the Senate? 

·The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the confer
ence report on Senate bill 939. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I thank the Chair. 
I might state, for the information of 

the Senat-e, that the conferees are of the 
opinion that they are ready to vote. 
However, l have been advised that the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER] 
desires to make some expression in oppo
sition. I am of the opinion that the Sen
ator from Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN] also 
wants to make a record. 

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

Mr. SMATHERS. I yield. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. There is a little 

matter with relation to the veterans' 
housing bill which I hope we can dis
pose of in a very short time. It is a mat
ter of agreeing to a House amendment. 
That will give time to give notice to the 
Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I am 
happy to yield, with that understanding, 
to the Senator from Alabama. 

HOUSING ACT OF 1957 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, 

there is on the Secretary's desk the bill, 
H. R. 4602, which passed the Senate re
cently. The Senate asked for a confer
ence and appointed conferees. The 
House, instead of agreeing to a confer
ence, accepted the bill with an amend
ment. It is apparent that in the amend
ment of the House the amount of au
thorization is greater than the Senate 
intended, in that it would be $350 mil
lion. It seems to me the amount really 
intended was $200 million. 

I should like to move, Mr. President, 
'that the Senate accept the amendment 
of the House with an amendment which 
I will send to the desk and ask the clerk 
to state. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 
the Senate a message from the House of 
Representatives announcing its action on 
certain amendments of the Senate to 
House bill 4602, which was read as fol
lows: 
"IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, u. s., 

Augttst 13, 1957. 
Resolved, That the House agrees to the 

amendments of the Senate numbered 1, 2, 3, 
4, 5, and 7 to the bill (H. R. 4602) entitled 
"An act to encourage new residential co~ 
struction for veterans' housing in rural areas 
and small cities and towns by raising the 
maximu~ a.mount in which direct·loans may 
be made from $10,000 to $13,500, to authorize 
·advance financing commitments, to extend 
the direct loan program for veterans, and for 
other purposes." 

That the House agrees to the amendment 
of the Senate numbered 6, with an amend
ment, as follows: Strike out the matter 
proposed to be stricken out by the Senate 
amendment and in lieu thereof insert the 
following: 

"(c) Subsection (d) of such section 513 
is amended (1) by striking out '1957' and 
inserting '1959'; (2) by inserting immediately 
after 'so advanced' the following: 'under this 
sentence'; and (3) by inserting immediately 
after the first sentence therein the following 
new sentence: 'The Secretary of the Treasury 
shall also advance to the Administrator from 
time to time until July 25, 1959, such addi
tional sums as the Administrator may re
quest (not in excess of the difference between 
the amounts advanced under this subsection 
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after June 30, 1955, and the maximum 
amounts which could have been advanced 
upon the request of the Administrator after 
June 30, 1955, and before the date of the 
request).'" 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
send to the desk an amendment to the 
amendment of the House to Senate 
amendment No. 6, and ask that it be 
stated by the clerk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment to the House amendment 
will be stated for the information of the 
Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. In lieu of the 
language inserted by the House amend
ment to Senate amendment No. 6 it is 
proposed to insert the following: 

(c) Subsection (d) of such section 513 
is amended (1) by striking out "1957" and 
inserting "1958"; (2) by inserting immedi
ately after "so advanced" the following 
"under this sentence"; and (3) by inserting 
immediately after the first sentence therein 
the following new sentence: "The Secretary 
of the Treasury shall also advance to the 
Administrator from time to time until July 
25, 1958, such additional sums as the Admin
istrator may request (not in excess of the 
difference between the amounts advanced 
under this subsection after June 30, 1955, 
and the maximum amounts which could 
have been advanced upon the request of the 
Administrator after June 30, 1955, and be
fore the date of the request)." · 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate agree to the Sen
ate amendment to the House amendment 
to Senate amendment No. 6. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? · . 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield to the Sen
ator from Ohio. 

Mr. BRICKER. The suggestion of the 
Senator from Alabama is to the effect 
that there will be added $125 million to 

·the sum which has already been author
ized? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. One hundred and 
fifty million dollars. 

Mr. BRICKER. One hundred and 
fifty million dollars? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is correct. 
I may say to the Senator that is the 

amount which heretofore has be·en added 
automatically each year for which an 
extension was granted. 

Mr. BRICKER. Each year, when an 
extension was made, it has automatically 
carried such an authorization from the 
original bill. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That has been true 
heretofore. · 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I should 
like' to say to the Senator from Alabama 
that this is about the best which can be 
done under the circumstances: The 
House increased the authorization in the 
bill as passed by the Senate to, I believe, 
$300 million. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Three hundred and 
fifty million dollars. · 

Mr. BRICKER. Which amount is en
tirely out of reason. There was a great 
deal of opposition, as the Senator knows, 
in the committee to any extension of the 
program. The necessity for the pro
gram, if there be one, arises from the 
unrealistic interest rate carried on the 
GI loans, which has practically dried up 
the market for GI money. The Govern
ment is now entering into the direct-

lending field, which, I think, is unsound, 
except in those cases where it is neces
sary in a war or defense effort, or some
thing of that kind. 

I should like to see this matter go to 
conference, but I presume that such a 
delay would not accomplish a great deal. 

Let me emphasize the fact that we are 
now approaching the ceiling on the debt 
limit. We are, by the action proposed, 
asked to add another $150 million to the 
authorized expenditures of our Govern
ment, so that we will push the total debt 
amount that much closer to the debt 
ceiling. 

I do not think any Member of the 
Senate wants to see an increase in the 
debt ceiling; I know the Senator from 
Ohio does not; although it may be nec
essary if the Government keeps on bor
rowing money and lending money, and 
going into this and that field, which I do 
not believe is essential or necessary at 
this time. 

We have entered into a program by 
which interest rates are increasing, yet 
we have been unwilling either in the 
Senate or in the other body to increase 
the interest rates on the GI loans. If 
there is any reason for this at all, it is 
because that program has broken down 
simply because the Congress will not 
meet the practical situation and make a 
·realistic reappraisal of the interest rates 
o:1 the GI loans. 

I am opposed to the .action. I think 
the matter ought to go to conference 
and be worked out. On the other hand, 
I realize the Senate passed the bill, and 
possibly such action would not achieve a 
great deal. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
wish to say to the Senator from Ohio 
that I know he did not intend to leave 
the impression that this is a · ·· new 
program. 

Mr. BRICKER. The program has 
been carried on for many yearS', with 
the exception of 1 year when there was 
nothing appropriated and another year 
when only $25 million was authorized. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I believe there has · 
been a program every year since it 
started. The primary purpose is to reach 
veterans who live in rural and semirural 
areas in which mortgage money is not 
available. This program had that pur
pose in view even when the interest rate 
was the same on the GI and FHA loans. 

Mr. BRICKER. These programs have 
a way of going up and up and up, and 
adding more and more to the debt which, 
in the . final analysis, the general tax
pa,yer has to carry. I do not feel that it 
is an essential program, because of the 
limited amount available and because 
there will have to be discrimination be
tween the veterans who apply. I think 
the Senator realizes that there cannot be 
enough money to supply everybody, un
der the present market demand, with 
4% percent interest loans . . 

Mr. BUSH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield to the Sen
.ator from Connecticut. 

Mr. BUSH. I feel, Mr. President, very 
much as does my distinguished colleague, 
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. BRICKER]
who has just expressed himself. This 
program originally was designed to at-

tract the money of private investors to 
finance the home-building program. As 
the Senator from Ohio says, the fact 
that the Congress insists on keeping an 
unrealistic interest rate on the program 
has resulted in a disinclination of pri
vate -investors to put up the money. 

We now ask the Federal Government 
to buy up these mortgages to the extent 
that the Senator from Alabama recom
mends. I agree that we should not be 
doing so at this time. 

The Senator from Ohio has pointed 
out that we must consider the debt limit. 
The authorized legal debt limit is under 
pressure. By the action proposed, we will 
authorize the expenditure of an addi
tional $150 million today, which is a 
potential $150 million additional pres
sure against the debt limit, at a time 
when we should be trying, in my judg
ment, to reduce the budget so as to offer 
to the :People next year some opportunity 
for a tax reduction. 

I feel very unhappy about this pro
cedure. · I feel we are somewhat hand
cuffed by the situation we face. I do not 
propose to do very much more about it, 
but I wish to register my protest for the 
RECORD, and to state that this is not a 
sound way to conduct the program. If 
the interest rate had been raised to an 
amount comparable with the interest 
rates other citizens have to pay, I think 
the money could have been attracted to 
the program so that we would not be 
faced with the budgetary· situation we 
confront today. 

I thank the Senator very much for 
yielding to me. 

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

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield to the Sen
ator from Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG. The RECORD should indi
cate that there are varying points of 
view on this matter. 

I should like to make clear that in my 
judgment the Congress is not derelict in 
not raising interest rates for veterans' 
housing loans: If the Congress is dere
lict in its duty in any respect, it is derelict 
in not requiring the Federal · Reserve 
Board to use its powers, which Congress 
delegated to the Board, in the national 
interest to hold down interest rates. 

I believe that by the time the investi
gation of this matter is completed it will 
be established that the high interest 
rates and the so-called tight money pol
icy are not doing what it has been 
claimed they would do, when it was said 
they would resist inflation. They are not 
stopping inflation. As a matter of fact, 
inflation is occurring in areas where this 
policy has practically no effect whatso
ever. 

However. the policy is penalizing the 
National Government by increasing the 
cost of government $1,250 million a year 
at the present time. If continued, the 
policy will increase the cost of govern
ment more than $4.5 billion a year. If 
applied to the private debt as well as the 
public debt, the result of the policy would 
be that those who must pay interest on 
borrowed money would have to pay an 
increased charge of $15 billion a year. 
That is the same, in effect, an putting a 
tax on the poor for the benefit of those 
who are bett~r fixed financially. 
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Many of us feel that if we are going 
to take any action it should not be an 
action to raise interest rates on a veter
an's loan, but it should be an action 
which will make credit more freely avail
able to all people who wish to buy homes 
on more reasonable terms--on terms 
which are in line with what we have had 
in the past. 

The Senator knows as well as I do that 
housing starts at the present time are 
20 percent below what they were about 
18 months ago. We could have cleared 
many slums and could have built many 
new houses, more decent and fit for hu
man use, in that period of time. The 
facilities, the labor, and the materials 
are available. 

The Senator perhaps knows, as I know, 
that when we increase the cost of inter
est 1 percent, we increase the monthly 
mortgage payments by 10 percent. We 
increase the over-all cost of buying the 
house by 10 percent. Realizing all those 
consequences, some of us feel that while 
we need to go forward with home con
struction-and this bill will help-we 
are not prepared to vote to raise interest 
rates, because rather than raising them 
we ought to be doing something to bring 
them down. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Interest rates are 
not involved in the bill at all. I appre
ciate the remarks of the Senator from 
Louisiana, but there is no provision in 
the bill relating to interest rates, one 
way or the other. 

Mr. LONG. The point is made that 
the bill i:; necessary because Congress 
has thus far declined to raise interest 
rates on veterans' loans. I wish to say 
for the RECORD that so far as I am con
cerned, I believe our effort should not 
be directed toward increasing interest 
rates but toward reducing them. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I appreciate there
marks of the Senator from Louisiana. 

I wish to make it clear that this law 
was in existence when interest rates were 
low. The program has gone forward at 
the rate of from about $100 million to 
$150 million a year. This is nothing new. 
It is simply an extension of the program 
for a year, with the provision of about 
the same amount of money we have pro
vided heretofore. It is for the purpose 
of reaching those veterans who could not 
be reached, regardless o~ what the inter
est rates are, simply because mortgage 
money is not available in many rural 
communities. 

Mr. LONG. There is one Senator who 
is not unhappy about voting to reduce 
interest rates. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I should 
like to exp-ress my support of the Senator 
from Alabama on this subject. 

This measure is only making good the 
promise we made to veterans. I feel that 
we should not yield to the argument for 
higher interest rates. I have heard the 
figure of $15 billion mentioned time and 
again as to the cost of higher interest 
rates; it must, of course be juxtaposed to 
what the American working man has 
been saved in terms of inflation which is 
probably a multiple $15 billion. 

However, low interest rates are char
acteristic of our vital economy and should 
be the norm. But, I do not think t~is is 

the plt\Ce for that argument on interest 
1·ates. We promised the veteran a 4%
percent interest rate because of his spe
cial.status, because he lost essential years 
of his earning power. I am for making 
good on our promise. 

I think that is all the Senator from 
Alabama is doing in. advocating giving 
the veteran a loan opportunity for hous
ing . . It is true that this bill would not 
greatly benefit my section of the country. 
In the large cities there are also great 
problems involved in raising money for 
mortgages. However, the bill would help 
to take the strain of! the mortgage mar
ket to a certain extent. But whether it 
did or not, the point is that we are re
deeming our promise to at least some of 
the veterans. 

I am glad the Senator has brought 
about an accord to get this bill passed. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I thank the Sen
ator from New York. 

With further reference to the interest 
rates, I was quite pleased tq read in the 
Wall Street Journal of yesterday that 
the Chairman of the Federal Reserve 
Board, William McChesney Martin, Jr., 
said he saw some glimmer of hope that 
interest rates would come down. I look 
forward to the day, let me say to the 
Senator from Louisiana, when that be
comes a reality. 

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

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. I do not Tecall what 

the amount was that the Senate com
mittee recommended to deal with this 
item. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. In the Senate com
mittee we recommended an extension of 
the program for 25 days, in order to 
make it coterminous with the VA guar
anty; and we provided $50 million 
additional. 

When the bill came to the floor of the 
Senate, the Senator from South Caro
lina (Mr. THURMOND] representing the 
entire Labor and Public Welfare Com
mittee, offered an amendment to extend 
the VA program by another year, and 
we extended this program for another 
year, to make it coterminous. 

All we are seeking to do is to ratify 
the appropriation of $150 million, which 
ordinarily would have been for the full 
year. 

The House, in its amendment, voted 
not only that amount, but an additional 
$150 million. We are asking that the 
bill be sent back to the House carrying 
a figure of $200 million, rather than $350 
million. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Alabama that the Sen
ate agree to the Senate amendment to 
House amendment to Senate amendment 
No.6. 

The motion was agreed to. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives by Mr. Bartlett, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
·had passed, without amendment, the 
joint resolution (S. J. Res. 96) to authm·-

ize establishment of the U. S. S. Enter
prise (CV-6) in the Nation's Capital as a 
memorial museum. 

The message also announced that the 
House insisted upon its amendment to 
the bill (S. 1791) to further amend the 
Reorganization Act of 1949, as amended, 
so that such act will apply to reorganiza
tion plans transmitted to the Congress 
at any time before June 1, 1959, dis
agreed to by the Senate; agreed to the 
conference asked by the Senate on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and that Mr. DAwsoN of Illinois, 
Mr. CHUDOFF, Mr. BROOKS of Texas, Mr. 
Moss, Mrs. HARDEN, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, 
and Mr. MICHEL were appointed man
agers on the part of the House at the 
conference. 

The message further announced that 
the House had disagreed to the report 
of the committee of conference on the 
disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the amendments of the Senate to the 
bill (H. R. 1937) to authorize the con
struction, maintenance, and operation 
by the Armory Board of the District of 
Columbia of a stadium in the District of 
Columbia, and for other purposes; in
sisted upon its disagreement to said 
amendments, asked a further conference 
with the Senate on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr. 
McMILLAN, Mr. HARRIS, Mr. TEAGUE of 
Texas, Mr. SIMPSON of Illinois, and Mr. 
O'HARA of Minnesota were appointed 
managers on the part of the House at 
the further conference. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the amendments of 
the Senate to each of the following bills 
of the House: 

H. R. 2741. An act to authorize and direct 
the Administrator of Veterans• Affairs to con
vey certain lands of the United States to the 
Hermann Hospital Estate, Houston, Tex.; and 

H. R. 8005. An act to provide for the con
veyance of an interest of the United States 
in and to fissionable materials in a tract of 
land in the county of Cook, and State of 
Illinois. 

The message further announced that 
the House had severally agreed to the 
amendment of the Senate to the follow
ing bills of the House: 

H. R. 3658. An act to liberalize certain 
criteria for determining eligibility of widows 
for benefits; 

H. R. 6952. An act to authorize the trans
fer of naval vessels to friendly foreign coun
tries; and 

H. R. 7697. An act to provide additional 
facilities necessary for the administration 
and training of units of the Reserve compo
nents of the Armed Forces of the United 
States. 

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESO
LUTIONS SIGNED 

The message also announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
.following enrolled bills and joint resolu
tions, and they were signed by the Vice 
President: 

H. R. 1652. An act for the relief of Rajka 
Markovic and Krunoslav Markovic; 

H. R. 1797. An act for the relief of Maria 
Sausa and Gregorio Sausa; . 

H. R. 2058. An act for the relief of the 
Franklin Institute of the State of Pennsyl
vania; 
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H. R. 2237. An act authorizing the trans-

-fer of certain property of the Veterans' Ad
ministration (in Johnson City, Tenn.) 
to Johnson City National Farm Loan Associa
tion and the East Tennessee Production 
Credit Association, local units of the Farm 
Credit Administration; 

H. R. 2354. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Leatha Horn; 

H. R. 2816. An act to provide for the con
veyance of Esler Field, La., to the parish of 
Rapides in the State of Louisiana, and for 
other purposes; 

H. R. 5757. An act to increase the maximum 
amount payable by the Veterans' Adminis
tration for mailing or shipping charges of 
personal property left by any deceased vet
eran on Veterans' Administration property; 

H. R. 5807. An act to amend further and 
make permanent the Missing Persons Act, as 
amended; . 

H. R. 6521. An act to modify section 3 of 
the Act of June 30, 1945 (59 Stat. 265); 

H. R. 7825. An act to exempt from taxa
tion certain property of the B'nai B'rith 
Henry Monsky Foundation, in the District 
of Columbia; 

H. R. 8429. An act to amend the Vocational 
Rehabilitation Act; 

H. R. 858u. An act for the relief of Pas
quale Pratola; 

H. R. 9188. An act to amend the act to 
authorize the Secretary of the Navy to trans
fer to the Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
certain lands and improvements comprising 
the Castle Island terminal facility at South 
Boston in exchange for certain other lands; 

H. J. Res. 354. An act to authorize the des
ignation of October 19, 1957, as National 
Olympic Day; 

H. J. Res. 367. An act to waive certain pro
visions of section 212 (a) of the Immigra
tion and Nationality Act in behalf of cer
tain aliens; 

H. J. Res. 370. An act to extend the time 
limit for the Secretary of Commerce to sell 
certain war-built vessels for utilization on 
essential trade routes 3 and 4; 

H. J. Res. 393. An act to waive certain 
provisions of section 212 (a) of the Immigra
tion and Nationality Act in behalf of cer
tain persons; 

H. J. Res. 404. An act providing for the 
recognition and endorsement of the second 
world metallurgical congress; 

H. J. Res. 408. An act authorizing the 
President to invite the States of the Union 
and foreign countries to participate in the 
St. Lawrence Seaway celebration to be held 
in Chicago, Ill., from January 1, 1959, to 
December 31, 1959; and 

H. J. Res. 410. An act to facilitate the ad
mission into the United States of certain 
aliens. 

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 22 OF THE 
INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT
CONFERENCE REPORT 
The Senate resumed consideration of 

the report of the committee of conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendment of the House 
to the bill <S. 939) to amend section 22 
of the Interstate Commerce Act, as 
amended. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
wish to file a motion in connection ·with 
the pending conference report, and ask 
that it be read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo
tion will be read. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. Mr. KEFAU
FER proposes that further consideration 
of the pending conference report be 
postponed until January 30, 1958, at 2 
o'clock p. m. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, at 
this time I ask for the yeas and nays on 
my motion. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, what is the 
motion? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. The motion is that 
further consideration of the conference 
report on Senate bill 939 be postponed 
until January 30, 1958, at 2 o'clock p. m. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator will state it. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. If the yeas and 
nays were ordered on this motion, would 
that subsequently prevent a motion be
ing made to lay the motion on the table? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would 
not. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 
Mr. KEFAUVER. I suggest the ab

sence of a quorum. 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 

Senator withhold his suggestion of the 
absence of a quorum while I make a 
speech which I intend to make? Later 
I shall join with him in suggesting the 
absence of a quorum and in the request 
for the yeas and nays. I completely 
agree with the Senator from Tennessee. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
think possibly the Senator from Tennes
see could obtain. an order for the yeas 
and nays. I wonder what the Senator's 
disposition would be if, after some de
bate, a motion were made to lay his 
motion on the table. Would it satisfy 
the Senator to have the yeas and nays 
on the motion to lay on the table? 
Would not that accomplish the Senator's 
purpose? -

Mr.· KEFAUVER. I would rather have 
the yeas and nays on my motion to 
postpone. Then if any Senator wishes 
to make a motion to lay my motion on 
the table, and to ask for the yeas and 
nays, that is his prerogative. 

Mr. MORSE. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. I have a suggestion to 

make to my friend from Tennessee. I 
think it is perfectly obvious that the 
Senator from Tennessee needs a little 
time to negotiate in the cloakrooms of 
the Senate. My speech will give him the 
time necessary. At the end of my speech 
there can be a quorum call, and I think 
there will be more support for his mo
tion then .than now. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I think the Senator 
from Oregon was first on the list. He 
was good enough to allow me to file 
my motion. 

With the understanding that the Sen
ator from Oregon will suggest the ab
sence of a quorum upon the conclusion 
of his speech, and request the yeas and 
nays--.--

Mr. MORSE. I will suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield the floor 
now. 

Mr. KNOWLAND subsequently said: 
Mr. President, apropos of the request of 
the Senator from Tennessee, that the 
yeas and nays be ordered on his motion 
to postpone, I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

LIPSERVICE TO CIVIL RIGHTS-
THE SENATE BILL 

_ Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, for the 
past several da~ys I have been subjected 
to very severe and bitter criticism in 
some quarters because of my position in 
the Senate on civil rights. I propose 
this afternoon to make my last major 
speech on the subject in this session of 
Congress. I shall make it without inter
ruption, because I wish to have the REc
ORD show, in continuity, exactly where I 
sta~nd on this issue-if, perchance any
one really does not know; although, as 
I read some of the criticisms of the senior 
Senator from Oregon I am satisfied that 
the writers of the criticisms, and in some 
instances the speakers of the criticism, 
know full well that their editorials and 
comments do not accord with the facts. 

I do not expect my speech to be pleas
ing to many, but it is my record that I 
must live with, and it is my conscience 
that I must live with. I intend to make 
this record once and for all, so far as 
the senior Senator from Oregon is con
cerned, crystal clear as to where I stand 
on civil rights. When I shall have con
cluded my speech, I shall be glad to yield. 

It is one of the ironies of the civil
rights controversy that there has been 
more intensive public discussion of the 
measure since it passed the Senate than 
there was about the contents of the !Jill 
and the amendments when they were 
under consideration. The politics of 
civil rights has come in for more atten
tion than the bill in its relation to actual 
protection and advancement of the 
rights of Negroes as citizens. 

The Negro as a voter for or against 
Republicans and for or against Demo
crats is the great concern of the day. 
The Negro as a citizen with rights to be 
secured has become the forgotten man 
of civil rights. 

On the one hand, the President, whose 
walkout on part III of the bill led to 
the emasculation of the bill in the Sen
ate, is reported by his political lieute
nants to be damned mad. What is he 
mad about? His generalship led the 
retreat. 

The Republican leader of the House 
has attempted to create a deadlock in 
favor of an undefined strong bill, yet 
the House Republican leadership cyni
cally supported a desegregation amend
ment to the Federal aid-to-education 
bill with the knowledge that the amend
ment would kill the bill and achieve 
neither school desegregation nor school 
construction. 

Senate Republican leaders who helped 
kill part III of the bill and thereby 
started the stampede to the exits profess 
chagrin at the addition of a jury-trial 
amendment to the voting-rights section. 

The "Democratic leaders of the Senate 
who engineered the gutting of part III 
and the virtual incapacitation of the 
remainder of the bill now cry that the 
opponents of the bill are more interested 
in a political issue than a bill. That 
may well be true. But are the accusers 
in any better position to withstand the 
same charge? 

Many Senators who voted for the 
amended Senate bill did so with a heavy 
heart and grave misgivings. Judging 
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from their comments, they voted for the 
bill more in the hope than the belief that 
it might accomplish some good. 

The original supporters of the bill in 
and out of Congress can do little more 
than say it is better than nothing. Only 
the opponents of the original measure 
can be heard to hail it as a good bill. 

It is not a good bill and there is grow
ing realization that its enactment will 
serve principally to postpone effective 
legislation. 

BACKGROUND OF THE CIVIL-RIGHTS BILL 

Let me review the background of this 
measure brie:fty. 

For many years there has been a 
hardy band of liberals who sponsored 
and fought for affirmative legislation to 
secure for our Negro people their rights 
as free citizens. The measures we pro
posed were specific and provided for en
forcement. They covered nondiscrimi
nation in employment, nondiscrimina
tion in public transportation, abolition 
of the poll tax, Federal protection 
against attack for those serving in the 
national armed services, and other pro
cedural protections for the rights of 
citizens. 

During the first 3 years of the Eisen
hower administration, none of these bills 
or proposals received a helping hand 
from the President. 

At the 11th hour in the campaign year 
of 1956, the Eisenhower administratfon 
proposed a civil-rights bill composed of 
the least vigorous parts of the legislative 

· program of Congressional supporters ·of 
civil rights. · 

As originally proposed by the adminis
tration last year, late in the session, the 
civil-rights bill was a pale shadow of the 
program of the civil-rights bloc in Con
gress, composed in the main of Demo
crats. 

House Democratic civil-rights leaders, 
SUCh as EMANUEL CELLER, pointed OUt 
that the administration bill was a 
plagiarization of the weakest parts of 
the program for which he and his asso
ciates had worked for years. They swal
lowed their pride, political and legisla
tive, and supported the bill because it 
was the price for the first organized 
Republican support for civil-rights 
legislation since reconstruction. 

The Democratic House in 1956 passed 
the so-called administration bill, despite 
the political credit it would give the 
administration and despite the poor 
timing and limited content of the ad
ministration bill. 

So let us remember, we started this 
year with a watered,..down version of 
Congressional proposals of long standing. 

After a struggle, the Democratic-con
trolled House passed the very limited 
administration bill with bipartisan 
support. 

THE DEATH OF PART III 

When the bill was headed for a show
down vote in the Senate, the President 
pulled the rug out from under the sup
porters of the overall measure by indi
cating in a press conference that he was 
primarily concerned with part IV of the 
bill dealing with voting rights and that 
he was relatively unconcerned over part 
III-which only deals with the rights of 
citizens under the 14th amendment. 

This was the beginning of the end for 
part III of the bill. If that Presidential 
statement did not kill the major portion 
of part III, the announcement by sup
posed supporters of civil rights, such as 
the senior Senators from New Jersey and 
Massachusetts, that they were willing to 
sacrifice part III were the all but final 
lethal blows. 

At that time some of us pleaded that 
the rights of citizenship could not be di
vided in so arbitrary a fashion. Either 
a citizen of the United States is to have 
Federal protection for his rights under 
the Constitution or he is not, we said in 
effect. You cannot have fractions of 
citizenship. · 

The discussion of the merits of part III 
was complicated by two major factors. 

CLOTURE AND RULE XXII 

On the one hand, the cloakroom argu
ment was spread that there would be no 
bill if part III stayed in; that a filibuster 
would result and there were not the votes 
to impose cloture. That was an artful 
argument the accuracy of which we shall 
never know. For my part, I believe that 
the Senate should not have bowed to 
this secret threat. At the very least, we 
should have tried our strength and gone 
to the mat. It would have been time 
enough to decide what should be done 
if cloture was tried and failed. 

There again we we.re haunted by the 
ghost of rule XXII and the failure to 

. modify it so that a recalcitrant one-third 
of the Senate does not have the power to 
exercise a veto power over whether the 
Senate can ever reach a final vote on 
legislation. 

THE JURY-TRIAL ISSUE 

The record complication was the jury
trial issue. Those who opposed legisla
tion to protect civil rights attempted to 
discredit the bill, and particularly part 
III, by claiming that its enforcement by 
contempt proceedings in Federal courts 
would deprive defendants of their sup
posed right to a trial by jury. 

The confusion surrounding this issue 
was a wonder to behold. The claims of 
the jury-trial advocates constantly 
changed. 

They implied that there was a con
stitutional issue involved, but eventually 
conceded this was not so. 

They claimed that there should be a 
jury trial in all contempt cases under the 
bill, but retreated to cases of criminal 
contempt. 

And at this point confusion became 
confounded. The impression was given 
that criminal contempt is a crime in the 
ordinary sense. The chief sponsor of 
the various jury-trial amendments, the 
junior Senator from Wyoming, on July 
16, made this the burden of his argument. 
His detailed argument in the RECORD is 
the work of an excellent advocate; but I 
differ with him most emphatically. 

The thread of his contention is that 
the civil proceeding provided by part III 
covered acts already classified as crimes. 
As a result, the failure to adopt his jury
trial amendment would enable the At
torney General to choose between the 
civil and criminal proceeding and, if he 
chose the former, to deny defendants 
their right to trial by jury. 

In order to be logical, the Senator from 
Wyoming's amendment should have pro .. 
vided for a jury . trial in the civil pro
ceeding itself in which the issue of denial 
of rights is tried and a remedial order 
issued. But that was not in any of the 
amendments he proposed. 

The jury-trial amendments, including 
the one adopted, applies only to the vio
lation of orders or decrees of a court 
issued in the civil proceeding. The pro
ceeding itself goes to a final determina
tion made by a judge alone. 

Only where it is alleged that a person 
willfully has failed to comply with or 
violated a judge's order or decree is 
there ·to be a jury trial. 

As I pointed out with several illustra
tions on July 26, such willful contraven
tion of orders or decrees are not neces
sarily violations of the underlying crimi
nal statutes. 

On that occasion, I said: 
WHAT Is CRIMINAL CONTEMPT? 

It has been contended that the law since 
1914 requires jury trial in all cases of crimi
nal contempt. That is not so. The Clayton 
Act provisions requiring jury trial for crimi
nal contempts apply only to those cases in 
which the violation of the court decree is 
also a violation of a criminal statute of the 
United States or a State. The elements of a 
criminal contempt are willful disobedience 
and punishment which cannot be avoided by 
later compliance. The factor, under the 
Clayton Act, which has been applied to all 
classes of criminal contempt, and not merely 
violations of antitrust law decrees, requiring 
jury trial, is that the violation of the decree 
is also an act which violates a criminal 
statute. The mere fact that the underlying 
case may be similar to a criminal case does 
not make it a certainty that criminal con
tempts invoke the violation of the similar 
criminal statute. 

VIOLATION OF COURT ORDER NOT NECESSARILY AN 
INDEPENDENT CRIME 

For example, a remedial decree may re
quire a vote registrar to report back to the 
court at fixed intervals what he is doing 
to comply. If he willfully fails to report as 
directed, he would violate the decree-but 
not the statute prohibiting officials to dis
criminate in the registering of voters. Or the 
decree may order the official to post and 
publish notices as to new registry proce
dures. A willful refusal to follow the order 
could be punished as criminal contempt and 
yet not be a violation of a criminal statute. 

I digress from the quotation to say 
that that point has been missed, by and 
large, by all the editorials, newspaper 
articles, and periodical articles I have 
1·ead on the subject. The assumption is 
abroad-and Senators would be surprised 
to know how many people seem to believe 
it to be well-founded-that when we are 
talking about criminal contempt, we are 
talking about a violation of a criminal 
statute. That is not true at all. We are 
talking about a violation of an order of a 
court, issued by a court to protect its 
own judicial integrity. We are talking 
about a lawful order. Of course it is 
foreign to our conception of judicial 
processes, and the protection thereof, 
that a jury should intervene between 
the court and the integrity of the court 
to determine a question of contempt. 

I continue with the quotation: 
A lawful order to remedy discrimination 

can have requirements very di1ferent from 
the prohibitions of a criminal statute on the 
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same subject. So it is not accurate to say 
that in civil proceedings in the field in which 
there is also a ·criminal statute, trial for 
contempt is essentially the same as trial for 
violation of the criminal statute. 

Even beyond that, the purpose of the trials 
is different. Sentence for violation of the 
statute is punishment for the transgression 
of law. Punishment for willful contempt of 
a court order is in vindication of the court's 
authority to require compliance of orders 
presumptively valid. 

Mr. President, the offense of a crimi· 
nal contempt is not the violation of a 
statute; it is the willful :flouting of the 
authority of the courts as organs of gov· 
ernment. 

This element is made quite clear by the 
authorities. 

Mr. President, I take pride in the fact 
that I do not argue in support of a legal 
premise at any time when I am not 
willing to back up my premise by refer· 
ence to legal authorities. 

Black's Law Dictionary, third edition, 
page 417, draws this distinction between 
civil and criminal con tempts: 

Contempts are also classed as "civil" or 
"criminal." The former are those quasi-con
tempts which consists in the failure to do 
something which the party is ordered by 
the court to do for the benefit or advantage 
of another party to the proceeding before 
the court, while criminal contempts are acts 
done in disrespect of the court or its process 
or which obstruct the administration of jus
tice .or tend to bring the court into disre
spect. A civil contempt is not an offense 
against the dignity of the court, but against 
i;p.e party in whose behalf the mandate of 
the court was issued, and a fine is imposed 
for his indemnity. But criminal contempts 
are offenses or injuries offered to the court, 
and a fine or imprisonment is imposed upon 
the contemnor for the purpose of punish
ment. 

To the same effect is this comment in 
17 Corpus Juris Secundum: 

A criminal contempt is conduct directed 
against the dignity and authority of the 
court, or a judge acting judicially; it is an 
act of obstructing the administration of 
justice, which tends to bring the court into 
disrepute or disrespect. It may arise in the 
course of a criminal action, in special pro
ceedings, or in civil or private litigation. 

In Myers v. U. S. <264 U. S. 96 <1924)), 
in which the Supreme Court held that a 
contempt proceeding did not amount to 
prosecution for a criminal offense with· 
in the meaning of the venue section of 
the· Judicial Code, tne Court stated-and, 
Mr. President, at this time I wish to 
quote from the Supreme Court on this 
issue, which I respectfully submit has 
been left in a very confused and con· 
founded condition throughout the entire 
debate because of the impression which 
has been created that when one is dealing 
with a criminal contempt he is dealing 
with the violation of a criminal statute, 
whereas that simply is not so. 

Mr. President, listen to what the 
Supreme Court said in its decision in 
the Myers case: 

While contempt may be an offense against 
the law and subject to appropriate punish
ment, certain it is that since the foundation 
of our Government proceedings to punish 
such offenses have been regarded as sui gen
eris and not criminal prosecutions within the 
sixth amendment or common understanding 
(pp. 104, 105). 

In reaffirming the nonapplicability of 
·constitutional jury-trial guaranties to 
contempt proceedings, the ·courts have 
repeatedly pointed out the judicial neces· 
sity which prompted the rule. Thus, in 
Gompers v. Buck's Stove & Range Co. 
(221 U. S. 418 0911)), the Supreme 
Court · explained in these words the nee· 
essity for enabling a court to find the 
facts concerning violations of its author· 
ity, as well as to punish violators with'· 
out resort to another factfinding 
agency-:the jury: 

For while it is sparingly to 'be used, yet the 
power of courts to punish for contempts is 
a necessary and integral part of the inde
pendence of the judiciary, and is absolutely 
essential to the performance of the duties im
posed on them by law. Without it they are 
mere boards of arbitration whose judgment 
and decrees would be only advisory.• • • 

There has been general recognition of the 
fact that the courts are clothed with this 
power and must be authorized to exercise it 
without referring the issues of fact or law to 
another tribunal. For if there was no such 
authority in the first instance, there would 
be no power to enforce its orders if they were 
disregarded in such independent investiga
tion. Without authority to act promptly 
and independently, the courts could not ad
minister public justice or enforce the rights 
of private litigants. Bessette v. Conkey ( 194 
U. S. 337), supra (p. 450). 

Mr. President, I wish to stress this 
point, because I desire to say-and I have 
great respect for lawyers who differ with 
me-that, as a lawyer, I cannot vote for 
such a piece of proposed legislation, and 
I will not vote for any conference report 
which comes from the House of Repre· 
sentatives, if one does, with this provision 
in it. 

So far as I am concerned, as a lawyer, 
I consider the decisions of the United 
States Supreme Court from which I have 
been quoting as final and binding in the 
case of this issue. 

Again, in Eilenbecker v. Plymouth 
County 034 U. S. 31 0890)), in which 
the defendant in a contempt proceed· 
ing in a State court claimed that his 
right to jury trial under the due process 
·clause of the 14th amendment had been 
infringed, the United States Supreme 
Court stated at page 36: 

The contention of these parties is that 
they were entitled to a trial by jury on ques
tion as to whether they were guilty or not 
guilty Of the contempt charged upon them, 
and because they did not have this trial by 
jury they say that they were deprived of 
their liberty without due process of law with
in the meaning of the 14th amendment to 
the Constitution of the United States. 

If it has ever been understood that pro
ceedings according to the common law for 
contempt of court have been subject to the 
right of trial jury, we have been unable to 
find any instance of it. It has always been 
one of the attributes--one of the powers nec
essarily incident to a court of justice_:_ 
that it would have this power of vindicat
ing its dignity, of enforcing its orders, of 
protecting itself from insult, without the 
necessity of calling upon a jury to assist it 
in the exercise Of this power. 

That is the Supreme Court speaking, 
Mr. President; and, so far as I am con· 

. cemed, it puts to rest any argument that 

. there is any right of a trial by jury in 
a criminal-contempt case. 

Mr.- President, to· sum ·up my position 
on this phase of the bin: 

First. Criminal contempts are not 
crimes in the ordinary sense; they are 
offenses against the courts; 

Second. The authority to punish for 
·willful contempt is a necessary ·power of 
the courts to protect the integrity of 
their orders and decrees. 

The jury-trial amendment was justi
fied on the unsound argument, in my 
opinion, that criminal contempts were 
crimes. 

The jury-trial amendment threatens 
to deprive the courts of their necessary 
and inherent power to preserve the judi
cial system. 

All seem agreed that to graft a jury 
trial upon all manner of criminal-con· 
tempt proceedings to which the United 
States is a party is to invite chaos. The 
jury trial proponents seem to be saying: 
"Just this once; let us change the whole 
method of law enforcement just this 
once." 

The importance of just this once is 
that, whether intended to do so or not, 
the little remaining power of the bill is 
placed in jeopardy. 

WHAT REMAINS? 

· The jury-trial issue helped kill part III. 
The junior Senator from Idaho even took 
the position that although he was for 
part III, he wanted a jury trial amend· 
ment adopted, and that without a jury 
trial provision, he had to vote against 
part III. It was this kind of self-defeat· 
ing reasoning which contributed to the 
demise of part III. 

We are left then with part IV, which 
provides for civil proceedings to protect 
voting rights. 

The voting rights provisions are little 
enough, especially when we view the one· 
party monopoly which exists in so many 
States. In Georgia, for example, the 
county unit system already segregates 
the voting strength of Negroes found in 

·cities such as Atlanta. Under the 
county unit system, a vote in Atlanta is · 
worth only a small fraction of a vote in 
counties with small Negro population 
and registration. The one-party pri· 
mary situation · makes it all but impos
sible for the Negro minority to vindicate 
its own rights of citizenship by the ballot. 

On July 21, the Washington Post pub· 
lished an article which emphasized the 
relative unimportance of Negro voting, 
actual and potential, in the South. The 
article read in part: 

The controversial voting rights provisions 
of the civil-rights bill may be keeping the 
Senate up nights, but the threat that it may 
be enacted into law is having curiously little 
effect on the practical southern politicians. 

In fact, as the bill is viewed by politically 
wise southerners, both Negro and white, it 
will, if passed, l:..ave little or no immediate 
effect on southern politics. • • • 

A Negro college professor agrees with this 
estimate and adds: 

"The fight for the ballot has far less appeal 
to the southern Negro today than things like 
the Montgomery bus boycott, or school inte
gration, things that involve a more direct 
fight for personal dignity." 

Outside the South, where things look 
simple, and where southern politicians some· 
times try to make them look even more 
simple, the debate over the voting rights bill 
seems like a profound cause involving clear 
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rights and unmistakable wrongs, depending 
on where you stand. 

But in the South, where nothing is ever 
quite what it seems on the surface, it looks 
only like one, and perhaps at the moment, 
not the most important of the many points 
at which the Negro is seeking to upgrade 
himself. 

But, Mr. President, part IV itself is 
weighted down and hobbled by the jury
trial amendment, which can render it 
meaningless, for if a few irreconcilables 
succeed in defying the courts, and obtain 
acquittals or hung juries, the remainder 
will be on notice that the law is ineffec
tual. Only a few such cases will be 
needed to render the law impotent. 
Once it becomes into such disrepute, no 
avalanche of cases could fill the breach. 
A law is effective only if it is regarded as 
meaningful and enforceable. Observ
ance is obtained by respect, if not for 
the substance of the law, then at least 
for its enforcement. The jury-trial 
amendment creates the strong possibility 
that the law will be regarded as of 
dubious enforceability. 

It is clear to me that the little which 
remains in the bill is too little to be 
worthy of the name civil rights. 

GROWING REALIZATION OF BILL' S WEAKNESS 

That view is widely shared, and its ad
herents are growing more numerous 
every day. 

For example, a highly significant iet
ter to the editor is to be found in the 
Washington Post of August 19. It is 
signed only "Louis R. Lautier," without 
identification. But Mr. Lautier is the 
Senate representative of the National 
Negro Press Association and the Atlanta 
Daily World. He lia been a reporter 
and observer of Negro affairs for many 

· years. He knows something about dis
crimination at first hand; as the Senate 
will recall, his election to membership 
in the National Press Club was the sub
ject of a referendum vote. To the credit 
of the press, he was elected; but it took 
until a year or so ago for Mr. Lautier 
to become the first Negro member of the 
association. 

He writes in part--and I shall quote 
the letter only in part, because if I were 
to read the entire letter, I might become 
involved in a transgression of :rule XIX 
of the Senate: · 

CIVIL-RIGHTS FRAUD? 

I have hesitated to comment upon the 
tenor of editorials on civil-right s legislation 
which have appeared in the Washington Post 
during considerat ion of the civil-rights bill, 
but I think someone needs to express what 
I believe to be the prevailing opinion among 
Negroes, literate and illiterate. 

That view is that the bill, in the form in 
which it was passed by the Senate, is vir
tually worthless. 

The action of the Sena te in stripping part 
III from the bill assures the Sout h that it 
may violate the rights of colored persons, 
guaranteed by the 14th amendment, with
out interference from the Government. 

The 14th amendment has been in the Con
stitution since July 28, 1868. 

Yet when the Senate had an opportunity 
to give the Attorney General authority to 
bring civil actions to enjoin threatened vio
lations of rights guaranteed by the 14th 
amendment, 52 Senators-34 Democrats and 
18 Republicans-voted to strip part III from 
the bill. 

They substituted language purporting to 
give to aggrieved persons . the right to sue 
for damages after their civil rights have been 
violated. 

That was a fraud, Negroes have had the 
right to sue ever since Congress passed the 
Civil Rights Act of 1866 over the veto of 
President Andrew Johnson. 

The jury-trial amendment is another 
fraud. There is no requirement in the Con
stitution for a jury trial in contempt-of
court cases. Part IV of the bill, as it passed 
the House, deprived nobody of any right. 

Those are Mr. Lautier's views, Mr. 
President. I do not think anybody can 
dispute the fact that he is a great leader 
among Negroes. I consider him one of 
the best qualified witnesses who could be 
produced regarding the effect of the Sen
ate bill on the great civil-rights cause, 
and I may say I share the views ex
pressed in the portion of Mr. Lautier's 
letter which I have just read into the 
REcORD. I think they are sound. 

The views expressed by Mr. Lautier 
are the growing sentiment of American 
Negroes and those of us who seek legis
lation to give them their due as citizens. 

My strong belief is that the American 
people believe in equality before the law 
and would support legislation to accom
plish that purpose. A bill bearing the 
title "civil rights" is not enough to ac
complish what they want, although it 
might be enough to take the pressure 
off for decent legislation for years to 
come. That is what I fear, and I fear 
it greatly. Let the Senate bill become 
law, and I think the pressure will be off, 
for years, for the passage of a true civil
rights bill that will give legislative im
plementation to the 14th and 15th 
amendments, which implementation is so 
essential if we are to guarantee first
class citizenship to the Negroes of 
America. The time is long overdue for 
the bestowing of first-class citizenship 
on the colored people of America. 

In both public and private discussion 
it has been urged that this bill is only the 
beginning. It is said that if enacted into 
law, the bill will open the door for fur
ther legislation and that proven short
comings will be changed by amendment. 
I seriously doubt it. 

I have heard arguments like that be
fore. Legislation once enacted has per
manence and imperviousness to change. 
Rule XXII is one example. In that case 
advocates of civil rights found that in 
order to obtain a rule to make cloture 
applicable to a motion to take up, they 
had to buy a more stringent vote require
ment and exempt amendments to the 
Senate rules from cloture. I warned that 
the Wherry amendment made the so
called compromise worse than the poor 
situation in which the Senate found it
self when cloture was held inapplicable 
to the motion to take up. 

I stood on the other side of the aisle 
in those days, Mr. President, in opposi
tion to the Wherry amendment. The 
RECORD will show that I said that if the 
amendment were adopted it would make 
jt more difficult to have rule by the ma
jority prevail in the Senate of the United 
States; but, oh, no, the argument was, 
as I have said, that in order to obtain 
a rule to make cloture applicable to a 
motion to take up, it was necessary to 
buy a more stringent vote requirement 

and exempt amendments to the Senate 
rules from cloture. 

It is only further evidence that the 
senior Senator from Oregon is not a 
Johnny-come-lately in this fight for 
first-class citizenship for the Negroes. 

Mr. President, so long as I have been 
in the Senate, for 13 years, I have fought 
shoulder to shoulder with a band of lib
erals trying to get legislative implemen
tation of the 14th and 15th amend
ments. That is why I speak with some 
feeling today in regard to the false 
charges lllade in some quarters against 
the senior Senator from Oregon in re
gard to my position on civil rights. 
There are Members of the Senate who 
have fought as vigorously as I have for 
civil rights: but, Mr. President, I do not 
intend to yield my position and my record 
in this field to anyone in the Senate. 

In regard to the compromise which 
was sought at the time of the Wherry 
amendment, on the terms I have just 
described, I would say we ate that pud
ding in the civil-rights debate this year. 
This sort of compromise, with phantom 
hopes for a better future, are not for me: 
American people-not only American 
Negroes-do not want that kind of horse 
and rabbit compromise. The American 
people want and deserve a meaningful 
civil-rights bill from this Congress. If 
H. R. 6127 is not enacted at this session, 
I believe public sentiment will be so 
strong that next year a much better bill 
will be enacted. I think the demand for 
a better bill will come not only from 
Negro Americans, but white Americans 
as well. 

I am for putting a new cake to bake 
and letting the yeast of democracy oper
ate. By next January both parties in 
Congress and the administration, as well, 
will be on notice that the American peo
ple want the real thing-real protection 
for the rights of United States citizens
not a civil-rights cal{e with an escape 
file built in. 

THE ROLE OF THE DEMOCRATIC PARTY 

On May 18 of this year it was my privi
lege to address the Michigan Jefferson
Jackson dinner at Detroit. In that 
speech I discussed this problem and said: 

An old, old issue that plagues the Nation 
and therefore the Democratic Party, too, be
cause of the very fact that we are a national 
party, is that involving civil rights. I am 
not one to stand up in Detroit, or in Chicago, 
or Cleveland, or New York, and point to the 
South and say that that region of the coun
try is the one that must start assuring its 
r acial minority of equal protection of law, 
and social and economic opportunity. But 
I do say that the Democratic Party must 
show the way, and to the extent that we fail 
to do so, we fail the people and do not de
serve their support. 

The day when an eligible voter can be in
timidated, or otherwise denied the exercise 
of this basic right of participation in self
government, belongs to the historic past. 
It is abhorrent to every principle on which 
our Nation was founded, and is therefore 
equally abhorrent to the principles of our 
party. That practice must be attacked 
wherever it occurs, and the voting privilege 
protected vigorously by all three branches of 
the Government. 

Equivocation on suffrage and on equal 
protection of the law is intolerable and in
excusable, and will lose for the Democratic 
P arty the confidence of millions of Ameri· 
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cans who have every right to expect strong 
leadership from us. If we fail them, they 
will be right to turn away from the Demo· 
era tic Party. 

What I said in Detroit that day, in my 
judgment, has greater meaning today. 
The voters . will feel, and with some 
reason, that the Democrats in the Sen
ate let down the Negro and the cause 
of equality before the law in this de
bate. 

I greatly admire the expertness of the 
Senate Democratic leadership in this de
bate. It was impressive, as it always 
is. I further believe that the majority 
leader honestly believes that he has 
served both the Democratic Party and 
the cause of civil rights. I do not ques
tion that he believes the Senate has 
passed the best bill on that subject that 
could be passed in this Congress. I 
simply just do not agree with him. 

But if the Senate bill is the best that 
the Democratic-controlled Senate can 
do, then the voters have cause to be dis
satisfied, and I predict they will be. The 
fact that Republican leaders, such as the 
senior Senators from New Jersey and 
Massachusetts, led the initial rout of the 
civil-rights forces will not protect the 
Democratic Party from the wrath of 
voters who care about civil rights. 

I would regret that, and I think it is 
avoidable. I believe that with deter
mination a better bill can be passed by 
this Congress at the next session, and 
possibly a special session for the purpose. 

The fortunes of any political party 
mean less to me than the fortunes of the 
American people and our constitutional 
system. The Democratic Party can 
serve them as they have in the past. I 
joined the Democratic Party because I 
believed it held greater promise for con
stitutional liberalism. And I have no 
regrets for my course of action. But it 
is no consolation to me that the Repub
licans have talked "big" and performed 
"little." . 

The Democratic Party has its own re
sponsibility. That Senators from the 
South oppose civil rights is no surprise 
to anyone. It is a fact of political life in 
America. In the same fashion, northern 
and western Democrats have tradition
ally advocated sound civil-rights legisla
tion. That surprises no one, including 
our brethren from the South. However, 
when nonsouthern Democrats act to 
weaken civil-rights legislation, with, I 
say most respectfully, the most question
able legal reasoning, then the American 
people are both surprised and chagrined. 
When only nine Democratic Senators 
vote against the crippling jury trial 
amendment, I care not what rationaliza· 
tions are employed nor how many Repub
licans supported the amendment, the 
American people will hold our party ac
countable· in large measure for the 
emasculation of this bill. 

The Democratic Party of Roosevelt 
and Truman stood for equality of citizens 
before the law, regardless of race or 
color. If a majority of Americans come 
to believe that this is no longer the case, 
Oemocrats in Congress have only . them
selves to blame. It is little defense that 
many Republicans have been cynical or 
ineffectual in advocating strong protec
tion for civil rights. 

URGES NO BILL THIS YEAR 

For my part, I believe the country will 
be better off without the enactment of 
this weak and unsound bill if Con
gress, having heard from the people, 
comes back in January and starts work 
afresh. 

If Congress cannot do better than the 
Senate has done, let the people know it. 
And let the chips fly where they may .in 
1958 and 1960. 

I have made this speech knowing full 
well, as I said in the beginning, it will not 
be pleasing to some, but I have made the 
speech because I feel some of the criti
cisms on civil rights in which the oppo
sition has indulged will not be borne out 
by the record, and I felt I owed it to 
myself to set the record perfectly 
straight. 

I close by saying I shall continue to 
fight in the Senate for first-class citi
zenship for all people of the country, 
irrespective of race, color or creed. 

Mr. President, at no time will I vote 
for a bill based upon a compromise of 
what I think is a precious constitutional 
principle with the excuse that half a 
loaf is better than no loaf at all. Some
tim.3s it is better to be defeated and try 
again on a new day. I think it would 
have been better for us to be defeated 
on the civil rights issue and to try again 
at the dawn of a new day, come Janu
ary or a special session of Congress 
called for the purpose of enacting a civil 
rights bill which does not have the 
shortcomings I feel this bill has. 

Unless there are questions, Mr. Presi
dent, as I previously stated, I would 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 
AMENDMENT OF SECTION 22 OF THE INTERSTATE 

COMMERCE ACT-CONFERENCE REPORT 

Mr. KEFAUVER obtained the floor. 
· Mr. CHAVEZ rose. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
shall be happy to yield to the Senator 
from New Mexico if he desires to make 
a unanimous-consent request. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I do not desire to 
make a unanimous-consent request. I 
merely wished to take care of a 4-year
old child in New Mexico, adopted by a 
veteran. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does 
the Senator from Tennessee yield to the 
Senator from New Mexico? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield for that pur
pose, Mr. President. 

JOANNE LEA (BUFFINGTON) 
LYBARGER 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the unfinished 
business be temporarily laid aside, and 
that the Senate proceed to the consider
ation of Calendar No. 660, Senate bill 
491. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill will be stated by title for the in
formation of the Senate. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (S. 491) for 
the relief of Joanne Lea <Buffington) 
Lybarger. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from New Mexico? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which 
hall been reported from the Committee 
on the Judiciary with an amendment, 
on page 2, after line 2, to insert: 

SEc. 2. Claim for such benefits shall be 
filed within 6 months of the date of enact
ment of this act: Provided, That no bene
fits shall be payable prior to the date of 
filing such claim. 

So as to make the bill read: 
Be it enacted etc., That, for the purposes 

of any benefits payable to, or on account of, 
the surviving children of deceased individ
uals under (a) the Railroad Retirement Act, 
or (b) any law conferring benefits upon the 
survivors of veterans of World War I, the 
minor child, Joanne Lea (Buffington) Ly
barger, of Albuquerque, N. Mex., shall be 
held and considered to be the child of 
Alvin Earl Lybarger who died on October 
28, 1953, the said Alvin Earl Lybarger hav
ing cared for such child since her birth and 
having instituted proceedings to adopt such 
child which were pending at the time of 
his death. 

SEC. 2. Claim for such benefits shall be 
filed within 6 months of the date of enact
ment of this act: Provided, That no benefits 
shall be payable prior to the date of filing 
such claim. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, this bill 
would authorize the widow of a World 

· War I veteran to apply for dependent's 
benefits in favor of a child for whom she 
and her husband initiated adoption pro
ceedings prior to her husband's death, 
and which proceedings did not become 
final until about 8 months following the 
death of the adoptive father. 

There is no question in the mind of 
the committee that the deceased veteran 
fully intended to go through with the 
adoption and would have participated in 
the final order had he been alive at the 
time and, for this reason, believes that, 
if otherwise eligible, the child should 
derive whatever benefits she may be 
entitled to under the veterans' regula
tions and those of the railroad retire
ment board. 

So far as the Veterans' Administration 
is concerned, the only thing the bill 
would do would be to increase the pay
ment to the mother of a 4-year-old child 
from $50.40 to $63. If there are any 
objections to that kind of treatment, 
let me give the further story. I read 
from the report: 

Joanne Lea (Buffington) Lybarger was 
born on June 2, 1953, to a daughter Of the 
deceased and was immediately given to the 
deceased and his wife to rear as their own. 
On October 8, 1953, a petition for adoption 
was filed by the deceased and his wife. Un
der the law of New Mexico, it is necessary, 
as a condition precedent to a legal adoption, 
that if the child to be adopted is under 1 
year of age, no final decree of adoption shall 
be entered until the child shall have attained 
the age of 1 year. Such- an order was entered 
in the New Mexico court records on June 3, 
1954, which was subsequent to the death of 
the foster father and, therefore, under the 
existing law and regulations, with respect 
to both the Railroad Retirement Act and 
~he Veterans' regulations, Joanne could not 
be considered to be the adopted child of the 
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deceased so _ as _ to . entitle her to the benefits 
of that legislation. 

It is evident to the committee that both 
the deceased and his wife fully intended to 
and did treat the infant as their own, and 
had not the death of the foster father oc. 
curred, he would have participated in the 
final court action. 

Under these circumstances, the committee 
recommends enactment of the bill, • as 
amended. 

In the report there is a letter from 
the Railroad Retirement Board dated 
February 18, 1957, and a letter from the 
Veterans' Administration dated June 20. 
1957, which set forth in detail the facts 
in this case. 

Mr. President, I believe that the case 
is worthy. There never was opportunity 
for more humane treatment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

for a third reading, read the third time. 
and passed. 

SETTLEMENT OF CERTAIN INEQUI
TABLE LOSSES IN PAY 

Mr. -MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the un
finished business be temporarily laid 
aside and that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of Calendar No. 988, House 
bill 293. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title for the informa
tion of the Senate. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (H. R. 293) 
to authorize settlement for certain in
equitable losses in pay sustained by offi
cers of the commissioned services under 
the emergency economy legislation, and 
for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. Wll..EY. Mr. President, enact
ment of H. R. 5888 would remove an in
justice of long standing and one which 
was imposed upon officers actually ad
vanced in rank as distinguished from 
those due increases in pay based upon 
longevity or advancement to the next 
pay period. It is believed that the Con
gress did not mean to impose this in
equity on these officers. 

Yesterday, when this bill was reached 
on the call of the calendar, objection 
was made to its consideration. The ob
jection has now been withdrawn. 

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

Mr. WILEY. I yield. 
Mr. POTTER. Let me say to the Sen

ator that I interposed an objection to 
the bill, not because I am opposed to 
the bill, but the cost will be in excess 
of $1 million, and a bill of that kind 
should not be passed by unanimous con
sent on the call of the calendar. That 
was the reason why I objected. 

Has the Senator from Wisconsin an 
estimate as to the cost of the proposed 
legislation? 

Mr. WILEY. Yes. If all those in
volved could be found, the cost would 
amount to $1,400,000. However, it was 

stated in committee that it was esti
mated that the cost would not be more 
than $700,000. The proposed legisla
tion would give to each of these officers 
a payment of about $400. 

The record shows clearly that the com
mittee approved the bill. It involves 
only the question of doing justice. I feel 
that it should be passed; and I ask the 
Senator to withdraw any reservation. 

Mr. POTTER. Mr. President, let me 
ask one further question. What are the 
years involved, with respect to which 
back payment would be considered? 

Mr. Wll..EY. It involves only the 
period between 1932 and 1934 when 
these officers were promoted. For that 
period, becau·se of the statute which was 
enacted, they did not receive all the 
pay they should have received, and 
which others in other classes received. 
The $400 is approximately the amount 
which each will receive. It was really 
withheld from them. 

Mr. POTTER. What will be the ad
ministrative procedure? Will the offi
cers themselves have to apply for this 
back payment, or can the military make 
the grants without further ado? 

Mr. WILEY. No. Each case will have 
to be passed upon by the Comptroller 
General of the United States. 

Mr. POTTER. I have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

bill is open to amendment. If there 
be no amendment to be proposed, the 
question is on the third reading and 
passage of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to a third read
ing, read the third time, and passed. 

DISPOSAL OF CERTAIN FEDERALLY 
OWNED PROPERTY -CONFERENCE 
REPORT 
Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I sub

mit a report of the committee of confer
ence on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendment of the House 
to the bill <S. 1520) to amend an act 
entitled "An act to provide for the dis
posal of federally owned property at ob
solescent canalized waterways and for 
other purposes." I ask unanimous con
sent for the present consider~tion of the 
report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
port will be read for the ~nformation of 
the Senate. . 

The legislative clerk read the report. 
<For conferenct: report, see_ House 

proceedings of August 20, 1957, p. 15392, 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

The report was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 22 OF THE 
INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT
CONFERENCE REPORT 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the report of the committee of con
ference on di-sagreeing votes of the two 

Houses on the amendment of the House 
to the bill <S. 939) to amend section 22 of 
the Interstate Commerce Act. as 
amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. 
KEFAUVER] to postpone until January 30, 
1958, at 2 o'clock p. m., the further con
sideration of the conference report on 
Senate bill 939. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I 
hope Senators will give me their atten
tion in connection with this motion, be
cause I think it involves not only a ·very 
important subject, but a most important 
principle as well. 

The motion is to postpone until Jan
uary 30, 1958, at 2 o'clock p. m., the fur
ther consideration of the conference re
port on Senate bill 939. 

This motion is made because the sub
ject matter is very complicated and in
tricate. The proposed legislation in
volves a very important change in the 
Interstate Commerce Act. It involves 
an important policy in connection · with 
our antitrust and monopoly laws. No 
hearings whatsoever have been held on 
this point. It involves a very important 
change in the Interstate Commerce Act, 
and in the principles of the antitrust 
laws, in the absence of an opinion from 
the Interstate Commerce Commission it
self, and in the absence of an opinion 
from the Department of Justice as to 
what effect the proposed legislation 
would have. 

When I first heard about this subject, 
on August 14, I wrote a letter to Judge 
Hansen, the head of the Antitrust Divi
sion of the Department of Justice, ask
ing what effect the proposed legislation 
would have, and what the opinion of the 
Department was. I have not received a 
reply to .that letter. 

We should not be legislating on such 
an important matter as is involved in 
the so-called Harris amendment which 
is contained in the conference report 
without the opinion of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission and of the De
partment of Justice--

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield so that I may correct 
the REcoRD on that point? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. And of the rail
roads themselves, as well as of the small 
airlines, and others who may be inter
ested. Of course, there were hearings 
held on the original Senate bill, on the 
surface transportation bill, in which sec
tion 22 was discussed, and there were 
hearings on section 22 before the House 
committee. However, the Harris amend
ment was added on the fioor of the 
House. On that amendment no hear
ings have been held. This is a matter 
of important policy which has been 
brought to the fioor for the first time. 
Am I correct in my statements? 

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator is cor
rect in the last part of his statement. 
However, when he says that we do not 
have the opinion of the Interstate Com
merce Commission, he is in en·or. As a 
matter of fact, I filed for the RECORD 
last night, and it is in the RECORD this 
morning, the statement of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission with respect not 
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only to the Harris amendment, but to 
the bill as amended. 

The Senator is correct with respect to 
the fact that we did not have any hear
ings on the particular amendment, and 
that the bill was amended on the floor 
of the House of Representatives. How
ever, after the matter was presented to 
the House of Representatives, and after 
debate and discussion, the House over
whelmingly supported the measure 
whicl. is now before the Senate. 

The reason that was done, as I at
tempted to explain yesterday on several 
occasions, was that after the hearings on 
the bill had been concluded and the 
Senate had passed the Senate bill, and 
after it had gone to the House of Repre
sentatives, where hearings on it had been 
held, and after the bill itself had been 
passed by the House, the lecal district 
court rendered a decision, which upset 
the interpretation heretofore made, and 
which provided a new and unusual in
terpretation, we might say, of section 5 
(a) of the Interstate Commerce Act. 

It was then felt by the Defense Depart
ment unless we t'ook action to offset the 
opini~n of the district court, and unless 
we put the railroads and the Govern
ment and the commercial shippers back 
in the same relationship they had occu
pied sfnce 1948, it would cost the Defense 
Department alone $100 million. That is 
why this rather unusual action was 
taken. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I appreciate the 
comments of. the Senator from Florida. 
I do find that in fine print last night 
the Senator from Florida did put some 
statement from the Interstate Com
merce Commission in the RECO-RD. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Does the Senator 
from Tennessee know how I cari get it 
into the RECORD in large print? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I have not had an 
opportunity of reading the statement; 
but I insist that on an important matter 
such as this we ought to hold a regular 
hearing and call upon the chairman of 
the Interstate Commerce Commission 
to appear, and give an opportunity to 
all interested parties to ask him ques
tions. I have no brief for the small air-

. lines; and I have no brief for the rail
roads. As such, they do not mean any
thing to me. However, the small ail
lines say this bill, if enacted in its pres
ent form, will put them out of business, 

. and will take away the competitiort they 
have been offering the railroads on the 
transportation of Government property. 
I say before we put an important seg
ment of our economy out of business, or 
before we enact a law which, it is con
tended, will P,Ut an important segment 
of our economy out of business, we ought 
to give them the opportunity to be 
heard. 

It is not right to do what is proposed. 
It smells to high heaven. It is an 
amendment brought forward, after the 
railroad companies lost a lawsuit, in an 
effort to enable them to win their law
suit in Congress rather than in the courts. 
I do not like that way of doing business. 
It is an imposition on Congress to do 
that. They ought to conduct their law
suits in the courts, not run ·to Congress 
because they have received an adverse 
decision, and insist that Congress pass a 

bill on which no hearings have been 
held, and on which the people affected 
by it have not even had an opportunity 
to present their views. 

Let us follow the history of the bill, 
and see whether what I have said is cor
rect. 

On June 13, 1957, the bill which was 
reported from the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce passed the 
Senate. That bill simply provided, in 
substance, that on Government business 
the railroads would make reports to the 
ICC, but the ICC would not be required 
to · approve them; they would simply 
make their reports, and the reports, ap
parently, were to be made for statistical 
studies or for informational purposes. 
The bill did not endeavor to give the ICC 
any jurisdiction or any right of approval 
or any requirement of approval or regu
lation whatever. There was merely a 
matter of submitting reports. That had 
nothing at all to do with helping the rail
roads win their lawsuits or further ex
empting them from the antitrust laws, as 
the Harris amendment does. -

That was a Senate bill. That was a 
good measure, I think. It required the 
railroads and trucking companies to file 
certain reports for study and informa
tion. If that statement is not correct, I 
should be glad to have the Senator from 
Florida cor.rect me. 

As I have said, the Semite passed that 
bill on June 12, 1957. · 

We now come to the action of House 
of Representatives. Apparently the bill 
as originally filed in the House was for 
the purpose of merely striking out sec
tion 22. Finally, the bill that went to 
the floor of the House of Representatives 
was the Senate bill, providing for the.re
porting to the ICC, plus an amendment 
to the effect that the household goods of, 
the armed services would be exempt from 
the operation of section 22 when the car
riers were transporting household goods 
for the services. Such transportation, in 
other words, would be exempt from. the 
operation of section 22. · 

What did the House of Representatives 
do? The House of Representatives 
adopted the section exempting house
hold goods from the operation of section 
22, and also adopted the section of the 
Senate bill requiring reports by the rail
roads. Then the railroads, having lost 
the lawsuit before a judge in the district 
cou·rt, rushed forward and presented an 
amendment to change the antitrust laws, 
in an effort to win their lawsuit in Con
gress, rather 'than to fight it out in the 
courts. That amendment was offered on 
the floor of the House, and adopted by 
the House of Representatives. Then 
when the bill went to conference, the ex
emption on household goods, which was 
in the House bill, was stricken by the 
conferees. The reporting features of the 
bill wel'e not disturbed. 

The group of small airlines, which it 
is intended to crucify, ought to have an 
opportunity to be heard before such a 
bill is passed. At least we ought to give 
them their day in court before a bill 
affecting them is passed.· In the con
ference the Harris amendment was in
cluded. It is a provision which appar
ently attempts retroactively to allow the 
Reed-Bulwinkle Act to be applied to sec-

tion 22, referring to Government busi
ness, and reports to be filed, and then 
subsection 9, to provide antitrust im
munity, was added. 

This is a tremendously important mat
ter. It was a public issue for a very 
long time. Congress debated the ques
tion whether the Reed-Bulwinkle bill 
should be passed, to · allow carriers to 
take concerted action in fixing rates for 
transportation; that is, to have one 
person speak for them, which ordinarily 
would be a violation of antitrust laws. 
The Reed-Bulwinkle Act gave them im
munity from the antitrust · laws, allow
ing them to take concerted action. But 
to get that immunity they had to go 
through certain steps; they had to file 
with the ICC their rates or tariffs, which 
today they work out by concerted ·action, 
and the ICC had to approve them. 

Under the Reed-Bulwinkle bill, sec
tion 22 rates were not covered. There 
may have been some argument about the 
matter, but the Interstate Commerce 
Commission has long since said they 
were not covered. 

Mr. SMATHERS·. Mr. President, if 
the Senator from Tennessee wishes to 
make a correct statement, he should read 
the letter from the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, in which the Commission 
says they were covered. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. In its reports issued 
from time to time, the Interstate Com
merce Commission has said they were 
not covered. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, at this 
point will the Senator from Tennessee 
yield for several questions? "' 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
CLARK in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Tennessee yield to the Senator 
from Ohio? 

Mr.-KEFAUVER. First, Mr. President, 
I wish to refer to the report of the In
terstate Commerce Commission. In the 
Commissionrs 1956 report, we find, at 
page 160, that the Commission said, in 
so many words, that they were not cov
ered; and the Commission recommended 
the enactment · of a law to cover them 
under the Reed-Bulwinkle bill. -

Mr. SMATHERS. I should like to 
point out that · what the Commission 
there refers to is section 22, but not sec
tion 5 (a) as applied to section 22. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Section 5 (a) never 
has applied to section 22, and never will, 
unless this conference report is agreed 
to. · 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President~ will 
the ·Senator from Tennessee yield, so 
that I may discuss that particular point? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. First, I wish to read 
the court's decision. After having lost 
their case in the court, the railroads now 
are asking the Congress to provide them 
with relief, instead of carrying the case 
through the court of appeals, where it 
is now. 

Mr. President, I do not like the idea of 
having someone who has lost a court case 
rush to Congress, to get Congress to "bail 
him out." But that is what the rail
roads are doing in this case; they are 
doing it blatantly. That is what the 
Senator from Florida has admitted the 
railroads are doing. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, I 
feel that under the circumstances I am 
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entitled to set that matter straight . . Ap
parently the Senator from Tennessee 
was not on the floor last evening, nor · 
has he read the RECORD of last evening 
as to what was said then, because if he 
had, he would clearly understand that· 
the one who rushed to the Congress was, . 
not the 1·ailroads, but the Defense De
partment. The Defense Department. 
has said to the Congress, "If this deci- · 
sion stands as it is now, the railroads 
will not do business with us, because they· 
very properly tell us that by doing busi
ness with us under section 22, they are 
subjecting themselves to further law
suits." 
" So the Defense Department has said, · 
If you do not do something about it it 

v:ill cost us an additional $100 millio~." 
There is no evidence anywhere, so far 

as I know, that the railroads have spon
sored this proposed legislation. It may 
be that they will appreciate it; I do not 
know that. but I do not deny it But 
certainly no representative of th~ rail
roads has come to me, or, so far as I 
know, to any other Senator, to make 
such a request. The one who has come 
to the Congress and has made the re
quest has been the Defense Department 
of our own Government. 
. Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, if it 
1s necessary to repeal the antitrust laws 
because of a threat by the railroads that 
they will not continue to do business with 
the Government; if it is necessary to 
repeal the antitrust laws because some
one says he will raise his rates or will 
charge mm~e. then the Senate and the 
House of Representatives are very weak 
indeed. All of us know that the railroads 
have made plenty o.f money from doing 
business with the Government. If the 
Congress is going to fall for the railroads' 
bluff, then the Congress will not be ful
filling its responsibility as an essential 
part of the Government. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Tennessee yield to me? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I shall yield in a 
moment. 

Mr. President, in regard to the point 
of whether the railroads are attempting 
to push the Congress, if any Member of 
the Senate has not been contacted by 
some representatives of the railroads, he 
has not had the experience I have had. 
rr:hat situation is historic, and it has pre
VIOusly been referred to by very distin..: 
guished Senators. The late Senator 
Barkley and the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. RussELL] had quite a colloquy about 
this very kind of thing. At that time 
Senator Barkley said: 

The railroads are to be put on an island o! 
safety, beyond the reach of the antitrust 
laws. 

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. Rus
SELL] had considerable to say about the 
matter when the Reed-Bulwinkle bill was 
under consideration in the Senate. At 
that time the Senator from Georgia said: 

Instead of pleading guilty in the courts to 
violating the antitrust laws, the railroads 
and their satellites have come to Congress. 
They have said: ••we are guilty; they have 
got us on the hip, and we want you to give 
us a pardon before the courts can even write 
a decision in the case." I submit, Mr. Presi
dent, we ought at least to wait until the 
Supreme Court has decided the cases, and 

that any action of Congress in dealing with 
the problem prior to that time is 'premature 
and will result in divesting the people of the 
country of a protection to which they are 
entitled. _ . 

Those were the words of a very able . 
Member of the Senate-the distinguished 
Senator from Georgia [Mr. RussELL]
when a similar situation had developed, 
when the railroads were found guilty, 
and when they rushed to Congress, in an 
attempt to obtain immunity-just as the 
railroads are doing at the present time. 
There is no doubt about it. 

In a few minutes I shall discuss · 
whether the Government will save money . 
or not. 

But at this time I say to the Senate 
that if the Senate has to succumb to the 
threat by any segment of the economy 
that, "You have to exempt us from the 
antitrust laws, or we will not do business 
with you," then the Government is in a 
very sorry plight. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the· 
Senator from Tennessee yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I yield. 
Mr. LA USCHE. I should like to say to. 

the Senator from Tennessee, that I talked 
with General Lasher, representing the 
Defense Department. I asked him 
whether the information he gave me in 
regard to the matter was the judgment 
of the Defense Department. Generar 
Lasher told me that unless this action 
was taken, the Government would have 
an additional cost of $100 million a year. 

I asked him what interpretation was 
made of these sections by, respectively, 
first, the Interstate Commerce Commis
sion; second, the Department of Defense· 
and third, the railroads. ' 

His statement to me was that the In .. 
terstate Commerce Commission con
stantly ruled that the railroads came 
under the protection of the Bulwinkle 
bill; that the Department of Defense con
strued the Bulwinkle bill to mean that 
concerted action could be taken; anq 
that, also, the railroads construed it that 
way. ' 

I then asked General Lasher, "By that, 
do you mean you were participating in 
this arrangement of hauling prices, witb 
an understanding with the railroads?" 
. General Lasher replied, ''Yes." 
· Then I said, "If the decision of the 
court is correct, that would mean that 
the United States Government was a 
party to this crime.'' , 

He said, "Yes, that is what it would 
mean; but that is not the truth." 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, if the 
United States Government was a party 
to the crime, .it should not have been a 
party to the crime, any more than the 
railroads should have been a party to the 
crime. I am opposed to having someone 
attempt to have the Congress "bail him 
out," after a judge has found that he is 
guilty-regardless of whether the one in
volved is the United States Government 
or the railroads. 

In further response to what the Sena
tor from Ohio has said; let me say that 
he has stated that General Lasher
whoever he may be-informed him of 
something in the course of a conversa
tion. However, what we want is an op
portunity to have some questioning done 

by the p1embers of the Congressional 
committee who are . interested . in this 
matter. · 

Other testimony which I have seen 
shows that the Government has actually 
made money as a result of section 22-
more money than the Government 
otherwise would have made. We can be 
sure .that if the Government is getting a 
special break from the railroads un
der section 22, the ra.ilroads are, in' turn 
charging additional amounts to othe~ 
shippers. That is why action on this 
matter should be postponed. 

General Lasher may have talked to the 
Senator from Ohio [Mr. LAUSCHE] ; but 
there was no testimony before a Con
gressional committee that the Govern
ment would lose. money. No Senator has 
had an opportunity at a Senate com
mittee session to ask the railroads or the 
Department of Defense or anyone else 
whether they would lose money. As a 
matter of fact, the testimony on this sub
ject is to the contrary. 

Mr. Clarke, the chairman of the In
terstate Commerce Commission-when 
he was testifying on a collateral matter· 
at hea_rings on April 17, before a Senate 
committee, and when he was referring to 
the transportation data for 1950, 1952 • 
1953, and 1954, as published in Transport 
Economics, for August and September 
1955, a publication issued by the Bureau 
of Transport ·Economics and Statistics 
of the Interstate Commerce Commis~ 
sion-pointed out that they said that 
section. 22 rates averaged 13 to 14 per
cent higher than the comparable com
modity rates available to commercial 
shippers for the years 1950 and 1952 
through 1954. And, as shown on page 
37, Mr. Clarke confirmed that that was 
the case. 

But what we need is some testimony 
before a Senate committee about the 
matter. I do not know what is correct. 
But I know that as a United States Sen
ator, I am not going to stand here and 
see a further breaking down of the anti
trust laws because ""Some railroad wants 
to hold a hammer over the Senate of the 
United States. 
· Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, let me 
say--
. Mr. KEFAUVER. I ask the senator 
from Ohio to wait a moment please· I 
wish to complete my answer to what 'he 
.has already said. 

If the Government of the United 
States is not able-to do business without 
letting the railroads conspire together 
and take . concerted action, but if the 
Government has to give them immunity 
how does the Government expect th~ 
antitrust laws applicable to others to be 
enforced? The granting of such im
munity would be a distressing thing to 
.antitrust-law enforcement. That is 
what would happen if the Senate were to 
succumb to the attempt of the railroads 
who are sayi~, "We will charge yo~ 
more if you do not give us antitrust-law 
immunity." . 
· Mr. President, it is not right, it is 
.scandalous; and I shall talk about it for 
a long time. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will 
_the Senator yield? 
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Mr. KEFAUVER. · I do not yield ·yet. 

I have to complete the answer I am mak
ing to the Senator. The Senato~· from. 
Ohio has said the Interstate Commerce 
Commission has always said it had juris~ 
diction over section 22 r~tes. The Sen
ator from Florida has said that. I would 
invite Senators to read page 39 of the 
Senate committee hearings of April 1957. 
At the top of the page, when Mr. Clarke, 
Chairman .of the ICC, was before the 
Senate committee, there will be found 
this colloquy. The Senator from Ohic;> 
[Mr. LAUSCHE] was there. He was the 
questioner. I am surprised he does not 
remember it: 

Senator ~uscHE. Is that in substance 
what the present status of the law is? 

Mr. CLARKE. No, sir. The Commission has 
no power or authority at the present time 
to interfere in any way with the section 22 
rate. We can't compel it to be raised or 
lowered. It is outside our jurisdiction en
tirely. 

Does the Senator see that? 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Yes. _ 
Mr. KEFAUVER. Then, what does the 

Senator mean? 
Mr. LAUSCHE. The Senator from 

Ohio means that under the law the mode 
of procedure is that the application has 
to be filed with the Commission and 
the Commission can approve that mode 
of procedure only if it finds it is in the 
general interest of the people of the 
country. 
If the Senator from Tennessee will 

read the record to which he is referring, 
he will find that a representative of the 
Defense Department said that the elimf
nation of section 22 would have resulted 
in a loss of $250 million a year during 
the years of the war. General Lasher 
said that for this coming year it would 
mean a loss of $100 million to the De
fense Department. 

I suggest to the Senator from Tennes
see that if he desires to learh who is 
the motivating cause for the action taken 
by the House, he should call the Secre
tary of Defense or General Lasher. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I should like to have 
the opportunity, as would other Sen
ators, of examining the general. He has 
not been on any witness stand. I would 
rather take the word of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission itself, which said 
that for 1950 and 1952 section 22 rates 
were 14 percent higher; that for the 
years 1953 and 1954 they were 13 per
cent higher. Who is right about it? I 
do not doubt the railroads have been 
able to talk to sonie general and get him 
to try to help them carry the load and 
to get them out from under the burden 
of the lawsuit. That is their preroga
tive. They have not appeared -on the 
witness stand. I care not if it is going to 
cost $100 million more. If this Govern
ment has to give immunity to the rail
roads under the antitrust laws in order 
to eliminate competition, in order to 
save some money, we are in a mighty 
poor position. I am not going to vote 
for any bill as a result of which we would 
be put under the hammer, and told to 
give an exemption under the antitrust 
laws or the railroads would raise their 
rates. The railroads have been making 
a great deal of money as a result of sec·-
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tion 22. · They will continue to make 
money under section 22. I am not going 
to bail them out of their difficulties as 
a result of a violation of the law of which 
the district court has convicted them. 

The Senator from Ohio and the Sena
tor from Florida stated unequivocally a 
few minutes ago that the ICC had always 
said section 22 rates were under their 
jurisdiction. I wish to read again what 
Mr. Clarke said, as it appears on page 
39 of the hearings, at which the Senator 
from Ohio and the Senator from Florida 
were present. He was asked what inter
pretation the ICC put on that section, 
and Mr. Clarke, who is Chairman of the 
ICC, said, as appears on page 39: 

No, sir. The Commission has no power or 
-authority at the present time to interfere in 
any way with the section 22 rate. We can't 
compel it to be raised or lowered. It is out
.side our jurisdiction entirely. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, 
would the Senator like an answer? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I would like to know 
·what that means. 

Mr. SMATHERS. It means this. Sec
tion 22 was adopted in 1887, at the time 
the Interstate Commerce law was en
acted. It provided that the railroads 
could always grant to the Federal Gov
ernment, or State governments, or to the 
blind, or to persons suffering from dis
asters, and so on, free or reduced rates. 
- How much those particular rates 
amounted to was not a problem of the 
ICC, so long as they were below the nor
mal rates, and so long as the railroads 
·claimed the application of the provisions 
of section 22. 

The distinguishing point in this whole 
debate is that the Senator from Tennes
see is talking about section 22 rates, not 
the agreements into which the railroads 
enter, whereby they get together, as in 
the Southern Freight Association, or the 
Western Freight Association, or the Cen
tral Freight Association, to determine 
the rates. That is what the ICC )las to 
approve. Those agreements have to be 
filed with the ICC. The ICC has to give 
them its approval. But once the agree
ment, under which the railroads will act 
in concert, has been filed, it is true that 
immunity is granted under the antitrust 
laws, and the railroads can make a quo
tation of rates under section 22, over 
which the ICC has no jurisdiction. 

I point out to the Senator that the air
lines also have immunity. The Senator 
should realize that. They are permitted, 
under the Civil Aeronautics Act, to get 
together to decide what their rates shall 
.be. They publish them. It is not only 
the railroads which do so. In a system 
of regulated transportation, we must re
member we are not talking about rail
roads alone; we are talking about motor 
carriers; we are talking about inland
waterway carriers and freight forward
ers. We are not talking merely about 
railroads. Such immunity is not granted 
only to the railroads. 

I have no particular brief for the rail
roads, but the fact is that the law was 
enacted in 1887, and it has not been 
repealed up to -this time. There was a 
.bill before the committee to repeal sec
tion 22, but the nonscheduled airlines 

·did not appear. Where were they? We 

held hearings for 10 days. I do notre
call that they attended. I do not recall 
that even the Senator from Tennessee 
was there. There was no one from the 
particular group that was objecting to 
.section 22 rates, which may or may not 
be bad. The committee acted on its 
best judgment, and its judgment was 
approved by the Senate on June 12. I 
presume the Senator from Tennessee 
voted for the bill, because it passed. It 
was said that it was desired to maintain 
the section 22 rates, whereby motor car
riers, railroads, water carriers, and all 
other carriers, can give to the Govern
ment rates below the published rates. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I was waiting for 
a question. I did not know--

Mr. SMATHERS. I thank the Sen
ator. I shall be glad to yield to him in 
a minute to make a statement. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I would rather yield 
only for a brief time, because the 
Senator from Florida has brought up 
so many subjects that I may have a di:fii,.. 
cult time trying to answer all he has 
said. 

The Senator has ·said the Interstate 
Comme1·ce Commission had jurisdiction 
over section 22 cases. The ICC has said 
that is not true. Mr. Clarke has said 
the ICC has no jurisdiction. 

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator should 
get the distinction in his mind between 
agreements and rates. I respectfully 
submit that otherwise he will not under
stand what the law is about. There is a 
difference between an agreement ap-
proved by ICC allowing the railroads tp 
act in concert on the rates which will 
be made under the terms of such agree
ment, and the law. We are talking about 
two different parts of the law. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. It is very difficult 
for me to see how the Interstate Com
merce Commission can give carriers an 
exemption, under the Reed-Bulwinkle 
bill, on section 22 rates, if the ICC has no 
jurisdiction over section 22 rates. The 
ICC can allow no exemption, because it 
has no jurisdiction over that section. 
That is what tbe courts have held, and 
that is what the railroads are trying to 
get around. 

So far as the airline carriers are con
cerned, I have no brief for them. I be
lieve in live and let live. Let them get 
along if they can make the grade. There 
is no section 22 program for the airlines. 
They cannot, as the railroads can, quote 
one rate for the purpose of moving Army 
goods and another rate for another pur
pose. The airlines have to file with CAB 
uniform tariff rates which are applicable 
to everyone, since they cannot have any 
concert of action for the purpose of 
making discrimination in rates. They 
do not get any exemption from the anti
trust laws, because they have to file the 
same tariffs for Government business 
and everything else. 

We talk about the Government saving 
money. · Wherever the airlines can com
pete, the railroads will reduce their rates. 
Wherever there is no competition, the 
railroads charge the Government just 
about as much as they do anybody else. 
But if we drive these little airlines out 
of business, we will find that instead of 
$100 million, it will cost the Government 
many hundreds of millions of dollars 
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more, because then there will be no com
petition. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

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

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD at this point telegrams 
from the Order of Railway Conductors 
and Brakemen, the Brotherhood of Lo
comotive Firemen and Enginemen~ the 
Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, 
and the Brotherhood of Railroad Train
men, all sent to me as chairman of the 
committee, endorsing the conference re
port on S. 939. 

There being no objection, the tele
grams were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

WASHINGTON, D. C., August 16, 1957. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNusoN, 

l;nited States Senate, Washington, D. C.: 
On behalf of the Order of Railway Conduc

tors and Brakemen, I respectfully urge your 
support of conference committee report on 
S. 939 to amend section 22 of Interstate 
Commerce Act. Railroads should be permit
ted to work together to provide reduced 
charges to Federal Government for trans
portation and should not be penalized for 
cooperating to that end. No single railroad 
can accomplish this by itself. Therefore, 
your help in having conference committee 
report adopted this session will mean much 
to the taxpayers, railroads, and employees. 

R. 0. HUGHES, President. 

CLEVELAND, OHio, August 15, 1957. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNusoN, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

I urge your support of conference commit
tee report on S. 939 to amend section 22 of 
Interstate Commerce Act. Carriers should 
be permitted to work together when it means 
reduced charges to Federal Government for 
transportation, and railroads should not be 
penalized for cooperating in this effort. No 
single line can accomplish this by itself. I 
seek your help in having conference com
mittee report adopted this session. 

H. E. GILBERT, 
P·resident, Brotherhood of Locomo

tive Firemen and Enginemen. 

CLEVELAND, OHIO, August 14, 1957. 
WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

On behalf of more than 70,000 members of 
the Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers 
manning the locomotives on the Nation's 
railroads I urge you ~o support the confer
ence committee report on S. 939 and assist in 
having it adopted at this session. We be
lieve the railroads should be encouraged to 
work together in reducing charges to the 
Federal Government covering transporta
tion of both troops and freight without be· 
GOming subject to antitrust penalties. 

Guy L. BROWN, 
Grand Chief Engineer, Brotherhood, 

of Locomotive Engineers. 

CLEVELAND, OHIO, August 15, 1957. 
Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 

Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D. C.: 

We urge your support of conference com
mittee report on S. 939 to amend section 22 
of Interstate Commerce Act. Carriers should 
be permitted to work together when it means 
reduced charges to Federal Government for 
transportation and railroads should not be 
penalized for cooperating in this effort, no 
single line can accomplish this by itself. We 
seek your help in having conference com
mittee report adopted this session. 

W. P. KENNEDY, 
President, Brotherhood of Railroad 

Trainmen. 

THE CORDINER REPORT 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, to

day our colleague, the able Senator from 
Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS] will begin 
hearings on S. 2014, one of the most im
portant bills to come before Congress 
during this session. As chairman of the 
special subcommittee, he and the mem
bers of the subcommittee will hear testi
mony on the bill which is designed to re
verse a trend in the Armed Forces-that 
is, to retain in the services highly quali
fied and skilled officers and men of the 
Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine 
Corps. 

One facet of the Cordiner report which 
seems to cause much raising of eyebrows 
is that part dealing with the upward ad
justment of the pay of general officers. 
It is the one part which is creating the 
greatest resistance to acceptance of the 
Cordiner committee proposals as · con
tained inS. 2014. 

Why should this be. so? Are we so 
blind as not to be able to see that the 
1·ising cost of living affects a general or 
an admiral as much as it affects a ser
geant or a petty officer. In fact, with all 
of the requirements to maintain a certain 
standard of living, it is more difficult for 
general officers to make a go of it on 
what the Government pays them, than it 
is for many lower ranking officers, or 
even some noncommissioned officers. 

Let us look at the facts. This country 
has always watched over the little man. 
With respect to service personnel, it has 
watched over the basic private quite well. 
During the period 1908 through 1956, the 
pay of a private has gone up 800 percent. 
A major general's pay has gone up 60 
percent during the same period. Frank
ly, I would dislike immensely living on 
pay only 60 percent greater than that 
being paid in 1908, and I think most of 
us would. 

There is another fact which is most in
teresting, and not surprising. It is well
known throughout the country that good 
executives, management people, are hard 
to find and hard to keep. Recently I 
read in the Wall Street Journal, in the 
July 18, 1957, issue, to be exact, that 
many companies were setting up new sal
ary systems, rating systems, and other 
devices, to enable them to hold on to 
scarce "brass." And we well know that 
talent scouts in business are con
stantly on the lookout for likely prospects 
to add to their companies' executive 
rosters. 

The Armed Forces are so well endowed 
with personnel possessing executive ex-

perience · and organizational manage
ment ability that they are a tempting 
source to those companies searching for 
a new president, manager, or director. 
I could enumerate and cite many cases 
illustrating the Armed Forces' loss and 
industry's gain. Instead, let me give one 
recent poignant example. 

The washington, D. c., Evening Star of 
July 24, 1957, told of the naming of a new 
president of Capital Airlines. His name 
is David H. Baker-he was Air Force 
Major General Baker, previously head of 
all Air Force procurement under the Air 
Materiel Command. He is gone from the 
Air Force now-departed at the age of 
49, after 27 years of commissioned serv
ice. He was and is recognized as an out
standing man in the field of procure
ment; trained by the Air Force, educated 
by the Air Force, provided experience by 
the Air Force. He is gone now and his 
value to the Air Force is gone with him
gone to Capital Airlines. Capitai Air
lines got itself a good president. The 
Air Force got itself a big void to fill. 

Why did General Baker ask for retire
ment? As a major general in the Regu
lar Air Force he could have stayed ·on 
active duty until 1965. On that date, 
with 35 years of service, he would nor
mally have been required to retire. Why 
did he not stay those 8 years·? Perhaps 
if we look at the picture of his pay we will 
get an idea. 

In 1955, with the new pay established 
by Public Law 20, 84th Congress, General 
Baker began drawing $1,021.80 base pay 
a month, $171.00 per month quarters al
lowance and $47.88 per month subsist
ence. To that he could add $165 for in
centive pay as a flying officer. Total, 
$1,405.68 a month or $16,868.16 a year, 
before taxes and social security deduc
tions. Could General Baker look for
ward to an increase in pay if he were 
promoted? No, not one cent, even if he 
had been promoted to four stars and ap
pointed Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff. At the end of 30 years' service he 
would receive a tremendous increase of 
$54.60 per month, before taxes, and so 
forth. And if he retired with four stars, 
he would still retire at the pay of a major 
general-unless Congress passed a spe
cial act, as it is now considering for Ad
miral Radford, to permit him to retire at 
a higher rate. 

What kind of · inducement is that? 
Certainly not enough to make a man 
think seriously of refusing the presidency 
of Capital Airlines. Compare the two 
positions. A major general receives 
$16,000 a year. An airlines president 
draws $48,000 a year, plus expenses. 

I have used General Baker as one ex
ample. There are literally thousands 
more-thousands of colonels, captains, 
generals and admirals-with their retire
ment papers ready to go in. Admiral 
Nimitz's son just resigned from the Navy. 
The newspapers carried the story of this 
Navy captain with an outstanding record 
who was leaving the service because he 
could not afford to send his children to 
college on the pay he was receiving. I do 
not know what kind of a position Captain 
Nimitz got, but I am willing to wager that 
his children will be in college and their 
father will be paying the bills. 
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And there is the case of the Air Force 

colonel who with 22 years of service has 
been selected for promotion to brigadier 
general. From last report, he prefers to 
1·esign rather than accept the star and 
the small pay it gives for the tremend9us 
1·esponsibility which goes with it. It is a 
sad state of affairs when we cannot even 
induce a man to accept a promotion. 

Let us stop being unrealistic about our 
leaders. Yes, they are dedicated men, 
but they are human, too, and they have 
families to worry about. If we want 
them to continue to occupy the high 
positions of leadership, the frightening 
loads of responsibilities, the mammoth 
tasks of national defense, then I say let 
us pay them enough to induce them to 
stay on the job. 

We need well-run airlines, merchan
dise corporations, and relief foundations. 
But we need, even more, a well-led, in
spired Army, Navy, Air Force and Ma
rine Corps. The best weapons and the 
biggest stocks of equipment are nothing 
but junk heaps without leadership. 

I say let us act now to enact the Cordi
ner proposals. We must act now or pay 
the price of national defenselessness. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD at 
this point the article to which I have re
ferred, published in the Evening Star of 
July 24, 1957, entitled "General Baker 
Named Head of Capital Air Lines." 

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

GENERAL BAKER NAMED HEAD OF CAPITAL 
AIRLINES 

Maj. Gen. David H. Baker, recent head of 
Air Force procurement, has been elected 
president of Washington-based Capital Air
lines, succeeding J. H. Carmichael, who be
comes chairman of the board. 

In another top-level change, George R. 
Hann, who has been board chairman, was 
elected chairman of the executive commit
tee. 

In making the announcement late yester
day, Mr. Carmichael stressed the increasing 
demands on management and the problems 
encountered as the company enters the jet 
age, which made it timely to create an or
ganizational structure designed to meet this 
challenge. 

WITH FIRM SINCE 1929 

He has been associated with Capital or its 
predecessors since 1929 and has been presi
dent since 1947. He is 50 years old. 

General Baker, 49, has been director of 
procurement and production for the Air 
Force since 1953. He is a command pilot, 
a graduate of West Point and the Harvard 
Business School, and a native of Pater
son, N.J. 

A rated Army pilot in 1932, he flew the 
mail between Newark, Cleveland, and Boston. 
He was in England in late 1942 as executive 
officer of the plans section of the 8th Air 
Force Service Command and later headed 
the plans division. 

General Baker was deputy commander of 
the 9th Air Force Service Command and 
from March to May of 1946 commanded the 
service command. 

SERVED AT WAR COLLEGE 

He has been on the faculty of the National 
War College and was senior Air Force mem
ber of the Joint Logistics Plans Group in the 
Office of the Joint Chiefs of Statr in 1948 
and 1949. 

In 1950 he was made responsible for the 
air defense of central and northern Alaska 

and in 1953 became director of procurement 
and productions of the Air Force. 

He holds the Legion of Merit with one 
Oak Leaf Cluster and the Bronze Star. For· 
eign decorations include the French Croix de 
Guerre with Palm and the Legion of Honor, 
the Luxembourg Croix de Guerre, the Belgian 
Order of Leopold with Palm and the Croix de 
Guerre with Palm, the Most Excellent Order 
of the British Empire, and the Polish Order 
of Polonia Restituta. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
also ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD at this point the 
article from the Wall Street Journal of 
July 18, 1957, to which I made ref
erence. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
MORE COMPANIFS SET UP FORMAL SALARY 

SYSTEMS TO HOLD SCARCE BRASS-PILL~JBURY 
MILLS DRAWS JOB PROFILFS; S.C. JOHNSON 
RATES EMPLOYEES ON POINTs-BUT MANY 
FIRMS ARE OPPOSED 

(By Roger W. Benedict) 
John D. was restless and unhappy in his 

job. He worked hard and well as a junior 
executive for a large, diversified manufactur
ing company, but his quietly efficient efforts 
were going unnoticed. He did not engage in 
office "politics," and he was losing pro
motions to those who did. He believed his 
career had run into a dead end and, secretly 
he began looking for another job. 

In the same firm, an apparently successful 
man named Richard R. was in danger of 
being fired. As a middle management execu
tive, he was expected to live in a manner that 
would uphold the prestige of his office. But 
the financial burden of keeping himself and 
his family on a social par with business ac
quaintances was wearing on his nerves. The 
more he worried, the more his work suffered. 

Surprisingly enough, these two men, who 
only a short time ago seemed sure to leave 
the company, today are candidates for top 
management positions in that same com
pany. 

FORMAL PAY PLAN 

Credit for saving these men in their jobs 
is given an increasingly popular-and con
troversial--development in management re
lations. In the jargon of personnel experts, 
the development is a "formalized program of 
salary administration." In layman's lan
guage, that means there is a definite system 
for figuring out how much a man in manage
ment work should be paid by determining 
what he is supposed to be doing, how much 
the job is worth to the company and how 
well the man is doing it. 

For example, in Mr. D.'s case, trained evalu
ators from a management consulting firm 
compared his work with the requirements 
established for his job. They found he 
rated well above his coworkers, and pos
sessed unsuspected executive abilities. He 
was started up the promotional ladder and 
was assigned activities that would help him 
develop his basic talents. Recognition of 
his efforts perked up his morale and he de
cided to stay with the company. 

The company's salary administrators also 
set up minimum and maximum salaries for 
each management job. They discovered that 
Mr. R .'s position was underpaid in relation 
to its value to the company, and in com
parison with similar jobs in other com
panies. A rise in pay ended Mr. R.'s feeling 
of insecurity, and his work rapidly returned 
to the former high level of performance. 

HAPHAZARD RAISES 

Most bosses, of course, decide on promo
tions, raises, and firings of their manage• 
ment people by judging what a man's job 
is worth, how well he is doing it and what 

his potential is. But in the majority of 
cases today, say management consultants, 
the process is highly informal and haphazard. 

Many companies, to be sure, strongly prefer 
informal pay plans. "We feel that highly 
formal~d systems should be avoided," says 
Robert J. Howe, director of salary and or
ganization for Cleveland's Thompson 
Products, Inc. "They breed jealousy and con
tention, and introduce the danger of mech
anizing the human equation." Thompson 
Products believes a simpler and more accu
rate guide to salaries can be found in the 
going market prices for jobs with similar 
requirements and responsibilities. 

Some management consultants flatly con
demn most formal pay plans. "Most of them 
are not worth the paper they're printed on," 
declares Dr. Robert N. McMurray, of Mc
Murray, Hamstra & Co., of Chicago, "and 
some are downright dangerous. They are 
popular because a lot of companies are 
looking for every gimmick that will relieve 
management of making a decision." 

PLAYING POLITICS 

But an increasing number of companies 
are adopting formal pay plans in the belief 
that informal arrangements have the worst 
pitfalls. A manager who can suavely play 
office politics, has a charming personality, or . 
merely knows the right time and way to hit 
the boss for a raise may push himself up 
through the ranks more easily under an 
informal scheme, claim opponents of such 
systems. Another management executive 
who might be better qualified could be passed 
over because he's reticent and unnoticed or 
his rounded talents are hidden in the duties 
of a square job. 

As a result, many companies find valuable 
management people leaving for other com
panies and jobs. An executive usually leaves 
a company either because he has not re
ceived recognition for his work or because 
he is under paid, says John L. Shirley, chair· 
man of Communications Institute of Amer
ica, a Chicago management consulting firm. 
Heavy turnover also can occur when inef
fiCient executives are placed in top jobs, 
stunting the progress of the men under 
them, he adds. 

A survey conducted by the American Man
agement Association indicated 7.5 percent 
of middle management men-those between 
the policymaking level and that of general 
foreman--change jobs each year. Booz, 
Allen & Hamilton, a Chicago management 
consulting firm, estimates that turnover of 
all management in pre-World War II days 
was about 6.5 percent. 

"Management turnover in industry is ap
palling," declares Mr. Shirley, of Commu
nications Institute. "A chemical company 
called us in recently and was shocked to 
learn it had lost more than $1.5 million last 
year through turnover in its middle man
agement ranks.'' 

And few companies can afford a rising 
turnover rate among management. Booz, 
Allen & Hamilton estimates that in the next 
3 years, United States industry's need for 
management talent-from the general fore
man level on up-with rise 10 percent above 
1955, while the supply of such people will 
be up only 4 percent. By 1965, the shortage 
should be even greater; demand for man
agement will be up 22 percent over 1955 
while the management pool will rise only 
8 percent, say the firm's forecasters. 

To train new executives, many companies 
are setting up or expanding management 
training programs. To retain-and at
tract-management talent, many corpora
tions are offering stock option plans, im
proved pension programs and other fringe 
benefits. And a growing number are adopt
ing formal salary programs. 

"Proper salary administration is one of 
the important keys to attract and hold em
ployes, reduce turnover, and contribute to 
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higher morale,'• says L. W. Fries, manager of 
wage and salary administration for Mon
santo Chemical Co., which put a formal pay 
plan into effect in 1949. "It doesn't do the 
whole job, but it is a necessary part of any 
good personnel program," he says. 

In hushed tones, the personnel manager 
of a firm employing more than 4,000 man
agement people adds still another reason for 
adopting formal pay plans: "They are a 
good way to keep the unions from invading 
management ranks." 

Although there has been no count of how 
many of the formal pay schemes are now in 
use, there are indications their popularity 
is growing. 

"We're up to our eyeballs in requests for 
management compensation advice," says 
John Gallagher, of Booz, Allen & Hamilton. 
Dartnell Corp., also of Chicago, says that 
more than 3,000 firms have bought its recent 
study of management pay plans and policies. 

And subscribers to the AMA annual ex
ecutive pay survey have vaulted to over 4,000 
from 250 in 1950. The association describes 
the survey as "intended to provide sub
scribers-on a confidential basis-the latest 
information on what and how other com
panies are paying executives holding com
parable jobs," such information is often 
used to help set up a pay plan. 

Formal pay plans vary widely. "There are 
probably no two company programs exactly 
alike," says Mr. Gallagher. "Each plan must 
be tailor made to fit the needs and aims of an 
individual company." 

Basically, pay plans do two things: Set up 
pay scales for a management job based on the 
job's relative importance and difficulty; and 
rate the actual performance of each man in 
the job. 

ELIMINATING THE PRESIDENT 

Many pay plans start by evaluating the 
president's job. Other executive salaries are 
established as a percentage of the presi
dent's salary. Some companies, however, 
eliminate the president--and frequently 
other board-elected officers-from their 
plans. The reasoning behind this is that 
the "man makes the job" after a certain 
point is reached in the upper echelons of 
management jobs, and that rigid standards, 
therefore, cannot be set up. 

The plans can produce some surprises. A 
diversified Southwest company found that 
one executive had achieved his high title in 
their organization chiefly on the strength 
of his aggressive personality. They found 
he wasn't qualified for the job he held, and 
was performing duties completely foreign to 
what he was supposed to be doing. Further 
investigation showed these other duties to 
be valuable to the company, and that the 
man was performing them well. His title 
was changed to correspond to his actual 
work, and a new man succeeded him in his 
former job. The man was happy, and the 
company benefited from improved efficiency 
in its operations. 

After salary structures and job require
ments have been established, a company can 
evaluate each man's performance in his job 
every year or 6 months to determine whether 
he merits a salary increase or a promotion. 

NEW TALENT FOUND 

This can often lead to discovery of new 
talent. An electronics compahy found that 
successive semiannual ratings of an un
impressive appearing engineer showed his 
performance to be exceptional. He was 
moved along the promotional ladder and 
continued to achieve outstanding ratings. 
Today, he is the company's chief engineer. 
The firm says he might still be "just another 
engineer" if it had not been for the per
formance appraisals. 

An employee's performance may be rated 
by his immediate superior, a personnel de
partment specialist or a management con
sultant from outside. Many companies, even 

including some with formal pay plans, ad
mit ratings by supervisors may have their 
drawbacks. A supervisor who feels insecure 
in his own position may deliberately under
rate his subordinates, fearing that he may be 
replaced by one of them. On the other 
hand, a supervisor who thinks he is being 
judged on the basis of his ability to develop 
new management talent may overrate his 
subordinates. 

Dr. McMurray, the Chicago management 
consultant, is one who objects to ratings by 
supervisory people. "They regard it as a 
chore, and generally do a superficial job," 
he says. "And if a supervisor dislikes a man, 
he can either rate him so low he is fired, 
or rate him so high he is promoted, gets in 
over his head, and is then fired." 

He suggests the "field review" method to 
solve this problem. General Mills, Inc., Min
neapolis, uses this method, drawing its inter
viewers from either its personnel depart
ment or from executives in departments 
other than those being rated. They inter
view not the man, but two of his bosses. If 
one of these executives has nothing good 
to say about the man, they ask, "doesn't he 
have any good points?" If an interview is 
too favorable, they ask, "well surely he has 
some faults, doesn't he?" They also demand 
proof of each opinion expressed. 

Many compensation plans are not limited 
to a mere appraisal of the man in his job. 

Once a year, for example, each young ex
ecutive at Monsanto sits down with his boss 
to review his latest evaluation report and 
to work out a program of self-improvement. 
Each program is fitted to the needs of the 
individual. It can include such things as 
taking on additional duties, more active par
ticipation in community activities, attend
ing night school or management seminars, 
public speaking engagements, representing 
the boss at industry functions, reading tech
nical papers, books and magazines, filling 
in for a higher executive during his vaca
tion, teaching company training courses, or 
even taking leave of absence · for postgradu
ate study at Harvard, M. I. T. or some other 
university. 

We no longer have "forgotten" employees, 
and we have been able to eliminate so-called 
'deadend' jobs," says Mr. Fries of Monsanto. 

The methods used to carry out these plans 
generally follow one of several patterns. Fig
uring out what a job is worth and how it 
compares with other positions can be on a 
simple ranking system, following the com
pany's organization chart, or on a classifica
tion system, which uses job descriptions to 
grade each job. Or it can be based on one 
of several complex numerical systems. 

A typical numerical plan is the "point 
factor" system 'Used by S.C. Johnson & Sons, 
Inc., wax products maker in Racine, Wis. 
This involves breaking down management 
jobs into sets of "functions" and "classifi
cations of difficulty and importance." For 
example, one of the basic management func
tions is developing and de~ermining policy. 
This function is then classified on the basis 
of the importance of the policy involved . . 
A further breakdown classes the job's diffi
culty, whether it involves formulating and 
recommending policy, for instance, or 
whether 'the job simply involves making a 
decision based on the policy. By giving 
each breakdown a set number of points, per
sonnel managers can come up with a point 
score for each job. Its score determines 
where the job ranks in the company, its im
portance and relative pay. 

A somewhat less rigid method, the job 
profile guide chart, is used by Pillsbury Mills 
of Minneapolis. It rates a position by how 
much know-how (defined as experience and 
skill in technical and human relations 
fields), problem solving (original thinking 
and decisionmaking) and accountability 
(control exercised and impact on the end re
sult of the job) is involved in the work. 

For example, a junior accountant's posi
tion might require 59 percent know-how, 
22 percent problem solving and 19 percent 
accountability, while a vice presidency has 
a profile of 33 percent know-how, 29 percent 
problem solving and 38 percent accountabil
ity. The profile is then applied to a chart 
to determine the final rank of the job in 
comparison with all other management posi
tions. 

A BARN BURNER 

"We think it's a real barn burner," says 
Harry Funk, Pillsbury's wage and salary ad
ministrator. 

A simpler point system is in use in 
Canada and is now being installed in sev
eral United States firms, Mr. Shirley of 
Communications Institute says. The plan 
sets up a required number of points for 
each management job that must be attained 
before a man can be considered for pro
motion to that job. Points are given for 
such things as educational background, 
night school and correspondence courses, 
tenure, achieving quotas, special assign
ments, and membership in professional and 
community organizations. 

"If a guy hasn't got what it takes, he 
isn't even considered for promotion, no 
matter whose brother-in-law he is," says 
Mr. Shirley. 

An employee's performance is usually 
matched against one of these job evalua
tions to see if he deserves a promotion. 
Texas Instruments Inc., in Dallas, for ex
ample, rates each man every 6 months on 
14 basic qualities, each broken into 5 de
grees of performance. On the basis of this 
rating the man's boss recommends him for 
a salary increase, promotion, reclassification, 
transfer to another job, probation, or re
tention in his current status. Reasons for 
the recommendation must be listed. 

CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN LAND TO 
STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be~ 
fore the Senate the amendments of the 
House of Representatives to the bill 
<S. 999) authorizing the Secretary of 
the Interior to convey certain land to the 
State of North Dakota for the use and 
benefit of the North Dakota State School 
of Science, which were, on page 1, line 
9, after "The" insert "north half of the 
southwest quarter of the northwest 
quarter, the north half of the south half 
of the"; on page 2, li:tle 2, after "the", 
where it appears the second time, insert 
"north half of the southwest quarter of 
the northwest quarter, the north half of 
the south half of the"; on page 2, line 3, 
strike out "quarter", where it appears the 
second time, and insert "quarter,"; on 
page 2, line 4, strike out "quarter" arid 
insert "quarter,"; on page 2, line 7, strike 
out "80.0637" and insert "70.0637"; and 
on page 2, line 9, after "acres" insert 
"more or less". 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, S. 
999 authorizes the conveyance to the 
North Dakota State School of Science of 
certain Federal lands administered by 
the Bureau of Indian Affairs which are 
no longer needed for any Federal pro
gram. 

Since consideration of the bill in the 
Senate, the Indian Bureau expressed an 
interest in retaining a portion of the 
lands to be conveyed. The House 
amendments delete from the bill the 
lands sought to be retained by the Indian 
Bureau. 
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As compensation for the conveyance, 

the school of science is providing free 
tuition for 10 Indian students each year 
for 10 years. 

I am directed by the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs to recom
mend that the Senate concur in the 
House amendments. I so move. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON]. 

The motion was agreed to. 

DISPOSAL OF CERTAIN PROPERTY 
IN THE COULEE DAM AND GRAND 
COULEE AREAS. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be

fore the Senate the amendments of the 
House of Representatives to the bill 
(S. 1574) to provide for the disposal of 
certain Federal property in the Coulee 
Dam and Grand Coulee areas, to provide 
assistance in the establishment of a 
municipality incorporated under the 
laws of Washington, and for other pur
poses, which were on page 4, line 15, 
strike out "Such" and insert "The land 
and"; on page 10, line 8, strike out "con
tiguous areas" and insert "and con
tiguous", and on page 13, strike out lines 
5 through 8 inclusive, and insert "re
sponsible bidder under this section or 
property sold to the first taker from 
the general public under subsection (h) 
of this section or by negotiated sale un· 
der subsection (C) (3) of this section, 
persons purchasing property under this 
section." 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. President, S. 
1574 provides for the disposal of certain 
Federal property in the Coulee Dam and 
Grand Coulee areas of the Columbia 
Basin project in Washington State, and 
to provide assistance in the establish
ment of a municipality. The amend
ments are primarily corrective and for 
purposes of clarification. 

I move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendments to S. 1574. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from New Mexico (Mr. 
ANDERSON], 

The motion was agreed to. 

THE RURAL ELECTRIFICATION 
ADMINISTRATION - SECRETARY 
BENSON'S PRESS CONFERENCE 
Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, yes-

terday, as the result of an Associated 
Press 6- or 8-line news-ticker report, the 
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. HuM
PHREY] and other Senators entered into 
quite a discussion concerning the REA 
and Secretary Benson's press conference 
and statements yesterday. 

I have obtained a verbatim report of 
the press conference-at least that por
tion of it dealing with the REA-in 
which the Secretary was interrogated by 
several distinguished newspaper re-
porters. . 

I ask unanimous consent to have this 
verbatim transcript printed in the REC
ORD at this point, as a part of my. re
marks. 

There being no objection, the tran
script was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follOWS: 
ExCERPTS FROM SECRETARY BENSON'S PRESS 

CONFERENCE, AUGUST 20, 1957 
Mr. BAILEY (Minneapolis Star and Trib

une). Mr. Secretary, one of the things that 
you missed and probably enjoyed missing, be
ing away from town, was some of the political 
jockeying that goes on constantly around 
here about this Department. At this time, 
some of it seems to center around REA. 

Two questions were raised. One was the 
question raised by Senator HUMPHREY about 
your nonavailability to go up . before a sub
committee he had, and the other was to ques
tion factual matters at issue, the question of 
whether, and if so why, there is a procedure 
now for reviewing on this side of the street 
big loan applications that come into REA 
after they go through the Administrator's 
office over in the other building. 

Could you tell us something about that? 
Secretary BENSON. I learned before I re

turned home that there had been some talk 
about REA, so I had occasion just this morn
ing to check into it at some length, as to the 
legal authority, the line of authority, and 
I have one or two notes here. 

I want to give it to you in some detail, 
because there has been some misinformation 
circulated about it. 

There has been no reorganization of REA 
other than set forth in the reorganization 
plan which was issued November 2, 1953. 
You remember that plan which was approved 
by the Congress. 

Under that plan, the authority of the heads 
of all agencies of the Department of Agricul
ture was transferred to the Secretary of Agri
culture. There was some question as to the 
Secretary's authority in the case of some of 
the agencies, particularly where the head was 
appointed by the President. Subsequently, 
the Secretary redelegated to the agency 
heads, including the Administrator of REA, 
the functions necessary to carry out the pro
grams of their agencies. 

This delegation, which appeared in the 
Federal Register of January 6, 1954, provided 
that each of the functions in question would 
be performed under the general direction and 
the supervision of certain officials of the De
partment of Agriculture, certain officials of 
the immediate staff of the Secretary. 

And in the case of REA, this was the Di
rector of Agricultural Credit Services. This 
was in line with the authority provided for 
and the delegation issued to the Director on 
August 28, 1953. 

Now, this arrangement was in effect while 
Mr. Ancher Nelson was Administrator, and it 
is still in effect. Mr. Hamil has been asked 
by the Director of Agricultural Credit Serv
ices to discuss with him all loans over 
$500,000. 

This is not a reorganization. It is merely 
in line with the coordination between the 
agency heads of all of the divisions of the 
Department and their respective group heads. 

Mr. BAILEY. May I ask another question at 
that point, Mr. Secretary? 

Secretary BENSON. Yes. 
Mr. BAILEY. Was Mr. Nelson, when he was 

Administrator, asked to discuss with Mr. 
Scott all loans over $500,000? 

Secretary BENSON. I don't know whether he 
was or not. I know that he did discuss some 
loans with Mr. Scott, but I don't know wheth
er it was a regular thing or not. 

Mr. BAILEY. Thank you. 
Secretary BENSON. But may I say that the 

action was taken really to achieve full co
ordination of REA activities, in large meas
ure due to the fact that we had a rather 
tight budget situation and there has been 
an unusual demand for REA loans. 

Now the loan applications in connection 
with Farmers Home Administration, the large 
ones, are likewise discussed with the Director 

of the Agricultural Credit Services. And the 
suggestion was given to Mr. Hamil orally. 
He took it in fine spirit. It is entirely in· 
line with Mr. Scott's authority and respon
sibility, and I support him in it. 

I think it is a good thing. I think there 
is safety in counsel, and it is working out 
very well. 

Now, I have been out of the office, as 
you know, for some time, and when I re
turned the Deputy Administrator of REA 
and the Administrator were out in the field. 
so I have not had an opportunity to talk with 
them. But en route home I did read an 
account in the Denver Post of an interview 
which reporters had had with Mr. Hamil, the 
Administrator, in which he pointed out that 
he had been sending applications of $500,000 
and more to the Secretary's Office at the re
quest of Mr. Scott, and that any suggestions 
on loans from the Secretary's Office had been 
constructive and restricted to financial feas
ibility, and that there had been no pressure 
on him to approve <'r disapprove loans so far 
as this office is concerned. 

Now, those are the whole facts as I know 
them. 

And I don't know of any friction or diffi
culty. Certainly there has been no reorgani· 
zation of REA. 

Mr. MAHONEY. The question remains: Just 
when did this procedure start and why did 
it start at that particular time? 

Secretary BENSON. Well, I am not sure I 
have the date, but I think it was some time 
in June, Mr. Mahoney, that Mr. Scott orally 
suggested to Mr. Hamil that these ·loans be 
reviewed, the larger ones, and in large meas
ure it was due to the fact of this tight budget 
situation and to the fact there ha.s been an 
unusual demand for loans from REA. 

One factor has been the differentials in in
terest, as the cost of commercial loans has 
gone up. That has increased the demand, 
no doubt, for REA loans which are at 2 
percent interest. 

Miss SARAH McCLENDON (San Antonio). 
Mr. Secretary, did you not see any reason for 
you to put another order in the Federal Reg
ister outlining this policy, since it sort of 
conflicts with the one of January 6, 1954, 
in the Federal Register? 

Secretary BENSON. No; there has been no 
official reorganization. Mr. Peterson (As
sistant Secretary in charge of States' Rela
tions) may request the same thing of the 
Director of Extension, or any agencies under 
him. It is simply good organization, good 
procedure. 

Miss McCLENDON. Would you say this was 
done without your direction? 

Secretary BENSON. No; it was not done 
without my direction. It was done with my 
approval. 

Miss McCLENDON. What was the date of 
your approval? 

Secretary BENSON. I don't recall that, be
cause it was. done verbally, but Mr. Scott 
had already discussed it with the REA peo
ple and said he felt it would be a safeguard 
and a good thing, and Mr. Hamil took to 
it in good spirit. 

That is all I know about it. 
Mr. DEACON (St. Louis Post-Dispatch). 

Would you review for us once more what 
the responsibility and authority of the Di
rector of Agricultural Credit Services was 
under this delegation of authority? 

Secretary BENSON. Yes. Under the Reor
ganization Act, all authority held by the 
heads of any agricultural agencies was (trans
ferred) to the Secretary of Agriculture. 
There were some of them where the delega
tion was not quite clear. Then the Secre-
tary in turn-- · 

Mr. BAILEY. You mean before the act some 
of them were not quite clear? 

Secretary BENsoN. Before the act some of 
them were not quite clear. In the act the 
clarification was made. 
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Then the Secretary in turn, as Is the cus
tom, delegated authority to. the agency 
heads, with supervision by the various group 
heads or the assistant seeretarfes and the 
Director of Agricultural Credit Services. 
They have general supervision under the 
Secretary tor the various. agencies under their
supervision. 

Peterson, for example, bas Extension Serv
ice, Soil Conservation Service, Agricultural 
Research Service, and so on. rn the case of 
Scott, he has the REAF our emergency 
drought programs, and the Fanners' Ho.me 
Administration. * • * 

Mr. MoNROR (Albuquerque Journal). I be
lieve the REA loans for the fisca1! year 1957, 
which ended last June 30, were up to about 
$380 million to.tal, which, I think, is a rise of 
35 to -to percent o.ver the pTevious: year, and I 
wondered if this is not all part of the infla
tion picture, if there has not been some con
cern at the White House level about the 
increase in the number of loanS'. 

Secretary BENsoN. Tllere has been a :rather 
substantial increase. r do not know what 
the percentage figure is. And if tha:t would 
occur in any agency, it would give us some 
concern, natulrally, particularly when you 
consider that about 95 percent of ail o:f our 
farms are now electrified. 

Of course, one or· the problems we face, 
ladies and gentlemen, is the fact that there is 
no clear line of demarcation any longer be
tween rural and urban areas, and that pre
sents a problem to REA. We have this de
centralization of industry-and industries 
move out into a rural area: and they have 
great demands for electric power. And if 
they can get it through REm, particularly 
if they can get a loan with a :rower interest 
rate, it is only natural they might apply 
for it. That is a fact. It is only one of 
several, but there· has been a: substantial 
increase and we want to be as cautious and 
careful as we can. We are using the tax
payers' money in this operation, as we are in 
most of the operations o! the Depart
ment. * • • 

Mr. DEACON. Mr. Secretary, two questions, 
1! I may. First of all, do you intend to appear 
before Senator HUMPHREY,s Government. Op· 
erations Subcommittee before the adjourn
ment of Congress? 

Secretary BENSON. I have never refused to 
appear before any committee or meet with 
any Member of Congress. privately. 

I have just dictated the answer to Senator 
HUMPHREY's letter, which came to Mr. Morse, 
really. I dictated that this morning, and 
it has gone up to him, and I. have suggested. 
t h at copies be available if that is possible 
at the end of this press conference. 

Mr. DEACON. In case you don't have them 
available, did you say you -would appear 
or not appear, or what did you sa.y'i! 

Secretary BENSON. Well, I can't q:uote the 
letter exactly, but I think r indicated that 
our people had been available all along, the 
Under Secretary. Mr. Scott~ and the Ad· 
ministrator and Deputy Administrator~ that 
there had been no reorganization of REA, 
but that if he wanted me to come up when 
the Administrator returns to town, I would 
bring Mr. Hamil and we would come up and 
sit down with him. 

Question: Do you know if a Cabinet officer 
can be subpenaed? 

Secretary BENSON. I do not know. I have 
never faced that. I am told that certainly 
he could not be if the President indica ted 
his objection. But then, I don't think. t.ha.t 
should enter into a thing liTre this, especi
ally when there has been no reorganization 
of REA. 

Miss HELEN MONBERG (Pueblo, Colo.). In 
Pueblo, Colo., we are very much interested 
in Mr. Hamil. I want to ask you two ques· 
tions also. 

One is: Is there any question about Mr. 
Hamil being forced to resign? 

Secretary BENSON. I have never raised the 
question and no one has ever raised it with. 
me. The thought has not entered my mind 
at alL 

Miss MoNBERG. He Is. satisfactory to you? 
Secretary BENSON. Well, he has given ex

cellent satisfaction so far as I am concerned, 
and my relationship with him has been very 
satisfactory. I think he is a good adminis
trator or I wouldn't have selected him, nomi
nated him to the President. 

Miss MoNBERG. The next thing I want to 
ask you is: Have yau had any trouble re
cently with the large REA loans?' 

Secretary BENsoN. I wouldn't say we have 
had trouble with them. 

MISS MONBERG. Was there any loan that 
went sour, for instance? 

secretary BENsoN. r don't. recall. r woul'd 
have to check. I don't recall that there has 
been. 

Miss MoNBERG. Thank you. 
Mr. DEAcoN. Still on tbis REA matter, the 

contention by some REA groups has been 
that in actuality or in practical effect the re· 
view of these REA loans of more than 
$500,000 has been made by Mr. D 'Ewart 
rather than Mr. Scott. Would you comment 
on that? 

Secretary BENSON. I think generally speak
ing they have been made by Mr. Scott. Mr. 
D'Ewart is assistant to Mr. Scott and some
times when Mr. Scott is away 1 assume Mr. 
D'Ewart would do some of the preliminary 
work on them. I think an of them have 
been called to Mr. Scott's attention before 
any suggestion or recommendation has been 
made. 

I have mentioned REA all the way along. 
1 don "t. want to exclude the telephone loans. 
They are not all electric loans~ some of them 
are also telephone loans. as you know •. 

Mr. MORTON. I think the ti·anscript 
makes it abundantly clear firstp that 
the1·e is no great reorganization of tile 
REA; second. that there is no policy 
change; and thirdr that the Secretary 
feels that he has a budgetary responsi
bility as Secretary of Agriculture for all 
the lending agencies within the Depart
ment of Agriculture. Furthermore, I be
lieve that as a member of the Cabinet he 
has an obligation shared by all members 
of the Cabinet, to wa.tch over every major 
expenditure, in view of the possibility 
that. Congress may have to come back 
here in November or December because 
of the debt ceiling. 

I understand that today there is a 
sharp demand for REA loans-greater 
than at almost any other time; yet our 
:farms are 95 percent electrified. This 
makes it important that the Secretary 
keep himself informed, and discuss the 
problems with the administrator of the 
REA, without attempting to dictate or 
to change the policy :in any way. 

I trust that Members of this body who 
followed the discussion. yesterday will 
read the verbatim transcript of the Sec
retary's press conference. 

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

Mr. MORTON. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I respectfully sug

gest to the Senator that the so-called 
verbatim transcript consists of ex· 
cerpts from the press conierence, edited 
by the Department of Agricultme. I 
have a copy of the so-called verbatim 
transcript, but it is verbatim oniy to a 
point. It :is verbatim after appropriate 
editing and deletions by the Department. 
But even what is there, I say, is rather 
revealing. 

The Secretary of Agriculture points 
out, for example, in response to a ques
tion from a reporter of the Minneapolis 
Tribune, Mr. Bailey, the situation with 
respect. to Mr. Nelson, when he was 
Administrator of the REA. I read from 
the transcript: 

Mr. BAlLET. Was Mr. Nelson, when be was 
Administrator~ asked to discuss with Mr. 
Seott all loans over $500,000? 

Secretary BENSON. I don't know whether 
he was or not. I know that he did discuss 
some loans with Mr. Scott, but r don't know 
whether it was a regular thing or not. 

The Secretary goes on to point out 
that the purpose of the action was to 
achieve full coordination of REA activi
ties. I submit that full coordination of 
REA activities is a function of the Ad
ministrator of the REA, and not the 
Secretary of Agr.i!cu1ture, even though 
the REA is under the Department of 
Agriculture by reason of the Reorgani
zation Act. 

Mr. MORTON. I have already placed 
in the RECORD the quotation which the 
Senator bas just read. I think the 
transcript speaks for itself. Let me say 
that it does consist of excerpts, because 
I asked only for that portion which 
dealt with REA. The Secretary held a 
rather lengthy press conference. dealing 
with other subjects besides the REA. I 

· did not wish to burden the REcoRD with 
the other subjects. r wished to place in 
the RRCORD merely the portion which was 
anent our discussion yesterday. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. So far as the 
budgetary responsibility of the Secretary 
of Agriculture for all the lending agencies 
within 'the Department is concerned~ let 
me say that the Congress of the United 
states authorizes tbe amount of money 
available for loan funds in tbe REA. 
The Congress of the United States au~ 
thorizes the Director to make the loans. 

The Secretary of Agriculture assured 
the Congress that before any change was 
made in either policy or organization, 
he would consult with the Congress. 

I chm-ge that the Secretary has not 
kept his word. .AU he needs to do to keep 
his word is to respond to a request from 
a committee of the Congress to appear 
before the committee. He should stop 
holding press conferences and come to 
the Capitol, where a Cabinet officer be
longs when he is requested to appear 
before a committee. 

Mr. MORTON. In his letter of yes
terday the Secretary made it clear that 
as soon as Mr. Hamil returns to Wash
ington, he will be glad to appear before 
the committee. 

AMENDMENT OF SECTION 22 OF THE 
INTERSTATE COMMERCE ACT
CONFERENCE REPORT 
The Senate resumed the considera

tion ot the report of the committee of 
conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendment of 
the House to the bili S. 939 to amend 
section 22 of the Interstate Commerce 
Act, as. amended. 
. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KE
FAUVER] to postpone, until January 30, 
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1958, at 2 o'clock p. m., further consid~ 
eration of the conference report. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
wish to address myself for a few minutes 
to the pending business. 

I believe that the very complex and 
unusual situation in which we find our~ 
selves points up the necessity of some
thing which should have been done a 
long while ago, and which I have advo
cated, but which I have never been per
suasive enough with the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce to 
achieve by way of enactment of pro
posed legislation which I introduced. 

I think there is a real necessity for 
the outright repeal of section 22 of the 
Interstate Commerce Act, so that the 
Federal Government will pay the same 
rates that any citizen pays. Under such 
an arrangement, these situations could 
not occur. There would be ample free 
competition among all forms of trans
portation. 

However, in view of the fact that the 
committee will again tackle this very 
important subject in January, and in 
view of the fact that it involves a cost 
of several million dollars to the United 
States Government, probably the better 
part of wisdom at this particular time 
would be to agree to the conference 
report. 

However, I repeat that I am still 
strongly in favor of repeal of section 22 
altogether, so that none of these un
timely, unusual, complex, and somewhat 
inequitable situations can occur again. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
wish to address myself to the pending 
question, relating to the conference re
port on Senate bill 939. 

This situation involves a most un
usual procedure, in an unusual situation. 
This was openly admitted yesterday by 
the chairman of the conference com
mittee, the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
SMATHERS], when he urged the adoption 
of the conference report on Senate bill 
939. 

The Senate was told-and I believe 
I am paraphrasing accurately the report 
of the chairman of the conference com
mittee-that this was an imperfect bill. 
The Senate was told that hearings had 
not been held. The Senate was further 
told that no witness was heard repre~ 
senting those who were in opposition to 
the bill. 

The Senate was also told that the in
forma-tion as to the moneys to be saved 
by favorable action upon the conference 
report was information obtained from 
a Pentagon official, who was never cross~ 
examined. The official presented his own 
estimate as to what he thought the sa,v
ings to the Government would be be
cause of the so-called Harris amend
ment of the House to Senate bill 939. 

Mr. President, I do not wish to labor 
the situation, but it seems to me that 
when we start to amend the antitrust 
laws, which are fundamental to the 
preservation of free enterprise-the 
antitrust laws which may be the dif· 
ference between an America which has 
a free economy and an America which 
could have a controlled economy-no 
matter to whom the amendment is made 
to apply, we had better first have some 
discussion and some testimony from wit-

nesses, and some cross-examination of 
the witnesses. 

The power of big business in America 
today is such that it takes the courage 
of a warrior to stand up against it, and 
the stamina of a warrior to enforce 
antitrust laws. 

The enforcement of laws is indeed 
quite an ordeal. Even the support of 
antitrust laws requires a good deal of 
perseverance and courage. 

The railroads are no different than 
any other part of the American econ
omy. They are entitled to all the pro
tection of the laws. They are entitled 
to a fair profit. They are entitled to 
fair consideration by their Government. 
They are entitled to the business of their 
Government. They have been given all 
that-plus. 

To exempt them from the restric
tions and from the applicable portions 
of antitrust laws when they are doing 
business with the Government is to set 
a precedent which could lead to further 
requests in other areas of the American 
economy for the very same kind of ex
emption. 

Recently, when the Mideastern oil 
crisis developed, after the debacle in the 
Suez, and when the oil supplies from 
the Middle East to Europe were cut off, 
there was a temporary suspension of the 
antitrust laws relating to certain Ameri
can oil companies, so that they could 
furnish oil to European countries, par
ticularly our allies. 

I suggest that that situation was of 
sufficient importance to call for a con
gressional investigation into it. As Ire
call, the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O'MAHONEY), the Senator from Colo
rado [Mr. CARROLL], and other Senators 
spent months in looking into this very 
point of the exemption of the oil com
panies from the antitrust law. I see 
on the floor the distinguished junior 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O'MAHONEYJ. I again commend him for 
being a stalwart champion of free en
terprise, for being the No. 1 trustbuster 
in modern times-! mean it-second 
only to Teddy Roosevelt. He walks in 
the same direction. We need more of 
that spirit in America. 

I am not an expert on this subject. 
However, when antitrust laws are set 
aside, or an attempt is made to set them 
aside, it is time to put up the warning 
flag. Perhaps a good case could be made 
out for S. 939, as amended. It is fair to 
say, perhaps, that the case for the sus
pension of the antitrust laws, as con
tained in the bill, was made in the House 
of Representatives. However, how was 
it made? It was made by amendment 
on the floor of the House of Representa
tives, not by any committee action. 

Here an attempt is made to modify 
the whole structure of American law. 
The attempt is made not only to mod
ify it, but to strike it down insofar as 
it applies to railroads and other con
tractual relationships with the Govern
ment in the movement of American 
servicemen. It is proposed that that be 
done without any hearing and without 
giving any consideration and without 
any examination of the Government wit
nesses, and without any testimony from 
those who are opposed to the bill, and 

without even any testimony from those 
who are in favor of the bill. 

The argument has been made-and 
it is an argument which has great ap
peal-that the passage of the law will 
save the Government $100 million. The 
argument has been made by the Defense 
Department that unless the so-called 
Harris amendment, which is the sub
stance, basically, of the conference re
port, is adopted, the Defense Depart
ment will have to spend an additional 
$100 million during fiscal year 1958. 

My question is, What is the authority 
for that figure? Who is responsible for 
it? We are told it is in a letter from 
a Major General Lasher, an officer in the 
Pentagon who is in charge of the Trame 
Management Agency of the Department 
of Defense. 

We are told that a letter has been sent 
by a Pentagon officer to the committee, 
and we are told that on the strength of 
that letter we should depart from the 
usual procedure of committee business 
and violate traditions of Congress by 
proceeding without holding any hear
ings whatever on the subject matter, 
much less on the bill. We are asked, 
on the basis of a letter, to amend drasti
cally the antitrust laws. 

Before Congress does such violence to 
its own procedures, it seems to me we 
would have to be confronted with a 
rather dire emergency. There seems to 
be no emergency that I can find which 
necessitates this type of action. I know 
that very few people, if any, have made 
the point that the Association of Amer
ican Railroads has been pressing the 
very same argument which the Penta
gon official has pressed, namely, that 
unless we accept the Harris amendment 
it will cost the Government $100 million 
more than would be the case under 
existing procedures. 

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. KEFAUVER. Does the Senator 

agree that it is a sorry plight we have 
come to when the great United States 
Government has to make another big 
exemption in the antitrust laws because 
of the threat of a common carrier that 
it is going to charge the Government 
more money? · I have never seen any~ 
thing quite so ridiculous and so belit
tling of the United States Government, 
as for these people to come forward and 
say, "Pass this bill or it will cost a lot 
of money to the Government. Modify 
the antitrust laws and give us another 
great exemption." 

I think for that reason alone, if for 
no other reason, the Senate ought to 
stand up and tell them, "We are not go
ing to approve your conspiracy, your 
concerted action, with a price tag on it." 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I say to the Sen
ator from Tennessee, who, like the Sen
ator from Wyoming, has been another 
power of strength in the enforcement 
of antitrust laws, and of course a bat
tler against monopoly, that there are 
many times when we could repeal a sec
tion of the antitrust laws to save the 
Government some money. I have heard 
that argument made, for example, with 
respect to the discount houses. WhY 
does everyone buy at discount houses? 
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It is said they buy at discount houses 
to save money. However, by that action 
legitimate businessmen are driven out 
of business. I say a man is entitled to 
a profit. I do not think it is right for 
a Government agency or any other insti
tution to seek to buy commodities at 
the lowest price it can get, regardless of 
the consequences. We impose standards. 
We insist on the preservation of small 
business, and we insist that certain privi
leges be accorded to sman business, in 
order to protect that segment of our 
economy. 

As I said, what seems most unusual 
to me is the methodology which has been 
devised to bring the conference report 
before us. I do not criticize the distin
guished Senator from Florida [Mr. 
SMATHERS]. I realize that the bm was 
the subject· of House action, and that 
the House conferees insist upon their 
amendment. It is fair to say that the 
Senate- bill did not contain the amend
ment. The Senator from Florida has 
said that he would prefer something dif
rerent than the b:ill before us, but that 
this. is · what be has to present to the 
Senate. I suggest that once in a while 
it is a good thing to ten the other House 
that we do not always accept their 
amendments . 

. Mr. LONG and Mr. LAUSCHE ad
dressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFF"'CER. Does 
the Senator from M"mnesota yield; and, 
if so, to whom? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield first to the 
Senator from Louisiana~ then I shan 
yield to the Senator from Ohio. 
· Mr. LONG. The point has been made 
that the Defense Department wfll have 
to pay about $10(1 million a year more for 
freight in the event the amendment is 
not adopted than would be the case oth
erwise. I do not know how that figure 
was arrived at. However. I do know 
what I have observed of the way the De
fense Department has done business in 
the transportation of freight in an area 
with which I am familiar, and in an area 
where I have lived. I have never seen 
more opportunities lost to economize 
by the Government than the failures on 
the part of the Defense Establishment to 
hold down :freight casts. 

I have seen this happen many times. 
I have seen cases affecting installations 
under Government control where the 
freight rate was rigged in such a way as 
to make it impossible for any other pri
vate enterprise to do any business on that 
basis. Then I have seen the Govern
ment sell the installation to a private 
concern. whereupon an the freight rates 
and switching charges were reduced. and 
then, when the Government came back 
into the same installations. all the rates 
went up again. because the Government 
was in control. 

It is fantastic to see the extent to 
which that has been done. I feel sure 
that condition is duplicated many times 
throughout the country, where large 
amounts of money have been wasted. 

I do not know em what theory the $100 
million saving on freight charges was 
based. However .. it occurs to me, and I 
have mixed feelings on the amendment, 
that if we are to rely upon a $100 million 

figurep a.s a. basis for not enforcing the 
antitrust laws, it would be well to know 
how that :figure was anived at. I would 
like. to know how the. figure was com
puted. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like to in
quire into that, also. The Senator from 
Ohio [Mr. LAuscHEJ undoubtedly is in
timately informed on this subject. Per
haps he would like to make some com
ments on it. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. The Senator f1mm 
Minnesota is partially correct in his 
statementp that no hearings, were held 
on the specific. pre> vision which is now be
ing discussed on the fiom· of the Senate. 
But the fact is that the entire committee 
conducted extensive hearings on Senate 
bill 939, a. companion bill. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. On page 101 of the 

bearings on the bill, S. 9'39~ we find the 
testimony of Mr. Smith. the Director for 
Transportation and Petroleum :Dogistics, 
of the Office of the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense. at the Pentagon, Washington, 
D. C. He was questioned by the Sena
tor from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS}. I read 
the following from the hearings~ 

How much woU]ld it cost. the: Government 
if s.ectton 22, were. repealed or cbanged. as 
has been reccmmended in Senate biU 939? 
How much additional expense would it cost 
the Governmen-t?-

. Ml'. SlWT:H. At the time I testified before 
the House committee last year. baaed on 
the then freight bills of the military depart
ments, I estimated it would cost. if section 
22 were elimin.atEid, and all! the rates went 
back oo the tariff basis, the cost to the Gov
ernment. would. be $215 million per year. 
Based. on the present freight bill, 1 testified 
before the House just a few days ago that 
the oost would be. $12S mlliou. per yeM. 

That dealt with the question of 
whether section 22 should be repealed. 

We decided that section 22 cugbt not 
be repealed. The Government~s bill for 
such shipments is $615 million a year. 
The Government is the largest shipper 
in the Nation. 

The committee-unanimously, I 
think-decided that section 22 should 
not be repealed. · 

Then the carriers sent word to the 
Government, that, "Under the decision 
which was rendered, unless the law is 
amended, we shall have to discontinue 
giving you the reduced rates.11 

Based upon that testimony and upon 
the dire.ct word of General Lasher_ who 
stated that he was speaking for the De
fense Department, the conclusion has 
been reached that the additional cost tv 
the Government would be $106 million, 
in the case of the Defense Department 
alone-I repeat. in the case of the De
fense Department alone, without con
sidering the other Government shippers. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The response made 
by the Senator from Ohio answers in 
part the Senator from Louisiana. 

However, r must say that the state
ment by the general in the Pentagon
namely, that in this particular instance, 
there would be an additional cost of $100 
million a year for Government freight
was an assertion. and was not broken 
down in terms of what we might call a 
study of cost items. It was a general 
assertion. 

· Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President. will 
the senator from Minnesota yield for a 
question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. YAR
BOROUGH in the chair). Does the Sena
tor ·from Minnesota yield to the Senator 
from Tennessee? 
· Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 

Mr. KEFAUVER . . That is the point 
which I think is so important in this 
ease. One of the bureaus of tbe Inter
state Commerce Commission has said 
that the section 22 rates arc 13 or 14 
pe.rcent higher than the comparable 
commodity rates available to commercial 
shippe:rs .. 

General Lasher says one thing. but 
those who are directly involved say some
thing else. 

That is one of the reasons wby I be
lieve it is important to postpone further 
consideration of this conference report 
to a day certain, when we would not be 
acting under the whip of trying to re
lieve the railroads of the burden of the 
decision of the district court, which was 
against them. That is tt>e. moving force 
at this time. 

By making such a postponement, we 
would have a. chance to hold beal'ings 
and to find out whc is correct. and the 
public could be informed,· and those who 
say they will be put out of business would 
have a chance to be heard. 

Does the Senator from Minnesota not 
believe that the members of the com
mittee are entitled to that consideration? 
. Mr. HUMPHREY. I certainly do. I 
point out that the Pentagon has said 
that unless section 22, as it applies to 
Government business is maintained, 
there will be an additional cost to the 
Government. I wish to emphasize that 
point. 

On the other hand, as the Senator 
from Tennessee has just pointed cut, ac
cording- to the Bureau of Transportation 
Economics and Statistics, of the Inter
state Commerce Commission, as set forth 
in official publications in 1950 and 1952', 
the average level of quoted rates was 14 
pe1·cent higher than comparable com
modity rates available to commercial 
shippe1·s. In other words, as the Senator 
from Louisiana has stated: the Govern
ment paid. on an average, 14 percent 
more to move. similar commodities under 
rate schedules under section 22 than did 
private shippers. Yet the Pentagon says 
the Government will save money by hav
ing the conference report agreed to--and 
the conference report includes the Harris 
amendment, which in effect applies sec
tion 22 rate schedules. 

Let me say that in 1953 and 1954 the 
Gove:rnment•s section 22' rates were, on 
the average, 13 percent higher than 
comparable commercial commodity 
rates. My interest. in the economic phase 
of the matter is shown by the following 
question: What would led one to the 
conclusion that the Government will get 
a better deal by means of section 22 
rates than it would by means of the 
regular rate schedule, as applied to other 
shippers'? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, at 
this point will the Senator from Minne
sota: yield tome? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
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Mr. SPARKMAN. I should like to ask 

a question, and I invite the attention 
of the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
SMATHERS], the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
LAuscHE], and the Senator from Con
necticut [Mr. PURTELL], if I may; all of 
them were members of the conference 
committee, I believe. It has been sug
gested that unless this amendment is 
agreed to the Government will be sub
jected to an additional cost of $100 mil
lion. That statement has been made on 
the assumption that in that event the 
railroads will not be able to confer under 
section 22, and therefore they will not be 
able to give the Government the reduced 
rates, and therefore the rates applied to 
the Government will be higher. 

But in its decision, the district court 
said the following: 

Nothing-

Meaning nothing in its order or de-
cree-
shal! prevent or preclude defendants-

In other words, the railroads-
from submitting any rate quotations, 
concertedly arrived at, for the transportation 
of persons or freight for the Government of 
the United States at free or reduced 
rates • • • pursuant to section 22 of the 
Interstate Commerce Act • • • without re
gard to the level of the rates. 

If that is a c·orrect quotation from the 
decision of the district court, what is 
there to prevent the railroads from con
tinuing to give the Government free or 
reduced rates pursuant to section 22, 
even if they are arrived at in concert? 
How would they be hurt? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased that the Senator from Alabama 
has raised that point in the argument, 
because from what I knew of the decision 
by Judge McGarraghy-which I believe 
was rendered in July of this year-noth
ing in the decision would prevent the 
raih·oads from being patriotic or con
siderate of the Government's needs in 
time of emergency; nothing in the deci
sion would prevent the railroads from 
offering to the Government rate sched
ules under section 22, after agreeing 
among themselves about the advanta
geous rates to which the Senator from 
Alabama has referred. 

Perhaps the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
SMATHERS] can throw some light on 
that matter. Was the quotation a cor
rect one? 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, let me 
say that it was only partially correct. It 
did not include all the decree. 

Mr. SMATHERS. That is correct. 
In addition, I should like to point out 

several things which I believe will help 
all of us in our thinking about this mat
ter. 

We must remember that in its decision, 
the court did not forbid the railroads, the 
water carriers, and the motor carriers 
to get together and, in concert, to :fix 

·rates, and to do so for all commercial 
shippers. So they have the advantage 
of that arrangement today, if they 
wished. 

What Judge McGarraghy said was, in 
effect, "We are going to let that happen 
in the case of all the commercial houses, 
and they will get the benefit of it. But 

we do not believe it applies to the Gov· 
ernment." 

So, Mr. President, all we are concerned 
with now is whether the immunity 
granted under section 5 <a> applies to 
making of section 22 rates for the Gov
ernment. The judge said that the rail
roads could not, in dealing with the Gov
ernment, do what they could do in deal
ing with the commercial houses. 

After further discussion, we concluded 
that the decision means the following: 
With respect to the rates charged to the 
Government, the carriers cannot work 
in concert, except in a certain way, which 
means end on end. In other words, if a 
shipment begins with the Pennsylvania 
Railroad and is to go all the way to Flor
ida, later the shipment will be carried 
by the Atlantic Coast Line, and later it 
will be carried by the Florida East Coast 
Line-end on end. The decision is that 
this can be done by the end-on-end car
riers making up the route over which the 
traffic is to move. 

But as of today, under the court deci
sion with respect to section 5 (a), in the 
case of section 22 rates on shipments 
which travel through the whole area
which means one end-on-end group of 
carriers and another such group, which 
parallel each other, and which now act 
in concert-the decision is that they 
will not be allowed to act in concert, in 
parallel lines. That is the distinction 
the judge was trying to draw. 

So, in effect, he was saying, "The rail
roads will not be permitted to give the 
Government the advantage which the 
railroads can give the commercial ship
pers." 

Our point is that if such an advantage 
is to be given to the commercial ship
pers, why should the Government be 
punished? Why should not the same ad
vantage also be given to the Government, 
to the taxpayexs of the Nation? 

The Atomic Energy Commission has 
written a letter saying that it is to the 
advantage of the Government to have 
the Harris amendment go into effect; 
and the Department of Defense and the 
other governmental agencies have said 
the same. 

I hope what I have stated answers 
the question of the Senator from Ala
bama. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I should like to 
pursue the matter a little further. 

I now have before me a copy of the 
decision of Judge McGarraghy, or his 
decree or order. It is true that what 
I read did not include all the words used 
in the order, but I believe it included 
the entire substance of it. I shall be 
very glad to read the entire paragraph 
into the RECORD. I think it would be 
well for the RECORD to show it. I am 
not an expert on these matters. I sub
mit that perhaps I do not interpret the 
decision correctly. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. The language which 
the Senator from Alabama read did 
not contain at all the gist on which the 
decision was based. It did net con
tain the language which dealt with dis
connected lines rather than connected 
lines. That is in further explanation 
of that given by the Senator from 
Florida. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. It may very well 
be that some of the language--

Mr. HUMPHREY. I suggest that the 
Senator from Alabama read it into the 
RECORD, so that we may have an under
standing of what the bill is about. I 
may say to the Senator from Florida I 
am very grateful for his listening to the 
discussion. He has been most patient 
for 2 days with respect to action on the 
conference report. I have no ax to 
grind. I have no particular bias about 
it. I was concerned about what I con
sidered to be an exemption from the 
antitrust laws. I have talked to the 
Senator privately about it. He has been 
most considerate in delaying the bring
ing up of the conference report, until we 
have had time to look into the matter. It 
may be helpful to the purposes we are 
trying to accomplish. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I am grateful for 
the very temperate and reasoned atti
tude of the Senator from Minnesota 
which he always exhibits. Particularly 
on this matter under discussion at the 
present moment, I think it would be 
helpful to state, as we have stated over 
and over again, that we were faced with 
a situation rather than a theory. As 
conferees, we attempted to resolve it as 
practical men, trying, insofar as possi .. 
ble, to maintain the status quo, as the 
act has existed since 1948, when the 
Reed-Bulwinkle bill was passed. Al
though such actions would be in viola
tion of the antitrust laws, they have 
been granted immunity. Even airlines 
have been granted such immunity. We 
felt we would try to maintain the status 
quo until next year, when section 22 
could be repealed, or the Reed
Bulwinkle provision could be repealed. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That was the sub
stance of the argument by the Senator 
from Washington. 

Mr. SMATHERS. That is correct. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President will 

the Senator yield? ' 
Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the 

Senator from Alabama. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. I will ask the Sen

ator from Minnesota this question. Has 
he seen the decree handed down by 
Judge McGarraghy? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes; I have. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. I wonder if he has 

read section (c) subsection 4, which 
reads as follows: 

Nothing provided in subparagraphs ( 1) , 
(2), or (3) above shall prevent or preclude 
defendants and each of them, their officers, 
directors, servants and employees and all 
persons, natural and corporate, acting for 
or in concert with each or any of them or 
under their control, direction, permission, 
or license from submitting any rate quota
tions, concertedly arrived at, for the trans
portation of persons for the Government of 
the United States at free or reduced rates 
under and pursuant to section 22 of the 
Interstate Commerce Act, as amended, (49 
U. S. C., 22), without regard to the level 
of the rates, where such rate quotations are 
made for through transportation between 
any 2 specific points over a single route, 
portions of which are operated by 2 or 
more railroads, nor shall the provisions of 
subparagraphs (1), (2), or (3) above re
quire defendants and each of them, and 
their officers, directors, servants and em
ployees, and all persons, natural and cor
porate, acting for or in concert with each 
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or any of them, to ·discriminate as to such 
rate quotations between 2 or more rail
roads connecting with any defendant rail
road in offering through transportation be
tween any 2 specific points over a single 
route; nor shall the provisions of subpara
graphs (1), (2), and (3) above apply to tJ:;te 
making of rate quotations ;for traffic not 1n 
competition with the 4 named plainti!f 
air carriers or any other presently noncertl
fied air carrier similarly situated who may 
thereafter be permitted by order of the court 
to intervene; 

Mr. HUMPHREY. What the Senator is 
saying is that in the judge's decree there 
is plenty of room for protection of the 
Government's interests where two or 
more railroads are handling the business 
going from one point of destination to 
another. That is what the decree sug
gests, in language which is perhaps m?re 
formal than I have stated it, but I thmk 
I have adequately paraphrased it. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I think the decree 
does that, and it seems to me it gives 
ample protection. With reference to the 
talk about a saving of $100 million, I 
want to say I have been considerably 
concerned about that, but it is my under
standing that this case was decided by 
Judge McGarraghy based on the rail
road's own statements that the gross rev
enue-this is not extra cost or the down 
part, but the gross revenues-from the 
enjoined practices; namely, the practices 
for which the suit was brought amounted 
to $8 million annually. I do not see 
where the amount of $100 million comes 
in. That has been a puzzlement to me. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is a puzzlement 
to the Senator from Minnesota. I stated 
earlier that it appears to me when a Pen
tagon official, honorable as he may be, 
and informed as he may be, states in 
a letter to a Senate committee that 
there is involved a saving of $100 million, 
it requires more than the receipt of the 
letter and its reading or printing to prove 
the. authenticity of the statement. 

I would also note, on the information 
we have from the Interstate Commerce 
Commission Bureau of Transportation 
Economics and Statistics, which was al
luded to by the Senator from Alabama, 
and subsequently by the junior Senator 
from Minnesota, which we find in the 
subcommittee hearings of the other body, 
that according to hearings bafore the 
Subcommittee of the Committee on In
terstate and Foreign Commerce of the 
House-84th Congress-on Transporta
tion Policy conducted from April 24 to 
May 8, 1956, section 22 rates were con
siderably higher than regular rates 
charged the commercial shipper. 

For instance, within Mountain Pacific 
territory, section 22 traffic pays the rail
road $36.37 per ton and 6.06 cents per 
ton-mile, as compared with commercial 
rates at $19.40 per ton and 4.34 cents 
per ton-mile. On transcontinental traffic 
having its origin or destination in Moun
tain-Pacific territory, the section 22 traf
fic pays $90.79 per ton and 5.05 cents per 
ton-mile, as compared with $78.87 per 
ton and 4.03 cent per ton-mile on com
mercial shipments. 

So the so-called savings under section 
22, of which such a point has been made, 
have at least, in the ICC's economic 
analysis, not been quite so meaningful 
as we have been led to believe. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, Will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield to the 
Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. The Senator from 
Florida questioned the witnesses on this 
very subject. They told of the reduced 
rates. It was further stated that in some 
instances carriages were made at a loss, 
so the Senator from Florida, as shown 
on page 36, put this question: 

Senator SMATHERS. The point that I still 
don't understand is this: You say that trans
portation companies still will let the Gov
ernment, in effect, browbeat them or force 
them-there is no coercion or there is noth
ing of that nature, is there? 

Mr. CLARKE. No. 
Senator SMATHERS. Requiring them to 

take the contract? 
Mr. CLARKE. No. It is entirely voluntary. 
Senator SMATHERS. Which results in a loss 

to them, and they still take it? 
Mr. CLARKE. Yes. Sometimes, as Senator 

PURTELL pointed out, it is better to take a 
loss, a small loss, than to have idle equip
ment, we will say. 

Then a question was put to Mr. Clarke 
by Mr. Barton, transportation counsel 
for the subcommittee, as appears on page 
37: 

Mr. BARTON. Mr. Chairman, isn't it true 
that all the studies that have been made of 
this subject show, not that the Government 
pays less than commercial shippers but, on 
the whole, pays more? 

That question was pursued by the com-
mittee. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. I continue to read: 
Mr. Clarke, Chairman of the Interstate 

Commerce Commission, answered: 
No. There is only one study that even 

intimates that, and that is the one by our 
Bureau of Transport Economics and Sta
tistics. However, the very fact that section 
22 rates are just reduced rates seems to an
swer the question. There would be no pur
pose in the Government negotiat ing a rate 
that is higher than the published tariff rate, 
because they are free to use that any time 
they want to. The only time they avail 
themselves of section 22 quotations is when 
they want to move traffic at below the pub
lished tariff rate. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am grateful to 
the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. We plunged at that 
question. It was struck at. That is the 
identical point the Senators are trying 
to make. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I hope the Senator 
will realize that when another Senator 
who is not a member of the committee 
receives a report from the Bureau of 
Transport Economics and Statistics of 
the Interstate Commerce Commission, 
to the effect that the rates under section 
22 are higher than the commercially 
listed rates, it makes him wonder. 
Therefore, as I have said to the Senator 
from Florida, it appeared to me that 
some of the economic statistical evi
dence would have been much more un
derstandable, and I think much more 
sound and convincing, had it been the 
result of work in the conference com
mittee, with some help from the statis
ticians and economists of the ICC. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I agree with the 
Senator. 

I think, in furtherance of what the 
Senator from Ohio has said, we can get 
some idea about this subject and estab
lish the fact that the railroads do offer 
to the Government rates below pub
lished rates, by looking at the com
plaint which the nonscheduled airlines 
filed in the district court, wherein they 
say that the variable spot rates quoted 
on individual movements and on a 
move:..by-move basis vary to as much 
as 50 percent below the regularly pub
lished tariffs. 

I am very sympathetic to their prob
lem. They tell us, in fact, that there 
is no saving, because the Government 
pays rates higher than the published 
rates; yet in their own brief that is what 
they say. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. In their own brief 
they tell us that the rates are lower. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I should like to 
read one statement from the judge's 
decision. The judge states: 

Commencing in 1953, the defendants be
gan the practice of making concerted quo
tations to the Military Establishment of 
special rates varying to as low as 50 percent 
below the defendants' regularly filed tariffs. 

That was the judge's finding. It is 
asked: "Where is the saving?" There 
has been a great saving to the Govern-
ment. · 

With respect to the figures mentioned 
by the Senator from Minnesota, I was 
disturbed about them, because I also had 
seen those figures. However, it turns out 
that the actual explanation is that the 
figures quoted the per ton-miles and car
mile figures for Governmept traffic. In 
fact, when the haul is for the Federal 
Government the cars are loaded heavier 
to start with, a heavier loading than for 
the ordinary shippers, with the result 
that on certain of the long hauls the 
carrier does get more than would be 
gotten from a commercial house. The 
material is packed in, and it is not given 
exactly the same service. 

There is still a saving to the Govern
ment, even though, as has been pointed 
out, the figures indicate more attractive 
earnings for the railroads. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me in that connec
tion? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. I wish to ask as to 

whether the reduced rates . were appli
cable generally, or whether they applied 
only in those areas where there was com
petition from other carriers. 

Mr. SMATHERS. My information is 
that they were applied almost exclusively 
in the area where there was competition. 

I will agree with the Senator-all the 
members of the conference committee 
agreed, and we went over this again and 
again-that the nonskeds have an im
portant part in the Government in the 
transportation picture. It would be most 
unfortunate if they should disappear. 
We would not want to have them dis
appear, because when they come into the 
picture t:tle railroads have to lower their 
rates. Competition does that. 

The conference committee have indi
cated that at the beginning of next year, 
we want to put the nonscheduled airlines 
on an equal competitive basis with the 
railroads, the motor carriers, and the 
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water carriers. That statement was put 
in the RECORD by the House; it was so 
stated on the floor. 

We do not think what is suggested · is 
the way to accomplish the desired endA 
We think the better way to do it would 
be next year to amend the Civil Aeronau
tics Act, allowing to the nonskeds the 
same privileges given to the railroads 
under section 22 and section 5 (a). 

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator agrees, 
does he not, that the competition which 
has come from the air carriers, the non
skeds in particular, has had a tendency 
to bring about a saving to the Govern
ment? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Absolutely. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Because of the fac

tor of competition?. 
Mr. SMATHERS. I agree. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Does the Senator 

agree that the reduced rates which the 
railroads frequently talk about are the 
result of competition, which comes into 
the area from the nonscheduled airlines 
and other carriers? 

Mr. SMATHERS. Absolutely. I com
pletely agree. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Let me ask another 
question, so that the legislative record 
will be crystal clear. Does the bill which 
comes from the conference committee, 
which is before the Senate, in any way 
prejudice the legal rights of the parties 
in the case at law which was adjudicated 
in the district court, I believe, on July 
5, in which Judge McGarraghy sat? Does 
it in any way prejudice any appeal or 
any further litigation? 

Mr. SMATHERS. I will say to the 
Senator from Minnesota that on page 2 
there appears this language, which was 
put in the RECORl) on the House side by 
Representative DINGELL, of Michigan, I 
believe. 

Provided, That nothing ln this paragraph 
shall affect any liability or cause of action 
which may have accrued prior to the date 
on which this paragraph takes effect. 

As a matter of fact, we have gone 
further, because the statement filed by 
the House conferees, which we have also 
made a part of our RECORD, goes so far as 
to say that it is the hope of the conferees 
that this in no way will affect any 
legal cause of action which is now in 
existence or which might include any 
person or corporation by reason of al
leged acts on the part of certain rail
roads. We are doing everything we can 
as a practical matter not to bar such 
proceedings. It may be that the effect of 
the action will bar them. Our answer to 
that is that, after all, many other people 
have rights in this matter in addition to 
the four nonscheduled airlines. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. In other words, 
the Senator interprets the proviso as 
written into the amendment to the bill, 
which comes from the conferees, as with
in the language of the conference report 
which has been made available to Mem
bers of both Houses? 

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator is cor-
1·ect. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. In other words, no 
rights of litigation or further proceed
ings in law are prejudiced, as the Senator 
sees it, by the conference report? · 

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator is cor .. 
rect. 

Mr. PURTELL. That is the opinion of 
the Senator from Connecticut, also. We 
were firm in our belief that that ought 
to be the understanding of the commit
tee, and it was. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Was the conference 
report a unanimous report? 

Mr. SMATHERS. No. The junior 
Senator from Texas did not sign it. 
Everyone else signed it. It was not unan
imous, however. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
desire to yield the floor after one obser
vation. 

I have never been particularly happy 
about the Reed-Bulwinkle law itself. As 
I recall, the law was passed in the 80th 
Congress, and became effective in 1948. 
It has always seemed to me that this par
ticular statute was fraught with many 
dangers to the whole body of law relating 
to the control and regulation of mo
nopoly and to the antitrust laws. 

I remember that in my campaign for 
the Senate in 1948 I assailed the Reed
Bulwinkle Act. It is now almost 9 years 
later, and I have not changed my mind 
one bit. I do not think the Reed-Bul
winkle law is a good law. I think the 
Reed-Bulwinkle law was meant to extend 
primarily to commercial enterprises, and 
the attempt now is to extend it, by the 
action proposed, to the Government, so 
that we are asked to compound what I 
called a just grievance in t~1e beginning. 

I shall yield the floor. I have tried to 
make my point. There are other Sena
tors who desire to be heard. I shall re
main openminded and ready to yield to 
the rule of reason. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Minnesota yield for 
a question? 

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am sorry; I have 
yielded the floor. 

Mr. SCHOEPPEL. Mr. President, I 
concur with the junior Senator from 
Florida and the junior Senator from 
Ohio with reference to what we have at
tempted to do in the conference report 
on S. 939, which is now before the Sen
ate. The manner in which this bill was 
originally passed by the Senate and the 
manner in which a similar bill was origi
nally passed by the House has been de
scribed in full by the distinguished Sen
ator from Florida. No good purpose 
would be served by my retracing these 
steps. 

The amendment made by the House, 
and acquiesced in by our conferees, is 
designed to protect the tremendous in
terest of the Department of Defense in 
its present method and manner of doing 
business with the common carriers of 
this country. 

The necessity for the amendment was 
brought about by a court opinion which, 
contrary to the intention of the Congress, 
would deprive the agencies of the United 
States Government and the carriers of a 
long-established method of ratemaking. 

This method, the Department of De-
-fense has said, is the only feasible way by 
which the carriers may meet its trans
portation demands both in times of peace 
and times of war. If the court's opinion 
that section 5a of the Interstate Com
merce Act does not apply to the making 

and carrying out of section 22 quotations 
for transportation services furnished the 
United States Government is a correct 
interpretation of the present law, then, 
without enactment of the amendment 
made by the House, the Department of 
Defense alone will suffer increased costs 
of over $100 million anually. And this, 
I might say, is contrary to the very in
tention of Congress in enacting section 
5a of the Interstate Commerce Act. 

This possible effect upon the Depart
ment of Defense and other Government 
agencies led both the Senate and House 
of this Congress to reject bills that would 
have repealed in large measure section 
22. But the court's opinion would in 
effect do what we declined to do. 

I am impressed, as I believe we all are, 
with the importance of ·chis matter and 
the necessity of assuring that Congres
sional intent will receive full recognition 
in the future. Briefly, the situation is 
this: 

In 1948 Congress enacted section 5a 
of the Interstate Comerce Act, the so
called Reed-Bulwinkle Act. It is not 
necesary for us to determine that section 
5a should apply to the making of sec
tion 22 quotations, since that decision 
was made at the time section 5a was en· 
acted after a most careful and exhaus
tive consideration of the necessity for 
the conference method of ratemaking. 

The legislative history leaves no doubt 
in this respect. Subsequent to the pas
sage of section 5a, the carriers submitted 
numerous carefully drafted agreements 
to the Interstate Commerce Commission 
for approval under the provisions of that 
section. 

Extensive public hearings were held·, 
with the Department of Justice actively 
participating therein. 

The Interstate Commerce Commission 
approved these agreements with such 
modifications and amendments as it 
deemed desirable in the public interest. 
Since that time the carriers, and the 
Government agencies to whom they 
quote rates, have operated under the 
assumption, and properly so, that section 
5a would apply to the making of section 
22 quotations. 

Today there are outstanding numer
ous quotations made pursuant to the pro
vision of those agreements. ' Under the 
court's opinion the Government would 
be deprived of the use of such quotations 
and any future quotations under these 
agreements would be violative of the 
antitrust laws. 

It is essential, therefore, that this Con
gress assure that there no longer shall 
be any question as to whether section 5a 
shall apply in the future to the making 
of section 22 quotations. It is essential 

·that action be taken so that the carriers 
can continue to offer and the Depart
ment of Defense and other governmental 
agencies can continue to accept and uti
lize section 22 quotations arrived at 
through the conference method of rate
making. 

This is the very method which the 
Department of Defense has repeatedly 
stated is the only practicable way in 
which it and the railroads can handle 
their businesses. 

Moreover, in assuring the future ap
plication of section 5a, the carriers, the 
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Interstate Commerce Commission, Gov
ernment agencies, and the interested 
public should not be required to repeat 
the lengthy and costly processes of hear
ings that have already been gone through 
in obtaining Interstate Commerce Com
mission approval of agreements provid
ing for this conference method of rate
making, including section 22 quotations. 

All this the amendment made by the 
House, and agreed to by the conferees, 
will make clear. In the form submitted, 
the amendment is not retroactive legis
lation and it does not destroy past ac
crued rights, whatever they may be. 

When the amendment was being con
sidered on the floor of the House its pro
ponents made clear that it was not in
tended to be nor was it retroactive legis- · 
lation as such. 

It was made clear that, in and of itself, 
it would not retroactively destroy past 
accrued rights or dissolve past incurred 
liabilities. To make this doubly clear, 
the House saw fit to adopt an additional 
amendment in the form of a proviso 
stating: 

That nothing in this paragraph shall affect 
any liability or cause of action which may 
have accrued prior to the date on which this 
paragraph takes effect. 

The effect, then, of approving the 
House amendment contained in the con
ference substitute will be to assure the 
carrying out in the future of the intent 
of Congress and to leave with the courts 
the question whether, in the past, the 
Congressional intent was successfully 
carried out through the enactment of 
section 5a in 1948. · 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
was hoping to be able to address a few 
questions to the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. SMATHERS]. Pei·haps he Will be in 
the Chamber later. 

First, let me say that I am greatly in . 
sympathy with the position in which the 
conferees found themselves. I think the 
Senator from Florida, chairman of the 
conferees on the part of the Senate, 
made a very fine statement with refer
ence to the position in which the con
ferees found themselves. I think it is 
a risky business, in dealing with the 
antitrust laws, particularly in this com
plex field of transportation, to act with 
such scant consideration. It is for that 
reason that I have been greatly con
cerned. 

I note the presence in the Chamber of 
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. LAUSCHE]. 
Perhaps I can address a question to .him. 

We were told a while ago that pend
ing lawsuits were not affected, and the 
Senator from Ohio referred to the pro
viso which was added on the floor of the 
House. I should like to ask for an inter
pretation of clause (a) in the same sec
tion, which provides: 

But such provisions shall continue to 
apply as to any agreement so approved by 
the Commission, under which any such 
quotation or tender (a) was made prior to 
the effective date of this paragraph. 

It seems to me that that provision 
actually takes away the cause of action, 
although the Dingell amendment at
t-empts to save this one single cause of 
action, or the damages accruing from 
it. I ask the Senator fl'Om Ohio if I 
am correct in that interpretation. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. It is my understand
ing-and it is the purpose of the con
ferees-that any causes of action vested 
in anyone under section 22 and the 
antitrust laws, having accrued prior to 
the passage of this bill, shall not be 
affected. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. In any way what
soever? 

Mr. LAUSCHE. None of the causes of 
action pending or accrued shall be af
fected. 

The language just read by the Sena
tor from Alabama was inserted because 
the Defense Department said that unless 
the provisions of the law were continued, 
there would be the process of having to 
file new applications with the Interstate 
Commerce Commission; new hearings 
would have to be held, with notices 
given; there would be possible lawsuits 
filed challenging the granting of the new 
applications-all delaying the effective 
date of section 22 for a protracted period 
of time. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I appreciate the 
explanation by the Senator from Ohio. 

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

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield. 
Mr. PURTELL. I should like to an

swer the question, if I may. 
I think we have gone a little far afield 

when we are pinning all our discussions 
on the question of the amount of money 
which might be involved. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I agree whole
heartedly with that statement. This is 
a question· which I wished to ask a while 
ago. Is the antitrust law for sale for 
$100 million? That is what it amounts 
to. 

Mr. PURTELL. It amounts to a great 
deal more. Let me point out to the Sena
tor from Alabama that, as a matter of 
fact, in the letter and memorandum we 
received from General Lasher, he points 
out a significant fact which has been 
forgotten. This was no compelling ar
gument or reason for any action I took, 
or any action any member of the com
mittee took. When we come to the 
question of cost, he points out, as shown 
on page 15364 of the CONGRESSIONAL 
REcoRD for yesterday: 

Further, all carriers are required by law 
to move people and things at the legal rate. 
The court's decision renders illegal all rates 
arrived at by the conference method and 
offered the Government under the provisions 
of section 22 of the act at least since 1948. 
Being required, therefore, to charge the legal 
rate, carriers would be legally obligated to 
file claims for the undercharge differences 
thus accrued. Including as it does the Ko
rean emergency and its high volume move
ment, this period could produce lawful 
claims almost incalculable in total. 

That is the truth. I do not think we 
are talking about $100 million. If what 
I have read is so, we are probably talk
ing about many times that amount. 

I should like to address myself, rather, 
to what we really have before us. We 
have section 22, and we have section 5a 
which concerned the conferees in their 
deliberations. 

Section 22 goes back to 1887, and it 
clearly states: 

Nothing in this chapter shall prevent the 
carriage, storage, or handling of property 

free or at reduced rates for the United 
States, a State, or municipal 'governments, or 
for charitable purposes, or to or from fairs 
and expositions for exhibition thereat-

And so forth. In ·1948 the so-called 
Reed-Bulwinkle Act was passed. That 
provides, in paragraph 2: 

Any carrier party to an agreement be
tween or among two or more carriers re
lating to rates, fares, classifications, divisions, 
alowances, or charges (including charges be
tween carriers and compensation paid or 
received for the use of facilities and equip
ment), or rules or regulations pertaining 
thereto, or procedures for the joint consid
eration, initiation, or establishment thereof, 
may, under such rules and regulations as the 
Commission may prescribe, apply to the Com
mission for approval of the agreement, and 
the Commission shall by order approve any 
such agreement (if approval thereof is not 
prohibited by paragraph (4), (5), or (6) if 
it finds that, by reason of the furtherance 
of the national transportation policy de
clared in this act, the relief provided in par
graph (9) should apply with respect to 
the making and carrying out of such agree
ment. 

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

Mr. PURTELL. Let me finish, and 
then I shall be glad to answer questions. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
have the floor. 

Mr. PURTELL. I beg the Senator's 
pardon. Of course I recognize that fact. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. If the Senator 
wishes to add something further, I yield 
for that purpose. I merely wanted to 
keep the RECORD straight. 

Mr. PURTELL. The Senator does 
have the floor. Will he yield to me for 
a further answer? 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield to the Sena
tor from Connecticut. 

Mr. PURTELL. A question was raised 
as to whether in fact section 22, which 
gave the right to carry the goods of the 
Government free or at reduced rates, was 
a violation of section 5a. It is inter
esting to note that since the Government 
has been using section 22, there has been 
no governmental agency which has ever 
questioned the validity of operating un
der that section. The Department of 
Justice has never claimed it, or raised 
that question. The Government has 
been operating under that section. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a moment at that 
point? 

Mr. PURTELL. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Was the Depart

ment of Justice consulted regarding the 
amendment? 

Mr. PURTELL. To the best of my 
knowledge, it was not. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is something 
that is of great concern to me. We es
tablished an Antitrust Division in the 
Department of Justice, which is supposed 
to enforce the antitrust laws; yet here 
we knock a big hole in the antitrust laws 
without consulting the Antitrust Division 
of the Department of Justice. 

Mr. PURTELL. May I point out that 
section 5a--

Mr. SPARKMAN. I wish the Senator 
would give me an answer to that ques· 
tion. 
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Mr. PURTELL. I wish to point out 

that the reason for section 5a was to 
transfer--

Mr. SPARKMAN. No, no. I should 
like to know the reason for not consult. 
ing the Department of Justice. 

Mr. PURTELL. I would say, insofar 
as the Senate conferees were concerned, 
we did not have occasion to do that. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I realize that is 
true. Again I think it is a terrible in
dictment of the whole procedure that 
the Senate committee never had an op
portunity to consider this all-important 
measure dealing with the antitrust laws 
of our country. 

Mr. PURTELL. But I point out, inso· 
far as section 22 and section 5a are 
concerned, what the Chairman of the 
Interstate Commerce Commission says. 
I am not defending the railroads, and I 
subscribe wholeheartedly to what the 
Senator has said. The only reason why 
I signed the conference report was that 
the Dingell amendment was added to the 
bill. However, let me say to the Senator 
from Alabama that I have read the letter 
of the Chairman of the Interstate Com
merce Commission. That letter is 
printed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD at 
page 15364. This is what the Chairman 
of the ICC says: 

DEAR SENATOR SMATHERS! This is in re
sponse to a telephonic inquiry from Mr. 
Frank Barton requesting an expression by 
the Commission concerning the relation be
tween section 5a and section 22 of the 
Interstate Commerce Act in connection with 
proposed legislation which would amend sec
tion 22. 

Section 22 now provides, among other 
things, that nothing in this part shall pre
vent · the carriage, storage, or handling of 
property free or at reduced rates for the 
United States • * * or the transportation 
of persons for the United States Government 
free or at reduced rates. This provision re
moves such rates from the jurisdiction of 
the Interstate Commerce Commission inso
far as the power to prescribe minimum rates 
and fares is concerned. 

Section 5a ( 2) provides any carrier party 
to an agreement between or among two or 
more carriers relating to rates, fares, • • • 
may • * * apply to the Commission for ap
proval of the agreement * * •. Under sec
tion 5a (9) such approval relieves the par
ties to the agreement from the operation · of 
the antitrust laws. 

Section 5a (9) is the immunity section. 
The question arises as to whether the term 

rates as used in section 22, is coextensive 
in meaning with the words rates and fares as 
they are used in section 5a. As we see it, they 
are coextensive in meaning in the absence 
of a.ny specific lang~ge to the contrary. 
The mere restraint upon the Commission's 
jurisdiction over rates under section 22 
would not, in my view, make it inappropriate 
for the Commission to pass upon agreements 
relating to such rates and fares under section 
5a. I . do not believe that this view would 
in any way run counter to or be inconsistent 
with the broad intent of Congress in enact.:. 
ing section 5a. Although the Commission 
has not had occasion to pass upon this par
ticular question, we have · approved agree
ments which included the processing of 
section 22 proposals. I believe, therefore, 
that such approval would bring section 22 
proposals thereunder within the purview of 
section 5a (9) of the Interstate Commerce 
Act. 

we had this evidence--
Mr. SPARKMAN. Before the Senator 

gets away from that point, may I ask 

him a question? Of course the part the 
Commission plays there is not in approv· 
ing rates, but in approving agreements 
relating to rates. 

Mr. PURTELL. The Senator is cor· 
rect. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Under section 5a 
(9) what is the procedure that is 
followed? Does it not require prior 
notice and approval? Is not the effect 
of the proposed legislation to take away 
that necessity and to say in effect that 
something that has already been done is 
right? 

Mr. PURTELL. Let me read section 
5a (9). It reads: 

Parties to any agreement approved by the 
Commission under this section and other 
persons are, if the approval of such agree
ment is not prohibited by paragraph (4), 
(5), or (6), hereby relieved from the opera
tion of the antitrust laws with respect to the 
malting of such agreement, and with respect 
to the carrying out of such agreement in 
conformity with its provisions and in con
formity with the terms and conditions pre
scribed by the commission. 

This is rather clear. It says that any 
party to an agreement under section 5a 
(2), if the Interstate Commerce Commis
sion has approved the agreement---

Mr. SPARKMAN. Under 5a (9) the 
approval is supposed to be of agreements 
which have already been made and 
notice of which has been given. It is 
not an approval in advance for them 
to make an agreement. The bill, in 
effect, turns it around and gives them 
the right to approve an agreement to be 
made. 

Mr. PURTELL. I must disagree with 
the Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I have stated my 
understanding. 

Mr. PURTELL. Let us read from the 
bill: 

(2) All quotations or tenders of rates, 
fares or charges under paragraph ( 1) of this 
section for the transportation, storage, or 
handling of property or the transportation of 
persons free or at reduced rates for the 
United States Government, or any agency or 
department thereof, including quotations · or 
tenders for retroactive application whether 
negotiated or renegotiated after the services 
have been performed-

In these particular cases, let me point 
out, the Government has no other re
course but to adopt that course, because 
of the nature of the goods shipped-
shall be in writing or confirmed in writing 
and a copy or copies thereof shall be submit
ted to th.e Commission by the carrier or car: 
riers offering such tenders or quotations in 
the manner specified by the Commission 
and only upon the-

And so forth. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes, yes. I wish to 

say to the Senator that in all that lan
uage there is not one word that differs 
from the statement I have made. All 
that relates to a time after the act, not 
before. There is nothing requiring prior 
notice. As I understand, the Senator 
from Connecticut says that is necessary 
because of the nature of the services. I 
agree with him. 

Mr. PURTELL. It is necessary in 
many instances. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes; I agree with 
the Senator. 

Mr. PURTELL. In many instances. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. However, let me 
say that I did not intend to get into a 
discussion of the legal aspects of this 
subject. The Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. KEFAUVER], who has started that 
discussion, will be back later and will 
continue it. What I wanted to do was 
to ask some questions. I see the Sena
tor from Florida [Mr. Srn:ATHERsJ on the 
floor. I particularly wanted to ask some 
questions so as to establish a record in 
connection with this matter. For in
stance, the statement was made a few 
minutes ago, in a discussion between the 
Senator from Florida and the Senator 
from Minnesota, that the nonscheduled 
airlines were the complainants in the 
case. 

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. They were four dif .. 
ferent nonscheduled airlines. 

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator is cor .. 
rect. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I do not know 
which airlines they were. I hold no 
brief for any particular nonscheduled 
airline, but I know that several years. ago 
the Small Business Committee, of which 
the Senator from Florida is a · member, 
held rather extensive hearings on the 
matter and submitted a report. 

Our decision was that there was a use
ful service to be performed by these air-
line carriers and that utilization ought 
to be made of their services. We did not 
particularly tell CAB how they should 
do it, but certainly it was felt that their 
services were a useful part of our over
all transportation system. I understand 
from the statement of the Senator from 
Florida that he still subscribes to that 
view. 

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator is ab
solutely correct. As a matter of fact, in 
this particular field, relating to section 
22 rates, I believe the nonscheduled air-
lines have rendered great service to the 
general taxpayers of the Nation, because 
it has been their competition which has 
caused the railroads to lower their rates 
even below what they would ordinarily 
be under section 22. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Was there a stipu
lation of fact in the case before Judge 
McGarraghy? 

Mr. SMATHERS. My understanding 
is that there was. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. At any rate the 
facts were not disputed. The judge 
found the railroads had reduced their 
rates in many cases lower than they 
should have. 

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator is 
correct. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. In order to com· 
pete with the nonscheduled airlines. Is 
it not true that in the Korean airlift, 
and generally in the transportation of 
men and supplies to our forces overseas, 
the nonscheduled airlines with their 
equipment have rendered valuable serv· 
ice to the Defense Department of the 
United States? 

Mr. SMATHERS. The Senator is ab
solutely correct. They have rendered 
great service. As a matter of fact, they 
continue to render great service. It is 
very important that Congress do some
thing to put them on an equal competi
tive basis with the railroads in the matter 
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of competing fo-r section 22 business, 
which is the business of the Government. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. By the way, Mr. 
President, something was said here about 
the need to make certain that this seg
ment of the transportation system will 
be available. When that was said, I hap
pened to look at a list of air carriers 
which have been put out of business in 
recent years. I find that 16 airlines have 
been put out of business since October 
16, 1953, and the last one was put out 
of business .as recently as December 7, 
1956. In other words, there has been a 
rather regular or steady line of funerals, 
so to speak, of airlines which have been 
put out of business. 

Let me say that I appreciate the state
ment of the Senator from Florida, 
namely, that something should be done 
about this matter. I wonder whether 
we shall be able to do something early 
enough in the next session, in order to 
make certain that this useful segment of 
the transportation industry will be given 
a fair break-certainly it does not ask 
for any advantage-along with the rail
l·oads, in correction with handling · the 
business of the Government. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I would say as an 
individual Senator, that I certainly hope 
so. I must say that in the conference 
committee the Senator from Ohio, the 
Senator from Kansas, the Senator :from 
Connecticut. the Senator from Texas, 
and all the conferees on the part of the 
House of Representatives agreed that 
something should be done for the non
scheduled airlines, in order to make them 
competitive in this field. 

The very distinguished chairman of the 
Aviation Subcommittee, the junior Sen
ator from Oklahoma [Mr. MONRO~EYJ, 
is in the Chamber at this time, and I 
have reason to believe that he shares 
the desire to do something about the 
plight of the nonscheduled airlines. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President-
Mr. SPARKMAN. Before I yield to 

the Senator from Ohio, let me say, in all 
fairness, that I have a large question 
mark in my mind as to the wisdom of 
this proposed action. I do not say that 
something should not be done. But 
when we begin to tinker with the anti
trust laws, without having a thorough 
committee hearing, and particularly 
without hearing from representatives of 
the Antitrust Division of the Department 
of Justice, to see what it has to say about 
the matter, I believe we are playing with 
fire. So I regret to see this action taken. 

I am not saying that against the rail
roads. I believe in the railroads. They 
have played a most important part in the 
economic life of the Nation, and they 
still do. 

I voted against the Reed-Bulwinkle 
bill. As a matter of fact, I voted against 
the Reed-Bulwi:nkle bill when I served in 
the House of Representatives, at which 
time I was one of 45 Members of the 
House of Representatives who voted 
against it. Later, when I became a 
Member of the Senate, I voted against 
the bill again; and before that I spoke 
against it. I regretted to see it become 
law, because I felt that it very definitely 
weakened our antitrust laws. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, let 
me say to the able Senator from Alabama 

that I believe the way to satisfy his anx .. 
iety-and of course all. of us were some
what anxious and disturbed about the 
particular procedure which th~ conferees 
now have proposed be adopted-is to 
point out that we were faced with a fac .. 
tual situation, not with a theory. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Let me say that at 
a time when the Senator from Florida 
was out of the Chamber, I referred to the 
vef1J fine statement he made last night, 
and I have said that I appreciate the 
position in which the conferees found 
themselves. 

Mr. SMATHERS. If the same situa
tion develops next year, in connection 
with the Reed-Bulwinkle bill, and if I 
am still chairman of the Transportation 
Subcommittee, certainly we will be glad 
to have hearings held on this matte1·. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I hope we can have 
a rather definite promise from the Sen
ator from Florida-and I take it that 
what he has just stated is a promise
and also from the Senator from Okla
homa [Mr. MoNRONEYJ, who is chairman 
of the special committee, that help will 
be given in drafting, preparing, intro
ducing, and getting action taken on pro
posed legislation which will give the non .. 
scheduled airlines an equal opportu
nity-no favors, no advantages, but just 
an equal opportunity. 

I realize-and the Senator from Flor
ida has made this clear. in connection 
with the conference report; and it is 
made very clear in the statement by the 
managers on the part of the House
that in this case we are dealing with the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, 
whereas the nonscheduled airlines come 
under the jurisdiction o:f the Civil Aero
nautics Board. 

Mr. SMATHERS. That is correct. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. So the conferees 

were dealing with two separate- acts. I 
realize that prpposed legislation dealing 
with the nonscheduled airlines will have 
to be amendatory .of the Civil Aero
nautics Act. 

But Jet me say that although I would 
regret to see the conference report acted 
on favorably, yet I, for one, would feel 
much better if we had assurance on the 
part of the Senators who handled the 
conference report that every assistance 
will be given early in the next session so 
as to make, certain that other non
scheduled airlines will not have to be 
added to the list of those which have 
had to go out of business. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I gladly give the 
Senator from Alabama assurance that I 
will do all within my limited capacity to 
bring about equality on the part of the 
nonscheduled air carriers in their en
deavor to obtain section 22 business. 

· Mr. SPARKMAN. I wonder whether 
the Senator from Ohio feels the same 
way about that matter. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, the 
conference report indicates the belief of 
the conferees that under the Civil Aero
nautics Act the nonscheduled air car
riers can now submit rates based upon 
concerted action. However, there is a 
question concerning the absolute legality 
of that declaration. 

From my standpoint, there should be 
no question that the nonscheduled air 

carriers should be permitted to avail 
themselves fully of the exemptions 
granted by the Reed-Bulwinkle bill, 
either as set forth in a general law or 
as set forth in a special law applicable 
to the nonscheduled air carriers. That 
was discussed in the conference. The 
substance of the statement I have just 
made re:fiects, in my opinion, the atti~ 
tude of every member of the conference 
committee. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 
appreciate that statement. I think it 
is a very fine and a very fair one. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I think the RECORD 
also should include the report which 
was submitted to me by the Defense De
partment, concerning the proportionate 
volume o:f business. in the case of group 
and individual travel, going to the rail
roads, the buses, and the airlines, begin .. 
ning in 1950 and including the year 1956. 

According to the statistics set forth 
in the table received from the Defense 
Department, in 1950 the railroads had 
84-plus percent; the buses had 2-plus 
percent. and the airlines had 12-plus 
percent. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Who handled the 
other 2 percent? 

Mr. LAUSCHE. That is covered by 
the plus amounts. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Very well. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. In 1953, the railroads 

carried 50 percent, the buses carried ap
proximately 7¥2 percent, and the air
lines carried 42 percent. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Of course, in 1953 
there was a great deal of activity in con
nection with the situation in Korea. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Now let me state the 
figures on the basis of the years 1950, 
1953, and 1956: 

ln 1950, the railroads carried 84. per-
cent; :in 1953, 50 percent; in 1956, 38 
percent. 

The buses carried, in 1950, 2 percent; 
in 1953, 7 percent; in 1956, 5 percent. 

In 1950, the airlines carried 12 per
cent; in 1953, the airlines carried 42 per
cent; in 1956, the airlines carried 55 
percent. 

So the percentages have approximate
ly reversed during the past 6 years. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I wonder whether 
the Senator from Ohio will tell · me 
whether those figures include the trans
portation afforded by MATS-the Mili
tary Air Transport Service. Or are 
those figures only for the commercial 
air carriers? 

Mr. LAUSCHE. The table from 
which I have been ·eading is entitled as 
follows: "Distribution of Transpo-rtation 
Dollars by Mode o-f Transportation for 
Department of Defense Group and Indi
vidual Travel, Calendar Years 1950 
Through 1956." 

So the table is fot· commercial trans
portation. 

Mr. SMATHERS. The figures are 
very interesting. I wonder whether the 
Senator from Ohio will request that the 
entire table be printed in the RECORD? 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Certainly. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that. without 
losing the floor, I may yield to the Sen
ator from Ohio~ so that he may ask 
unanimous consent to have the table 
printed in the RECORD. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

MoRTON in the chair). Is there objec
tion? Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Then, Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent to have the 
table printed at this point in the RECORD. 

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

Distribution of transportation dollars by mode o] transportation .for Department of Defense group and individual travel, calendar years 1950 
through 1956 . 

1950 1951 1952 1953 1954 1955 1C5G 

Mode of transportation 
D ollars P ercent D ollars P ercent D ollars Percent D ollars P ercent Dollars Percent D ollars P ercent D ollars P er cent 

(mill ions) of total (millions) of total (millions) of total (millions) of total (millions) of total (millions) of total (millions) of total 

(I) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (H) (15) 
------ - ----- - -------- ------- --- - -

T otal all modes __ _______ _ $79 100.00 $171 100. 00 $166 100. 00 $147 100.00 $127 100. 00 $114 100. 00 $104 100. 00 --- --------;aal----;u.- --------------------- ------- - -
Rail_--------------- - 67 84.'81 107 64.46 74 50. 34 56 44. 09 44 38.60 40 38. 46 
Bus _____ __ ---------- - 2 2. 53 6 3. 51 10 6.02 11 7. 48 12 9. 45 7 6. 14 6 5. 77 
Air- ----------------- 10 12.66 32 18. 71 49 29.52 62 42. 18 59 46.46 63 55. 26 58 55. 77 

Source: D OD CONUS travel from disbursement reports of the m ilitary depart
m ents for the years 1950 through 1953; DDS&L- M - 180 reports for the years 1954, 
1955, and 1956. 

Action copy: M T MA P assen ger Division . 
File number: 4869-92.35. 

P repared by : M ilitary T raffic Management Agency, Statistics Bran ch, T ransport 
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Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, 
there are a great many other things 
which I should like to say about this 
matter; but at this time I shall not pro
ceed further. 

Let me say to the Senator from Florida 
and the Senator from Ohio that I ap
preciate the assurances which have been 
given; and I believe that early in the 
next session something should be done 
to make certain that the same treatment, 
or as nearly the same treatment as pos
sible, is afforded all the way across the 
board. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. From my standpoint, 
I believe that, in substance, I have cor
rectly construed the statements made in 
the conference report to the effect that 
the Civil Aeronautics Board has control. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. So we are speaking 

of the same subject. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. I think the Sena

tor has made a very fine statement, and 
I am grateful to him for it. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish· 

to discuss this matter briefly. 
First, let me say that I have never 

risen to discuss a matter on the floor of 
the Senate with so little knowledge of 
it as the knowledge I have about the 
conference report now under considera
tion. 

The reason why I am supporting the 
Kefauver motion is that I do not think 
I know enough about this issue to fill an 
intellectual thimble. After I listened to 
the debate this afternoon, even that 
thimble was empty, because up to now 
I have been in almost complete and 
total ignorance about what is involved. 
Therefore, what I shall say I am saying 
on advice of counsel, and not on the 
basis of my own knowledge, because I do 
not have any knowledge about it, except 
that I am satisfied that most of my col
leagues do not seem to have, either. 

I am disturbed about several matters. 
I am disturbed about the fact that two 
of the Senate conferees refused to sign 
the report. That is a danger signal to 
me. When our conferees are badly split 
and are in disagreement, as the debate 
has shown this afternoon, I think we 
ought to stop, look, and listen. That is 
why I think we should vote for the 

Kefauver motion and let the conference 
report go over until January. No great 
harm will be done. I am not at all 
impressed by the assertion of Gen
eral Lasher. I should like to see Gen
eral Lasher under cross-examination. I 
speak most respectfully when I say that. 
Under all the circumstances, I think the 
Senate members of the conference com
mittee ought to be urging that the 
report go over until January. 
· There seems to be no doubt, if my 
ears have not betrayed me, that the 
problem was created by an amendment 
placed in the bill on the floor of the 
House, and that it comes to the Senate 
by way of that back door, so to speak. 
If I heard aright in the Senate Chamber 
this afternoon, I heard some of our own 
conferees say there had been no hear
ing in the Senate on the Harris amend
ment; there had been no testimony from 
the Interstate Commerce Commission; 
there had been no testimony from the 
Antitrust Division of the Department of 
Justice. So I do not know what to be
lieve, except that I am satisfied we do 
not know enough about it to take action 
on the conference report, and we ought 
to wait until January, as the Kefauver 
motion proposes, have some hearings 
and make a record on it, and then carry 
out what I think is our clear obligation 
as Senators; that is, vote on the basis of 
what we are satisfied is a reliable record. 

The chairman of the Senate com
mittee [Mr. MAGNUSON] I think cast my 
vote for me when, in his discussion this 
afternoon, he said, if I understood him 
correctly, we ought to wait. There is the 
chairman of the committee making that 
statement. I listened to him in his 
earlier speech on the floor. Then I had 
a private conversation with him. I said, 
"You have me completely confused about 
this, because when you start dealing 
with the antitrust laws, you had better 
look out." I am not so sure, as I 
listened to the discussion this afternoon 
about the Reed-Bulwinkle bill, if what 
we have in this particular instance is not 
delegation rather than regulation. 

I wish to repeat, Mr. President. I do 
not know, in view of what is provided in 
the Senate bill, as it is brought back to 
us by the conferees, whether or not we 
are not adopting a procedure that can 

be described as delegation rather than 
regulation of the Reed-Bulwinkle pro
visions. The bill provides for regulation. 
Unless I am grossly uninformed about 
the situation, under the provisions of 
the Reed-Bulwinkle bill, the carriers can 
act in concert, but only under the regu
latory supervision of the Interstate Com
merce Commission, including, for exam
ple, hearings, and the approval of the 
Commission. 

Unless, again, I did not hear correctly 
this afternoon, under the procedure what 
the carriers will be allowed to do will be 
to act in concert, change their rates on 
the basis of such concerted action, and 
then notify the Interstate Commerce 
Commission, by way of report, that that 
is it, and the Interstate Commerce Com
mission will not be able to do anything 
about it. That is not regulation; that 
is delegation. As I have understood the 
debate this afternoon, that amounts to 
a delegation of what ought to be the 
regulatory authority of the Interstate 
Commerce Commission over the car
riers, and would give the carriers au
thority simply to report what they have 
decided, under the limitations. I recog
nize this is a limited field, but, under the 
limitations provided for in the bill, that 
would be so. 

If that is so, I think it is perfectly 
clear I ought to vote for the Kefauver 
motion, there ought to be hearings on 
the Harris amendment and the effects of 
the Harris amendment, and in the hear
ings witnesses from the Interstate Com
merce Commission, the Antitrust Divi
sion of the Department of Justice, and 
the Pentagon Building should be called. 

I would like to have General Lasher be 
required to appear before a committee 
and give a breakdown of his figure. I 
will say I do not have much confidence 
in a letter from a general ir1 the Penta
gon Buildii1g which contains merely an 
assertion that something is going to cost 
$100 million. I want to ask him, "How 
do you know that? What is the proof of 
it?" 

Anyone who serves in the Senate has 
his intuitive senses sharpened. I would 
not say that it makes one suspicious, but 
it sharpens his intuition-and perhaps 
his olfactory nerves, as has just been 
suggested to me ,bY my friend from 
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Florida. One develops a very keen sense 
of smell and a very keen intuitive sense. 

I do not know what there is about it, 
but something keeps saying, "Watch out. 
Better watch out when you have a matter 
quite so broad as this, which comes to 
you from the floor of the House of Rep
resentatives, with no record of hearings 
on it, which really has been handled in 
conferenc~ and thrashed out in confel·
ence." 

We have all participated in confer
ence hearings. We have not any record 
of that conference hearing or the argu
ments and evidence presented to the 
conference. All we have is the confer
ence report. That is pretty unfortunate 
in what I hope will be the closing week 
of this session. I hope we will get out of 
Washington Saturday night. I do not 
think there is time to give this matter 
the studious, analytical attention I think 
it ought to be given when we .are dealing 
with antitrust laws. 

When I mention the antitrust laws, I 
cannot relate them to the conference 
report, because I do not know enough 
about the facts of this matter. When we 
are put in the position of having before 
us only a conference report, not signed 
by all the conferees, and our conferees 
are in great disagreement as to the ef
fect of the Harris amendment, I say, 
What is the hurry? There is going to be 
another day~ After all, the court has 
.spoken. 

I have a feeling that we in the Senate 
are falling into a bad habit. and that 
is true of the House, too, but I speak 
only of the Senate; I never speak of the 
House. I think the Senate is develop
ing a pretty bad habit of being rather 
fast on the trigger when court decisions, 
which some of us do not like, are handed 
down. We immediately start shooting 
from the hip at those decisions. I think 
we had better wait and see what the 
effects of the McGanaghy decision are 
going to be. The case will be appealed. 
It deals with antitrust laws. If there 
is anything the consumers of this Na
tion are interested in, it is the protection 
of the antitrust laws. 

Mr. President, I understand some Sen
ators are very anxious to vote. I can talk 
for 10 hours, and will, unless I get the 
courtesies of the floor. 

Returning to the subject, I think we 
ought to wait and see what the appel
late court says about the McGarraghy 
decision, because when we are dealing 
with the antitrust laws we are dealing 
with one of the greatest consumer pro
tections we have. I do not believe in 
tinkering with the antitrust laws, at 
least not on such a meager record as is 
presented to me this afternoon, in justi
fication of the Harris amendment. 

I have just told the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. BRICKER] that he would have plenty 
of time for dinner . . 

Mr. President, on advice of counsel I 
am going to read into the RECORD infor
mation which has been furnished to me. 
I am not going to vouch for the infor
mation, except to say that the counsel 
source is .very reliable. 

This information raises the questions, 
Mr. President, about which I think we 
ought to find out before we cast any :final 

votes on the merits of the conference 
report. 

I never stand up on the floor of the 
Senate and present something which is 
not the product of my own thinking when 
I do not make clear to the Senate that 
such is the case. I believe in the relia
bility of this information which has been 
prepared in a law office which is very 
much concerned about this problem. I 
am perfectly willing to admit that· the 
omce has an interest, from the stand
point of clients who were protected by 
the McGarraghy decision, but neverthe
less I think it is a point of view which 
ought to get into the REcoRD, and I pro
pose to read the information into the 
REcORD so that when we come to vote on 
this matter tomorrow-and I am reason
ably certain we will not vote on it until 
tomorrow--

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

Mr. MORSE. Only for a question. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Will the Senator yield 

for a question? 
Mr. MORSE. I yield only for a ques

tion. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. I noticed the Senator 

stated he did not believe we would vote 
on the conference report until tomor
row. Is that belief based on the Sen
ator's conviction that the issue involves 
so many points which need thorough dis
cussion that the Senate and the coun
try should be fully informed before a vote 
is taken? 

Mr. MORSE. I think a great educa
tional process is needed. 

Mr. President, the memorandum which 
I have, for the reliability of which I 
vouch. which does not represent the 
product of my own mind, I think is good 
enough to be made a part of the RECORD. 
It makes several points. It states, for 
example-

No hearings have been held on this matter 
in either House. Neither the antitrust divi
sion of the Justice Department nor any of 
the victims of this hasty legislation have 
been heard. Why the great haste? 

I assume when they say that none of 
the victims of this hasty legislation have 
been heard they mean, for example, the 
nonscheduled airline representatives, 
and they mean the other transportation 
companies in competition with the rail
roads. I think those people ought to be 
heard. The statements in the memoran
dum are true. I think they ought to be 
heard. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield fo1· a question? 

Mr. MORSE. The motion of the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER] 
would certainly make it possible to see 
that those persons were heard. 

I will yield to the Senator from lllinois 
for a question only • . 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that 
the effect of the action of the House 
Committee on Interstate and. Foreign 
Commerce is to present a pistol at the 
head of the Senate and say, ''You apply 
to troop transport the exemptions from 
antitrust laws of the Bulwinkle bill or 
you will not get the relief desired in the 
measure you passed ?'• 

Mr. MORSE. I do not know. 

. Mr. DOUGLAS. I think, if the Sena
tor will :forgive .me, he is being very 
charitable. Is there any other interpre
tation which can be placed upon the 
action of the House committee except 
that? 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator heard me 
say that my suspicions have been 
sharpened by all this. My suspicion 
would cause me to believe that there is 
probably a great deal of accuracy in the 
figure of speech which the Senator from 
Illinois has used to describe what is in
volved here. I know the Senator from 
Illinois has an exceedingly keen sense of 
legislative smell. I am inclined to foUow 
his lead in this matter. 

When I listen to the questions the 
Senator is raising, they confirm me all 
the more in my convictions: "Go slow. 
Go slow. Take your time. There is no 
great rush. There is no great rush. 
Take your time." 

The memorandum says further, Mr. 
President: 

Because on July 17, Judge McGarraghy 
issued an order in the Aircoach case against 
the railroads, in a suit brought by the small 
independent airlines to compel the railroads 
to discontinue their antitrust conspiracy, by 
which they seek to corner the business of 
carrying military personnel for the Govern
ment. The sum of $45 million damages was 
claimed. 

AU I know is that the decision went 
against the railroads. So we get the 
Harris amendment. 

I do not have to defend my position or 
my record, Mr. President, in always being 
willing to protect the legitimate interests 
of the railroads, but I first want some 
evidence as to the legitimacy of the in
terest. I want to be sure that I am not 
dealing with an illegitimate brain child 
of a railroad lobby. I want to be certain. 

I do not know how I can be certain, 
Mr. President, until my colleagues on the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce of the Senate can put on top 
of my desk a record of witnesses heard, 
with direct questions and answers, such 
as I am going to ask for the RECORD in a 
few moments. The Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce owes to all 
Senators a duty to give answers to those 
questions. 

I speak most respectfully. I think the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce ought to withdraw this con
ference report for the time being. I 
think we face a very novel situation. The 
Senate passed one bil1, and the House 
passed a bill with a very important 
amendment added to it, which is now 
before the Senate, and "Nhich has caused 
a. great deal of controversy. We have 
never discussed that amendment on the 
ftoor of the Senate at all. We had never 
even had the Harris amendment before 
the Senate for debate, before our con
ferees went into action. 

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

Mr. MORSE. I will yield for a ques
tion. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is this not about the 
worst type of legislative rider with which 
the Senate has been confronted for a 
longtime? 

Mr. MORSE. On that the Senator 
and I are completely in agreement. Let 
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me say something about legislation by 
the rider system. I think that is a most 
apt description of what we are consid
ering. We have a rider which has been 
written into the bill. 

The Senator from Illinois and I stood 
here yesterday while the calendar was 
being called and one of our colleagues 
tried to add to a bill an amendment 
which had no more relation to the bill 
than a parakeet has to an American 
eagle. 

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that 

yesterday an attempt was made to at
tach to another bill a rider in the nature 
of an amendment to the Fair Labor 
Standards Act, to take the making of 
holly wreaths for Christmas out from 
underneath the protection of that act, 
which rider was sought to be attached 
to a bill to give hospital relief for In
dians in New MeXico? 

Mr. MORSE. That is exactly what 
the proposal was. The Senator from 
Illinois and I protested. I objected to 
the bill on the call of the calendar, after 
the majority of the Senate expressed a 
willingness to add that amendment, on 
the basis of a promise in advance that it 
would be stricken in conference. I said, 
"That is no way to enact legislation." 
· There is no place on the floor of the 
Senate, in my judgment, for legislation 
by the rider method, either yesterday or 
today. 

I think the Senator from Illinois has 
very aptly described what the Harris 
amendment to this bill is. So far as the 
Senate is concerned it amounts to a 
rider. We should not adopt it. Let us 
take our time. Let us have a hearing on 
it. Let us see how germane it is. There 
is plenty of time for that. 

Those of us who have been here a few 
years know that what we are experienc
ing tonight is no new phenomenon. We 
have to watch for such things in the 
closing days of every session of Congress. 
The political scientists in their writings 
on the procedures of the Senate have 
various terms they use for descriptive 
purposes, but the most common one is 
that it is a "steamroller tactic" or that 
it is a "sleeping pill approach to legis
lation''-the hope to catch Members 
asleep and get it passed. 

I am not asleep, Mr. President. I am 
not going to go to sleep very soon, un
less we can get some agreement to give 
further consideration to this matter to
morrow, because we are certainly not 
ready to vote on it tonight. 

I am sure the Senator from Illinois 
and other Senators will agree with me 
a.bout that matter. We at least ought 
to give this question more consideration 
than we could give it if we yielded to 
the pressure to vote on. this matter 
tonight. 

This memorandum further says that 
this is another example of an historic 
habit of the railroads to rush to Congress 
when they get decisions they do not like 
from the courts, to see if they can get 
the Congress, at least, to yield to them. 

All the railroad brotherhoods are in 
favor of this. I mean to say, all the rail
road brotherhoods are for this proce-
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dure, judging from the pressure tele
grams which I assume many Senators, if 
not all Senators, got. I got them. 

Do Senators know what would be in
teresting? It would be interesting to get 
the presidents of all these railroad 
brotherhoods, who signed these tele
grams we received today, put them on 
the witness stand, and ask them a few 
questions about this subject. They are 
very able men. They are presidents of 
railroad brotherhoods. But I will tell 
Senators what I will do; I will take 
judicial notice that these men could not 
pass an examination on this subject, be
cause we are dealing with highly com
plicated legal matters involving the anti
trust laws. 

I am glad to have the opinion of the 
railroad brotherhoods, from the stand
point of what advantage this proposal 
would be to their economic benefit. It 
might put the railroads in a position 
where, by squeezing out some competi
tion, they might create more railroad 
jobs. 

But what is my job as a Senator? My 
job as a Senator is not to make that kind 
of approach to a piece of proposed legis
lation, merely because the railroad 
brotherhoods want it. My job is to de
cide what is in the public interest. If 
this memorandum is correct-and I put 
it in the RECORD tonight only SO that 
those who know so much more about the 
subject, including members of the com
mittee, can study it and ·advise us. If 
this memorandum is correct, the public 
interest would not be well served by the 
alleged resulting elimination of compe
tition for Government business. 

If I correctly understand the situation, 
what would happen under this proposal 
would be that the railroads could go into 
one area where there is a great military 
installation, for example, and offer 
multiple rates, undercutting weaker 
competition, and getting the business. 
Then they would raise rates elsewhere, 
where there was not such competition, 
taking a loss in one place, and making it 
up with excessive profits elsewhere. 
That is an old ratemaking juggling 
game; and one of the reasons for the 
antitrust laws, in the first place, was to 
prevent opportunities for taking advan
tage of the consumers and shippers. 

As I stated at the beginning of my re
marks, I do not know what the situation 
is. There is no record made available to 
us by the conferees which will answer 
these questions. I am advised that we 
have a situation in which, if we should 
approve the conference report, the rail
roads could undercut competition and 
take Government business out of some 
military installation, fixing the rates so 
low that the "nonskeds," to use one ex
ample of competition, could not possibly 
compete. They would increase rates 
elsewhere, and succeed in squeezing out 
a competitor. Such an operation would 
create more railroad jobs, but it would 
decrease the number of other jobs. 

I will not assume such a discrimina
tory position as a Senator, in favor of 
one group of workers against another 
group of workers, because my job is to 
try to find the common denominator, in 
terms of legislation, which will best pro
tect the public-not the airline em-

ployees, not the railroad employees-but 
the consumer interests of this country. 
That is our job. 

I realize there will be brotherhood 
members who will not like to hear those 
statements, but that happens to be my 
responsibility, and I will not vote for a 
piece of proposed legislation merely be
cause I receive a great many telegrams 
from presidents of railroad brother
hoods. Neither would I vote for any pro
posal merely because I had received 
many telegrams from presidents of air
lines or airline brotherhoods. 

I want to know what the facts are. 
The conferees have not given them to us. 
I will not vote on the basis of faith. I 
want hearings on the Harris amendment. 

I come back to the memorandum 
which was given to me on advice of coun
sel. It ought to be made a part of the 
RECORD. 

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Does the Senator 

feel that the explanation which was 
given today, relating to the continued 
right of litigation if this bill is enacted, 
would really stand the test of a case in 
court? 

Mr. MORSE. I do not think so, but 
I do not know. We have not had time 
to study the question. We have not been 
given a record which covers these points. 
All we have is a conference report. Does 
the Senator know what the conferees 
said among themselves in conference? 
Of course he does not. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
will the Senator further yield for a ques
tion? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Does the Senator 

agree with me that when a Pentagon 
official sends a letter to a Senate com
mittee relating to items of cost, such 
letter ought at least to have in it a break
down of the respective categories of com
modities and personnel which might be 
covered? 

Mr. MORSE. There is no question 
about it. Let me tell the Senator what 
my suspicions are. 

I think someone called the Pentagon 
Building and said, "Get a letter up here 
fast that supports our contention that 
failure to enact this measure would cost 
the taxpayers a great deal of money." 

That is a pretty unkind statement, but 
I cannot help it. That is what I sus
pect. I believe that the general to whom 
reference has been made had the re
sponsibility of breaking down his figures. 
He is the one who raised the suspicion. 
I am glad the Senator raised the point. 
I suspect that letter. The figures 
should be broken down. 

Let me say to the Senator from Min
nesota that we have been around here 
long enough to know how pressures work 
between powerful forces and Govern
ment departments. 

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

Mr. MORSE. ' I yield for a question. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Does the Senator 

agree with me that in these late days of 
the session, when the pressure is exceed-:
ingly heavy, and when the corridors are 
literally filled with representatives of 
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particular groups which have legislative 
proposals before us, this is a very inop
portune time to legislate on a question 
which fundamentally affects the anti
trust laws of the United States, par
ticularly when such proposed legislation 
was never aired or examined in a hear
ing? 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator is com
pletely right. Let the American people 
know that in these days we almost need 
a Capitol policeman at times to break 
a lane so that we can get into the Senate 
Chamber, in order to get away from 
buttonholers who want this, that, or 
something else, in the great pressure of 
the closing days of the session. 

The proposal before us is a good exam
ple of what I mean. The purpose is to 
steamroller this kind of legislation 
through; but no one has placed on our 
desks the record of hearings with re
spect to an amendment proposed on the 
floor of the House, written into the bill 
on the floor of the House, and which 
went directly to conference-not even 
to the floor of the Senate for debate. 

That is what we are up against. We 
are dealing with a proposal involving 
the antitrust laws, supposedly the great 
protection of the consumers and ship
pers of America. 

Does the Senator from Minnesota 
know what he and I and the Senator 
from Illinois [Mr. DouGLAS] are doing 
in this debate? As I see it at this 
moment we are standing here as three 
liberals protecting the businessmen of 
America from the danger of monopolis
tic combines designed, apparently, to fix 
rates so as to squeeze out competition 
in transportation. 

What is the history of that kind of 
procedure? Once they get by with it, 
the real squeeze will be on. The effort 
will be made to kill off competition, and 
then charge what the traffic will bear. 
That is the history of monopolistic rate
making in this country. That is why the 
senior Senator from Oregon does not 
intend to vote for any breach in the 
wall of antitrust protection to the con
sumers, until he knows that there is real 
need for it, in order to give better protec
tion to the consumer. 

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Does the Senator 

agree with me that what is being at
tempted by the so-called Harris amend
ment is to enlist the support of the 
executive branch of the Government, 
which claims that it would receive some 
benefits in terms of reduced rates andre
duced costs.--I say "claims"; it does not 
offer proof-in an attempted further ex
tension of the Reed-Bulwinkle Act? 

Mr. MORSE. That is what I think. 
But I do not believe we have had enough 
information or evidence given us, so that 
we can be sure. I am afraid of this 
proposal. It can best be described as a 
substitution of delegation for regulation. 

I do not propose to delegate to the 
railroads the authority to fix their own 
rates and then send a report to the In
terstate Commerce Commission. At 
least, under the Reed-Bulwinkle Act, as 
it has been discussed on the floor of the 

Senate, and according to my recollection 
of the administration of that act, the 
Interstate Commerce Commission gets a 
chance to hold hearings and the oppor
tunity to give or withhold approval. I 
should like to have anyone show me a 
line in the proposal before the Senate 
which recognizes any such authority in 
the Interstate Commerce Commission. 
To the contrary, I understand just the 
opposite is true; the Interstate Com
merce Commission has no right of ap
proval, but merely receives reports as 
to what the railroads have done. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is a receptacle 
for reports. 

Mr. MORSE. If that be true-and I do 
not know, as I say, but that is the conclu
sion I have reached from listening to the 
discussion this afternoon-let me say 
that that is not regulation. It is delega
tion. It is delegation to the very groups 
against whi~h the antitrust laws were 
designed to protect the public. . 

I cannot go for that, Mr. President, if 
I am right in my premises. Again, as I 
said, I am not sure that I am. 

I have some more ammunition before 
me, to assist me in my educational 
process on this subject. I will be glad to 
yield for some more questions. 

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that 

during the 10 years which have passed 
since the Reed-Bulwinkle Act became 
law, very serious doubts have arisen 
about the worthwhileness of that act? 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not also true 

that the Reed-Bulwinkle Act permits the 
railroads to reach rate agreements with 
each other, and then merely submit those 
rates to the Interstate Commerce Com
mission, which, in practice, has almost 
universally approved the voluntary 
agreements; and that, therefore, the car
tel system has been substituted for the 
regulatory system; is that not correct? 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator is correct. 
That opens up another whole field of 
discussion which I should like to enter 
for a while. We have another responsi
bility as Senators, come January, and 
that is for-a thoroughgoing investigation 
of the Interstate Commerce Commission 

. itself, as to whether or not this practice, 
which the Senator from Illinois has so 
accurately outlined, has not really made 
the Interstate Commerce Commission 
pretty much of a vestibule of the presi
dential offices of the railroad companies 
of America, and a waiting vestibule at 
that. 

The original purpose, of course, of any 
legislation involving the Interstate Com
merce Commission was to place upon 
the Commission the responsibility of 
holding hearings on the merits of the 
so-called agreements reached by the 
railroad companies in this limited field, 
and then to grant approval or to dis
approve-tested by what? Tested by 
the public interest; tested by the con
sumer interest; tested by the shipper 
interest. It should not be merely an 
automatic approval. 

As the Senator from Illinois has im
plied in his question-and very prop
erly so-it has become the practice of 

the Interstate Commerce Commission to 
do just that. Therefore, we should find 
out whether, Reed-Bulwinkle Act or no 
Reed-Bulwinkle Act, the Interstate 
Commerce Commission is carrying out 
the spirit and intent of Congress in re
gard to railroad regulation laws, as it 
should be carrying them out. 

I have heard too many complaints, 
and I have listened to too many people 
say they feel that the Interstate Com
merce Commission is a vestibule of the 
American Railway Association, to cause 
me to accept for a moment the idea that 
we can place all our confidence in the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, and 
everything will be all right in that regu
latory field. 

To get back to the memorandum 
which I am submitting on advice of 
counsel: It points out that this is one 
of the most technical matters in the 
complex field of ICC regulations. How
ever, apparently, Members of the House 
were under the impression, when the 
Harris amendment was offered, that it 
was something noncontroversial. When 
the matter reached the floor a couple 
of days later, a great awakening took 
place, and the Harris amendment was 
amended to include some protection for 
monetary damages, but the legalizing of 
the alleged cutthroat conspiracy re
mained. The House adopted the Senate 
bill number and the bill went to con
ference as S. 939. The bill bears the 
Senate number, but it is really the House 
bill. By itself, S. 939 is an innocuous 
bill, containing nothing particularly 
meaningful. 

I unqerstand that if we should enact 
the Harris amendment and hitch it to 
the bill, the antitrust laws would be 
gravely damaged, while the violators 
would be given a special immunity, de
scribed by the late Senator Alben Bark
ley, when he was debating a similar situ
ation: "The railroads are to be put on 
an island of safety, beyond the reach 
of the antitrust laws.'' 

It is alleged that here are some of the 
consequences of enacting S. 93 with the 
Harris proviso: 

First, we would make Congress the 
survile and pliant tool of the railroad 
lobby. Let us remember what the Sen
ator from Georgia [Mr. RussELL] said, 
on June 9, 1947: 

At the behest of certain people who are 
about to be pricked with a pin by the courts, 
we are changing the policy here, when it is 
grossly unfair to the people who have been 
placed at a disadvantage for so many years 
by this artificial rate structure that the 
railroads and the freight bureaus have built 
up over the country. 

I might state that I have just had a 
delightful conversation with the Senator 
from California [Mr. KNOWLAND]. I am 
always honored when he pays me a visit, 
on or off the fioor of the Senate. 
[Laughter.] 

I return now to what the Senator from 
Georgia said in 1947. He said: 

Instead of pleading guilty in the courts 
to violating the antitrust laws, the railroads 
and their satellites have come to Congress. 
.They have said: "We are guilty; they have 
got us on the hip, and we want you to give 
us a pardon before the courts can even right 
a decision in the case." I submit, Mr. Presi-
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dent, we ought at least to wait until the 
Supreme Court has decided the cases, and 
that any action of Congress in dealing with 
the problem prior to that time is premature 
and will result in divesting the people of 
the country of a protection to whi~h they 
are entitled. 

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that the 

South has suffered for a long period of 
time because of discriminatory freight 
rates? 

Mr. MORSE. Yes; and the West also. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. The South and the 

West. 
Mr. MORSE. The South and the 

West. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that the 

representatives of the South had good 
reason to fear that the Reed-Bulwinkle 
Act would permit the railroads to con
tinue the discriminatory rates? 

Mr. MORSE. The Senator is correct. 
The Senator from Illinois is a great au
thority in the field of railroad economics 
and in the field of economics generally. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I do not claim to be 
an authority on railroads. 

Mr. MORSE. If I want to know any
thing about railroad economics, I know 
where to turn first, and that is to the 
Senator from Illinois. I understand, 
theoretically-that is why I am making 
these comments about the Interstate 
Commerce Commission-that the Inter
state Commerce Commission has the au
thority to disapprove as well as to ap
prove rates. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is not that rule more 
honored in the breach than in the ob
servance? 

Mr. MORSE. That is why I think we 
ought to investigate the Commission. I 
understand that that is pretty much the 
pattern of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission decisions. I think we ought 
to investigate it. 

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that, 

although we come from the North, nev
ertheless on the :floor of the Senate in 
efforts to bar discriminatory rates we 
are fighting for the South. 

Mr. MORSE. We always have. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Frequently, when 

the South has not defended itself, the 
liberals of the North and the West have 
defended it and have warned about the 
effect of the Reed-Bulwinkle Act. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, 
may another Senator join the discus
sion? 

Mr. MORSE. I say to the Senator 
from Illinois that that has always been 
the case. As liberals we recognize that 
our great responsibility is to translate 
into legislation the general welfare 
clause of the Constitution, which means 
protecting the public interest. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. While we are op
posed to the general attitude of the 
South on so-called constitutional rights 
questions, we will fight for the South 
when the South is correct on rate mat
ters, even when many representatives of 
the South themselves sit silent and do 

not defend the interests of their section 
of the country. 

Mr. MORSE. We will do it to the 
best of our judgment. We do not claim 
to be infallible. However, we do claim 
that we are not going to let any pres
sures of any kind-in the form of tele
grams from presidents of railroad 
brotherhoods, for example-in:fiuence us 
to vote for something that may not be in 
the public interest, until we are certain 
that we have all the facts involved in the 
issue. 

Then the memorandum I am using on 
advice of counsel, in order· to raise these 
questions in the RECORD, states: 

2. The Harris amendment would create for 
the railroads an area which is neither regu
lated by the Interstate Commerce Commis
sion nor subject to the antitrust laws. This 
is unprecedented in the history of public
utility law, providing a special preserve for 
monopoly. 

Mr. President, if that charge be true, 
I think there should be a hearing on this 
matter. 

What is wrong with the motion of the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAU
VER]? The allegation to which I have 
just referred has been made, and noth
ing in the conference report gives an 
answer to it. Such information is of 
the very type of the information which 
would be presented at a committee 
hearing. 

So what is the hurry? Let committee 
hearings be held on these matters. These 
allegations are serious ones. 

Next, the memorandum · states: 
3. The independent airlines wm be de

stroyed by the price-fixing conspiracy which 
the Harris amendment seeks to legalize. 
These small enterprisers carried 50 percent 
of the Berlin and Korean airlift, and con
stitute the only civilian airlift reserve im
mediately available in the case of emer
gency-such as the Hungarian refugee res
cue of last winter. Also, the impact on the 
small truckers, and inland water carriers 
will be great, and in some instances disas
trous. 

Mr. President, what are the facts? 
Who knows? I did not hear any of the 
conferees state, this afternoon, what the 
facts are in that connection. I do not 
think they know. I do not see how they 
can, until a hearing is held. No wit
nesses appeared before the conferees. 
The conferees did not take any testi
mony. They received a letter from Gen
eral Lasher, but no breakdown was in
cluded in the letter. I do not know how 
it happened that the conferees received 
the letter, but they received it. I have 
stated that I am suspicious of it. The 
more I think about this matter, the more 
my suspicion grows; and the more I 
read the memorandum which, on advice 
of counsel, I am reading now, the more 
convinced I become that I am correct
so much so, that I am about convinced 
that I should proceed at greater length 
than I first contemplated when I began 
this speech. 

I think the matter is much worse tha:p. 
I first suspected it to be. The memo
randum I am reading is quite a good one. 

I read further from it, as follows: 
4. This will result in direct additional costs 

to the taxpayers. 

Mr. President, this afternoon we have 
heard a great deal about the additional 
$100 million which the taxpayers would 
have to pay. It is very interesting that 
when we are dealing with the question of 
protecting shippers and consumers, there 
is the attitude that to increase the cost 
to the Government will be bad. This is 
a very important point. Certainly there 
is no reason why the Government should 
be exempt from the antitrust laws, inso
far as protecting the rights of shippers 
is concerned and insofar as protecting 
the rights of consumers is con~erned. 
For the sake of the argument-although 
I do not think the premise is sound, but 
let us assume that it is-let us assume 
that the taxpayers might be subjected to 
an additional cost of $100 million. Well, 
Mr. President, I wish to say that is a 
rather cheap price to pay for protecting 
the American people in their full rights 
under the antitrust laws. I do not think 
the Government, any more than com
mercial concerns, ought to yield to that 
kind of a financial consideration, which 
is offered, because I do not believe any 
case has been made to prove that there 
will be an additional cost of $100 million 
to the taxpayers. 

But the point I wish to stress is that 
the antitrust laws are aimed at protect
ing the consuming public from discrimi· 
natory raids and bad competitive prac
tices. So I shall not vote to breach 
those laws merely because some gen
eral comes forward and says, "Oh, but 
it will cost the Pentagon $100 million 
more." Mr. President, I do not know of 
any persons who have less right to talk 
about what something will cost the tax
payers than do those in the Pentagon 
Building, when I think of the horren
dous ways that characterize the ac
tivities of those in the Pentagon Build
ing, insofar as the costs to the taxpayers 
are concerned. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Oregon yield for a 
question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CLARK in the chair) . Does the Sena
tor from Oregon yield to the Senator 
from Illinois? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that 

the original Interstate Commerce Act of 
1887 was passed to protect the public, 
including shippers, from the very abuse 
of discriminatory rates? 

Mr. MORSE. That is correct. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Was the practice 

not widespread in the 1860's, the 1870's, 
and the 1880's, whereby the railroads 
would give to one set of shippers favor
able rates which they would not give to 
other shippers who were shipping iden
tical commodities to identical points? 

Mr. MORSE. That is correct. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. And originally the 

purpose of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission was to secure equality in 
ratemaking, so that all shippers would 
be treated on fair terms. Is that not 
true? 

Mr. MORSE. That is correct. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. It was done because 

of the great abuses which developed on 
the part of the Standard Oil Co. and 
other companies in conjunction with the 
railroads. 
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, my an

swer to the questio'n is "Yes." 
Mr. DOUGLAS. That is a very la

conic, but wholly accurate, answer to the 
question. [Laughter.] 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the 
memorandum also points out the fol
lowing: 

If the independent competitors are 
knocked out of serving the Department of 
Defense, the cost for troop movements will 
immediately skyrocket. Note costs prior to 
1952, when the railroads had this market 
strictly to themselves. The railroads have 
persuaded certain transportation officers at 
the Pentagon to tell Congressional commit
tees privately that unless the railroads are 
granted immunity from antitrust laws, "it 
will cost the Department $100 million a 
year." The origin of this figure, and how 
procurement of a service will be cheaper 
when purchased from a shutout monopoly, 
in preference to a competitive market, has 
never been explained. 

Mr. President, I do not know. But I 
do know that all the facts ought to be 
placed on record. I do not think there is 
anything unreasonable about the mo
tion to let the conference report go over 
until January-as my good friend, the 
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. KEFAUVER], 
who has just returned to the floor, has 
proposed, so that we can have the kind 
of hearings I am pleading for, and can 
ask, at those hearings, questions such 
as the ones I am asking now, and which 
I wish to have answered. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, at 
this point, will the Senator from Oregon 
yield? 

Mr. MORSE. I yield for a question. 
I am faced with a parliamentary diffi
culty; therefore, in yielding, I must yield 
only for a question. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Does the Senator 
from Oregon not think that, in fairness 
to the public, and also in fairness to the 
Senate, we should have from the Depart
ment of Justice some word as to what it 
thinks about the Harris amendment? 

Mr. MORSE. I have already stressed 
that point, in the course of my argu
ment. I think it is of the utmost im
portance that we hear, at such a com
mittee hearing, from the head of the 
Antitrust Division of the Department of 
Justice, and also from the Attorney Gen
eral; and at the hearing I would cross
examine them on the eff~ct of this pro
posal. And I would also hear, at that 
hearing, from the members of the Inter
state Commerce Commission and from 
the counsel of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission; I would cross-examine 
them at the hearing. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. I have written-
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, is the 

Senator from Tennessee about to ask me 
a question? 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Yes; I wish to ask 
a question. 

Mr. MORSE. Then I should like to 
hear it. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Inasmuch as I have 
written a letter, dated August 14, to 
Judge Hansen, requesting his opinion as 
head of the Antitrust Division, about this 
proposed legislation--

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from 
l'ennessee should ask me his question. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Does the Senator 
from Oregon not think it would be well 

to wait until we hear from Judge 
Hansen? 

Mr. MORSE. That is one of the points 
I am making. If I make any point at all, 
it is the point that we should wait. I 
continue to ask, What is the rush? 

I do not know what is so important 
about this matter that it cannot be taken 
up by the Congress by means of regular 
committee action in January. I will bet 
that the Capitol dome will still be stand
ing in January, if we postpone this mat
ter until then; nothing will topple in the 
meantime. And by postponing action 
until then, we shall be preserving what 
I believe to be a precious right of the 
American people, because when I talk 
about these procedures, let me stress the 
fact that Senators do not own them. 
These committee procedures belong to 
the American people. They are great 
guaranties to the American people-
guaranties that their elected representa
tives in the Congress will act on the basis 
of a record, not on the basis of an amend
ment offered on the floor of the House 
of Representatives, but never considered 
on the floor of the Senate. The amend
ment got into conference, and we do not 
even know what transpired in the con
ference, except we have a final report 
about the action taken by the conferees. 
And we have learned that our conferees 
are split-that the Senator from Texas 
[Mr. YARBOROUGH] did not sign the con
ference report. I wish to know a great 
deal about his views on this matter. I 
also understand that another conferee, 
the Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATH
ERS], did not sign the report. I think I 
am correct as to that. 

Mr. President, when we are presented 
with a conference report which does not 
represent the unanimous opinion of the 
Senate conferees, and when the report 
involves an amendment which never ap
peared on the floor of the Senate for 
discussion and debate-an amendment 
which never was considered by a Senate 
committee at a hearing-! say, as I said 
at the beginning of my remarks, "Look 
out! Look out! There may be some
thing rotten in Denmark." 

I read further from the memorandum: 
5. Congress will be legislating without giv

ing the Antitrust Division of the Department 
of Justice an opportunity to state its views. 
Nor has the ICC been called for its views. 
In other words, not only have the business
men and the employees whose economic 
lives are in jeopardy been deprived of a hear
ing, but the expert and responsible Govern
ment agencies have not presented their 
views. 

Are the proponents of the Harris amend
ment afraid to follow the traditional pro:. 
cedures of Congress in permitting all the 
facts to be placed on the record? 

6. Congress will be superseding the courts, 
setting the dangerous precedent in interfer
ing in the due processes of justice, in order to 
provide special protections for special inter
ests. The comment of the late Senator Bark
ley, regarding the railroads' attempt in 1947 
to escape from a similar court action, could be 
directly applied to the Harris amendment: 

"The introduction of such bills seems to 
have become a habit here. If someone 
brings a lawsuit in the Federal court, and it 
gets to the Supreme Court, or does not get 
to the Supreme Court, a case which involves 
an interpretation of the laws which Congress 
has passed to protect the American people, 
instead of fighting the question out in the 

courts and allowing tl:ie courts to exercise 
their jurisdiction, Congress is asked to enact 
a law passing upon the question in advance 
of the courts having an opportunity to pass 
upon it." 

Mr. President, I digress from reading 
that important statement by the great 
American statesman, the late Senator 
Alben Barkley, to suggest to the Senate 
that what he said on that occasion is 
completely apropos the discussion be
ing had tonight in the United States 
Senate. What Senator Barkley had in 
mind at that time is exactly what I pro
pose now. 

We h.ave the McGarraghy decision. 
That decision is on its way to the Court 
of Appeals. Why should we not wait 
until the appellate court has acted on 
it? Why do we rush in with proposed 
legislation which seeks to set aside a de
cision of the district court? 

The late Senator Barkley also said: 
I think it is a vicious practice; I think 

it is a vicious habit; it ought never to have 
been indulged in. * • * And now for the 
third time we are asked to take similar ac
tion, by lifting the railroads out from under 
the antitrust laws so that no court can pass 
on the validity of agreements, combinations, 
all sorts of things that involve practices and 
rates and agreements and combinations. 
Everything we can think of that the anti
trust laws were enacted to outlaw would be 
possible under this bill if it should become 
law, only subject to the approval of the In
terstate Commerce Commission, and the In
terstate Commerce Commission has no power 
and will have no power under the bill nor 
under the law to inflict any penalty for vio· 
lation, even if it is in connection with ap
proved combinations that might be entered 
into under this legislation. 

I am deeply in earnest about this matter; 
It seems to me extremely bad practice. It 
is a violation of the traditional field of legis
lation for us to undertake to do this in the 
Senate, because a lawsuit has been brought. 

That is Barkley. I will take my stand 
with Barkley, Mr. President. I think 
what he said in 1947 is so applicable to 
the issue before the Senate tonight that 
the Kefauver motion ought to be unani
mously agreed to by the Senate. We 
ought to wait until we can get the hear
ings for which I am pleading. 

Before yielding to the majority leader, 
I shall close with the reading of my 
memorandum. Then later, if necessary, 
I shall turn to a treatise I have. 

TWISTING THE ARM OF CONGRESS 

The railroad representatives have told 
Congress that they will refuse to offer 
their lower rates to the Government-
known as section 22 rates-:-unless the 
McGarraghy decision is nullified by the 
Harris amendment. This threat has 
been termed "economic blackmail" by 
some members of the conference. 

It should be noted that the McGar· 
raghy decision in no way precludes the 
railroads from offering free or reduced 
rates for moving Government personnel 
and cargo. What it does do is prohibit 
the railroads from conspiring together 
to form compacts as a device to drive out 
all other modes of transportation. 

The memorandum has attached to it 
a list of air carriers which it is alleged 
have been put out of business by the 
railroad monopoly conspiracy. I ask 
unanimous consent that the list be in-
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corpora ted in the RECORD at this point as 
a part of my remarks, without my read
ing it, although I shall be glad to read 
it if the Senate insists. 

There being no objection, the list was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 
AIR CARRIERS PUT OuT OF BUSINESS BY THE 

RAILROAD MONOPOLY QONSPIRACY 
The following carriers succumbed to the 

tactics of the railroads and were forced to 
cease operations in the domestic military 
group passenger market on these dates: 
United States Aircoach, October 10, 1953; Air 
America, Inc., November 29, 1953; Caribbean
American Lines, Inc., December 5, 1953; 
Economy Airways, Inc., December 18, 1953; 
Air Transport Associates, Inc., December 31, 
1953; Argonaut Airways Corp., January 9, 
1954; Conner Air Lines, Inc., January 9, 1954; 
Continental Charters, Inc., January 15, 1954; 
Trans-National Airlines, Inc., January 25, 
1954; Miami Airlines, Inc., February 8, 1955; 
Coastal Cargo Co., Inc., March 20, 1955; Cali
fornia Air Charter, Inc., April 30, 1955; 
Standard Airways, May 18, 1955; Blatz Air
lines, Inc., June 27, 1955; Quaker City Air
ways, Inc., February 12, 1956; Air Cargo Ex
press, Inc., December 7, 1956. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, before I 
continue this discussion, I should like to 
yield to the acting majority leader, with 
the understanding that by so yielding I 
do not lose my rights to the floor, for the 
consideration of any request he or the 
minority leader or other Senators may 
wish to make procedurewise, and 
that when we get through with a dis
cussion of any procedural matter which 
the acting majority leader wishes to 
raise now-! have been advised, by a 
whispered conversation, it may be are
quest for an agreement-! will have the 
floor at the conclusion of that discussion. 
I yield to the Senator from Montana 
[Mr. MANSFIELD]. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
appreciate the courtesy of the Senator 
from Oregon. 

I send to the desk a proposed unani
mous-consent agreement on behalf of 
the majority leader and the minority 
leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFIGER. The 
clerk will state it. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Ordered, That on tomorrow, Thursday, 
August 22, 1957, at the close of routine morn
ing business, the Senate resume the con
sideration of the conference report on S. 
939, a bill amending section 22 of the In
terstate Commerce Act; that further debate 
on the pending motion of Mr. ;KEFAUVER to 
postpone the further consideration of the 
report to January 30, 1958, at 2 p. m., be 
limited to 2 hours, to be equally- divided and 
controlled by Mr. KEFAUVER and the .ma
jority leader, respectively, after which time 
a. vote shall be taken on the question of 
agreeing to the said motion; that in the 
event the motion is not agreed to, further 
debate on the question Of agreeing to the 
conference report shall be limited to 2 hours, 
to be equally divided and controlled by the 
majority and minority leaders, respectively; 
after which a vote shall be taken on the 
question of agreeing to the said report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the proposed unanimous
consent agreement? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered . . 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me--

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from 
Montana will be surprised if he listens 
to me for a moment. 

Mr. President, in view of the unani
mous-consent agreement, I am delighted 
to yield the floor. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the body of the RECORD at this point a 
letter dated August 14, 1957, addressed 
by me to the Honorable Victor R. Han
sen, head of the Antitrust Division of 
the Department of Justic.e, asking his 
views on the so-called Harris amend
ment. 

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

AUGUST 14, 1957. 
Hon. VICTOR R. HANSEN, 

Assistant Attorney General of the 
United States, DepaTtment oj Jus
tice, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR JuDGE HANSEN: I would greatly ap
preciate the views of the Antitrust Division 
with respect to the so-called Harris amend
ment to S. 939. This is a matter which will 

. be reported to the Senate within the next 
few days and it would be of considerable 
help if we could have an expression from 
your Division and its transportation experts 
at the earliest possible time. 

I am informed that this amendment may 
have a serious effect on the enforcement and 
administration of antitrust laws and would 
exempt certain practices of the railroads 
which are now under the jurisdiction of the 
antitrust laws. Since these practices are 
not anywise subject to regulation by the 
ICC at · the present time, it would appear 
that S. 939 as amended in the House would 
create a unique instance where a utility is 
neither subject to a regulatory agency nor 
covered by our antitrust laws. 

Furthermore, I would like to know if your 
department has ·ever been invited to express 
its views regarding the Harris amendment 
which passed .the House on July 30. And, 
do you consider this matter to be of sufficient 
importance to the administration and en
forcement of our antitrust laws for the de
partment views to be considered prior to the 
final enactment of such legislation? In 
view of the shortness of time any views, 
however preliminary, which you could send 
to us would be appreciated. 

Sincerely, 
ESTES KEFAUVER, 

United States Senator. 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the body of the RECORD, if it has notal
ready been. included, the memorandum 
opinion of Judge McGarraghy in the 
pending ca.se which the Harris amend
ment is intended to set aside and nullify; 
that is, the case of Aircoach Transport 
Association, Inc., versus Atchison, To
peka & Santa Fe Railway Co., Civil 
Action No. 875-57. 

There being no objection, the mem
orandum opinion was ordered to be 
printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE DIS• 

TRICT OF COLUMBIA-AIRCOACH TRANSPORT 
ASSOCIATION, INC., ETC., ET AL., PLAINTIFFS, 
V. ATCHISON, TOPEKA & SANTA FE RAILWAY 
Co., ETc., ET AL., DEFENDANTs-crviL AcTION 
No. 875-57 

MEMORANDUM 
Since October 1, 1946, the defendant rail

roads have been transporting military per• 
sonnel on official business under a reduced 
rate agreement known as the joint military 

passenger agreement providing that the rail
roads would charge the Military Establish
ment a standard or uniform discount of 10 
percent below their filed commercial tariffs. 
Commencing in 1953, the defendants began 
the practice of making concerted quotations 
to the Military Establishment of special 
rates varying to as low as 50 percent below 
the defendants' regularly filed tariffs. 

The plaintiffs who are supplemental air 
carriers have brought this action to enjoin 
said concerted special rates and for treble 
damages, alleging violation of the Sherman 
Act and of the Clayton Act. With the filing 
of the complaint, the plaintiffs moved for a 
preliminary injunction. Prior to hearing on 
that motion, certain of the defendants 
moved to dismiss in the alternative for 
summary judgment and certain other de
fendants filed motions for summary judg
ment. The plaintiffs also filed a motion for 
summary judgment. · 

The defendants claim that the bids which 
are attacked by the complaint as being in 
violation of the antitrust laws have been 
made pursuant to and in conformity with 
agreements approved by the Interstate Com
merce Commission and, therefore, that they 
are expressly relieved from the operation of 
the antitrust laws with respect to the prac
tices complained of by section 5 (a) of the 
Interstate Commerce Act. Further, the de~ 
fendants say that the subject matter of this 
suit is within the exclusive primary jurisdic
tion of the Interstate Commerce Commission 
and that this court is without jurisdiction to 
grant relief to the plaintiffs. 

With reference to the points of law raised 
by the several motions which have been 
argued fully and briefed exhaustively, the 
court is of the opinion as follows: 

1. The antitrust immunity conferred by 
section 5 (a) of the I.nterstate Commerce 
Act does not apply to concerted section 22 
quotations made to the United States Gov
ernment. 

2. The Interstate Commerce Commission 
has never immunized defendants' concerted 
section 22 quotations. 

3. The Interstate Commerce Commission 
does not have primary jurisdiction over the 
subject matter of this suit. 

4. The concerted section 22 quotations of 
defendants are illegal per se under the anti
trust laws. 

5. The defenses raised by the defendants 
are insufficient as a matter of law and there 
is no genuine issue as to any material fact. 

Accordingly, the plaintiffs' motion for 
summary judgment except as to damages will 
be granted and the defendants will be en~ 
joined in accordance with the prayers of the 
complaint. 

Counsel for plaintiffs will submit an order 
in conformity with this memorandum. 

JOSEPH C. MCGARRAGHY, 

JULY 5, 1957. 
Judge. 

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA-AIRCOACH 
TRANSPORT ASSOCIATION, INC., ETC., ET AL., 
PLAINTIFFS V. ATCHISON, TOPEKA & SANTA 
FE RAILWAY Co., ETC., ET AL., DEFENDANTS
CIVIL ACTION No. 875-57 

ORDER 
The cause having been heard on defend

ants' motion to dismiss the complaint or 
in the alternative for summary judgment 
pursuant to rules 12 and 56 of the. Feder~l 
Rules of Civil Procedure and on plaintiffs' 
cross motion for summary judgment for the 
relief requested in the complaint except as 
to the amount of damages pursuant to ruh~ 
56, subparagraphs (a), (c), and (d) of the 
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and upon 
due and careful consideration of all of the 
papers, documents, and materials heretofore 
submitted to the court herein and , having 
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heard oral argument thereon, it is now 
hereby ordered-

(a) That defendants• motion to dismiss 
the complaint, or in the alternative for 
summary judgment pursuant to rules 12 and 
56 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure 
be and the same is hereby denied and plain
tiffs' cross motion for summary judgment 
with respect to the injunctive relief de
manded in the complaint, which relief ex
cludes the amount of the damages, under 
and pursuant to rule 56, subparagraphs (a), 
(c), and (d) of the Federal Rules of Civil 
Procedure be and the same is hereby granted; 

(b) That the court finds, in accordance 
with rule 54, subparagraph (b), that no 
just reason for delay exists with respect to 
the entry of final judgment upon plaintiffs' 
claim for injunctive relief, and that the 
entry of such judgment is hereby expressly 
directed; and 

(c) Whereas plaintiffs have conceded on 
the record that no injury has been caused 
them by the uniform 10-percent fare allow
ance provided in section 6 (a) of joint mili
tary passenger agreement No. 29, as extend
ed, to which defendants are parties, defend
ants and each of them, and their officers, 
directors, servants, and employees, and all 
persons, natural and corporate, acting for 
or in concert with each or any of them, are 
permanently enjoined and restrained from: 

(1) Engaging in and continuing to en
gage in the practice of making special vari
able rate quotations, concertedly arrived at, 
pursuant to section 22 of the Interstate Com
merce Act, as amended, title 49 United States 
Code, section 22, to the Department of De
fense and/ or any agency of the Military Es
tablishment for the transportation of mili
t ary personnel traveling at Government ex
pense in groups of 15 or more within the con
tinental United States, whether such con
certed joint "special" variable rate quota
tions are submitted to the military agencies 
under section 2 (a) of joint military passen
ger agreement No. 29, as extended, to which 
defendants are parties, or otherwise; 

(2) Submitting to the Department of De
fense and/ or any other agency of the Mili
tary Establishment concertedly arrived at 
package or nonseverable rate quotations 
under section 22 of the Interstate Commerce 
Act, as amended ( 49 U. S. C., 22), for move
ments of military personnel traveling at 
Government expense in groups of 15 or more 
within the continental United States where 
such movements have a common point of 
origin and 2 or more points of destination; 

(3) Submitting to the Department of De
fense and/or any other agency of the Mili
tary Establishment concertedly arrived at 
package or nonseverable rate quotations 
under section 22 of the Interstate Commerce 
Act, as amended (49 U.S. C., 22), for move
ments of military personnel traveling at 
Government expense in groups of 15 or more 
within the continental United States where 
such movements have a common point of 
destination and 2 or more points of origin; 

(4) Nothing provided in subparagraph 
(1), (2), or (3) above shall prevent or pre
clude defendants and each of them, their 
officers, directors, servants and employees 
and all persons, natural and corporate, act
ing for or in concert with each or any of 
them or under their control, direction, per
mission, or license from submitting any rate 
quotations, concertedly arrived at, for the 
transportation of persons for the Govern
ment of the United States at free or reduced 
rates under and pursuant to section 22 of 
the Interstate Commerce Act, as amended 
(49 U.S. C. 22), without regard to the level 
of rates, where such rate quotations are made 
for through transportation between any 2 
specific poi~ts over a single route, portions of 
which are operated by 2 or more railroads, 
nor shall the provisions of subparagraph 
(1), (2), or (3) above require defendants and 
each of them, and their officers, directors, 

servants and employees, and all persons, 
natural and corporate, acting for or in con
cert with each or any of them, to discrimi
nate as to such rate quotations between 2 
or more railroads connecting with any de
fendant railroad in offering through trans
portation between any 2 specific points over 
a single route; nor shall the provisions of 
subparagraphs (1), (2), and (3) above app~y 
to the making of rate quotations for traffic 
not in competition with the 4 named plain
tiff air carriers or any other presently non
certificated air carrier similarly situated who 
may thereafter be permitted by order of the 
court to intervene; and it is further ordered-

( d) That the court hereby retains jurisdic
tion and directs that hearings be held and 
evidence be taken solely as to the amount of 
damages suffered by each of the plaintiffs 
by reason of the rate activities enjoined 
above or which may hereafter be enjoined in 
the cause; and it is further ordered-

( e) That this court, upon its own motion 
or upon the motion of any party hereto, may 
make and enter from time to time such other 
and further orders as are appropriate for the 
effectuation of the determination and deci
sion of this court filed July 5, 1957; 

(f) That the provisions of paragraph (c) 
above are stayed for a period not exceeding 
10 days from the date hereof to permit de
fendants to apply for a further stay to the 
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia. 

JosEPH C. McGARRAGHY, 
United States District Judge. 

JULY 17, 1957. 

Mr. MANSFIELD . . Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the confer
ence report on S. 939, a bill amending 
section 22 of the Interstate Commerce 
Act, be temporarily laid aside. 

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

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House has agreed to the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. '1458) 
to amend the Fair Labor Standards Act 
of 1938, as amended, to restrict its ap
plication in certain overseas areas, and 
for other purposes. 

The message -also announced that the 
House had agreed to the amendment of 
the Senate to the House amendment 
to the Senate amendment No. 6 to 
the bill <H. R. 4602) to encourage new 
residential construction for veterans' 
housing in rural areas and small cities 
and towns by raising the maximum 
amount in which direct loans may be 
made from $10,000 to $13,500, to author
ize advance financing commitments, to 
extend the direct loan program for vet
erans, and for other purposes. 

The message further announced that 
the House had disagreed to the amend
ment of the Senate to the bill <H. R. 
9023) to amend the act of October 31, 
1949, to extend until June 30, 1960, the 
authority of the Surgeon General to 
make certain payments to Bernalillo 
County, N.· Mex., for furnishing hospital 
care to certain Indians; asked a confer
ence with the Senate on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon, and 
that Mr. HARRIS, Mr. WILLIAMS of Mis
sissippi, Mr. RHODES of Pennsylvania, 
Mr. LOSER, Mr. WOLVERTON, Mr. BUSH, 
and Mr. NEAL were appointed managers 

on the part of the House at the confer
ence. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
(H. R. 9131) making supplemental ap
propriations for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1958, and for other purposes; 
that the House receded from its disagree
ment to the amendments of the Senate 
numbered 8, 15, 33, 34, 43, 45, 47, 49, 50, 
57, 58, 64, 69, 70, 72, and 75 to the bill, 
and concurred therein; that the House 
receded from its disagreement to the 
amendments of the Senate numbered 
3, 4, 7, 10, 12, 14, 32, 38, 40, and 61 to the 
bill, and concurred therein severally with 
an amendment, in which it requested the 
concurrence of the Senate, and that the 
House insisted upon its disagreement to 
the amendments of the Senate numbered 
6 and 54 to the bill. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
The message further announced that 

the Speaker had affixed his signature to 
the following enrolled bills: 

H. R. 993. An act to provide for the con
veyance of certain land by the United States 
to the Cape Flattery School Distri<:t in the 
State of washington; 

H. R. 1259. An act to clear the title to cer· 
tain Indian land; 

H. R.1349. An act for the relief of John 
J. Fedor; 

H. R. 1365. An act for the relief of Elmer 
L. Henderson; 

H. R. 1595. An act for the relief of Vanja 
Stipcic; 

H. R. 1636. An act for the relief of George 
D. LaMont; 

H. R. 1826. An act to authorize the sale 
of certain lands of the United States in 
Wyoming to Bud E. Burnaugh; 

H. R. 1424. An act for the relief of Sylvia 
Ottila Tenyi; 

H. R. 1851. An act for the relief of Dezrin 
Boswell (also known as Dezrin Boswell John· 
son); 

H. R. 1953. An act to provide that checks 
for benefits provided by laws administered 
by the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs may 
be forwarded to the addressee in certain 
cases; 

H. R. 2224. An act providing for payment 
to the State of washington by the United 
states for the cost of replacing and relocat
ing a portion of secondary highway of such 
state which was condemned and taken by 
the United States; 

H. R. 2973. An act for the relief of the 
estate of William V. Stepp, Jr.; 

H. R. 3025. An act to authorize the Secre· 
tary of the Navy to surrender and convey to 
the city of New York certain rights of access 
in and to Marshall, John, and Little Streets 
adjacent to the New York Naval Shipyard, 
Brooklyn, N. Y., and for other purposes; 

H. R. 3184. An act for the relief of Gordon 
Broderick; 

H. R. 3280. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Grace C. Hill; 

H. R. 3818. An act to provide for the main· 
tenance of a roster of retired judges available 
for special judicial duty and for their as
signment to such duty by the Chief Justice 
of the United States; 

H. R. 3819. An act to amend section 331 
of title 28, United States Code, to provide 
representation of district judges .on the Ju· 
dicial Conference of the United States; 

H. R. 4098. An act to provide for the con
veyance to the State of California a portion 
of the property known as Veterans' Admlnis· 
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tration Center Reservation, Los Angeles, 
Calif., to be used for National Guard pur
poses; 

H. R. 4230. An act for the relief of W. C. 
Shepherd, trading as W. C. Shepherd Co.; 

H. R. 4344. An act for the relief of Malone 
Hsia; 

H. R. 4447. An act for the relief of W. R. 
Zanes & Co., of Louisiana, Inc.; 

H. R. 5288. An act for the relief of Orville 
G. Everett and Mrs. Agnes H. Everett; 

H. R. 5894. An act to amend the laws re
lating to the endorsement of masters on ves
sel documents and to provide certain addi
tional penalties for failure to exhibit vessel 
documents or other papers when required by 
enforcement officers; 

H. R .. 5924. An act relating to the Interna
tional Convention to Facilitate the Importa
tion of Commercial Samples and Advertising 
Matter; 

H. R. 6080. An act to provide for the con
veyance of certain property of the United 
States in Gulfport, Miss., to the Gulf
port Municipal Separate School District; 

H. R. 6709. An act to implement a treaty 
and agreement with the Republic of Panama, 
and for other purposes; 

H. R. 7051. Art act to stimulate industrial 
development near Indian reservations; 

H. R. 7914. An act to amend the Career 
Compensation Act of 1949 to provide incen
tive pay for human subjects; 

H. R. 8076. An act to provide for the ter
mination of the Veterans' Education Appeals 
Board established to review certain deter
minations and actions of the Administrator 
of Veterans' Affairs in connection with edu
cation and training for World War II vet
erans; 

H. R. 8531. An act to provide interim sys
tem for appointment of cadets to the United 
States Air Force Academy for an additional 
period of 4 years; 

H. R. 8705. An act. to permit articles im
ported from foreign countries for the pur
pose of exhibition at the St. Lawrence Sea
way Celebration, to be held at Chicago, Ill., 
to be admitted without payment of tariff, 
and for other purposes; and 

H. R. 8821. An act to amend title II of the 
Social Security Act to facilitate t:Oe provision 
of social security coverage for State and local 
employees under certain retirement systems. 

LEAD AND ZINC TARIFF 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD, as in the morning hour, a 
very able editorial which appeared in 
the New York Times for Tuesday, Au
gust 20, 1957, protesting against the 
action of the Finance Committee in at
tempting to increase the tari!I on lead 
and zinc. : 

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

BYPASSING THE TARIFF ACT 

The lead and zinc industry in this country 
has been having some difficulties lately and 
its spokesmen have felt that it required 
some protection against foreign lead and 
zinc. There were two ways of dealing with 
this situation. One of them was for the 
President to proceed under the authority 
given him by the Reciprocal Trade Agree
ments Act, which has been operating since 
1934. 

Mr. Eisenhower has repeatedly expressed 
his approval of the reciprocal trade pro
gram, even though in a fairly mild way it 
cuts across the ancient Republican policy 
of protection. The flexibility provided by 
the so-called escape clause and · a 1955 
amendment intended to safeguard the in
terests of national security seemingly en
abled him to deal with the existing emer-

gency. This opinion was advanced in a 
letter sent to the White House last Friday 
by Chairman JERE CoOPER of the House Ways 
and Means Committee, a Tennessee Demo
crat. 

But the· administration for some reason 
did not take the obvious road. It sent to 
the Ways and Means Committee a straight
out request for a sliding scale of tariffs on 
different types of lead and zinc. The com
mittee promptly rejected this request. Then 
somebody had the bright and rather de
vious idea of attaching a fiat 3-cent tariff 
on lead and zinc to an otherwise noncontro
versial bill that the House had already 
passed and that was being considered in the 
Senate Finance Committee. The lead and 
zinc industry apparently liked the propo
sal-perhaps because it did not require any 
higher mathematics. 

At the moment nobody knows whether 
or not the lead-and-zinc proposals will go 
through in the hurried last days of the pres
ent session. It would be a comfort if they 
did not. Even though there may be an 
emergency in the affected industries, the 
principle that has been invoked Is a bad 
one. If the administration and Congress 
were to get into the habit of bypassing the 
Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act, that act 
would be in effect repealed. This, in a world 
situation where the free countries need to 
have their international trade as unham
pered as possible, would be a calamity. 

AMENDMENT OF IMMIGRATION AND 
NATIONALITY ACT 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of S. 2792, which is Cal
endar No. 1080, and ask that it be 
stated by the clerk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 
2792) to amend the Immigration and 
Nationality Act, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Montana. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill, 
which had been reported from the Com
mittee on the Judiciary with amend
ments. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
TALMADGE in the chair) • The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
a.sk unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, this 
bill is a compromise. It does not touch 
the basic provisions of the McCarran
Walter Act. It is designed to relieve 
certain hardship conditions which have 
arisen in the administration of that act. 

At the outset, I wish to emphasize 
that in making these adjustments the 
bill does not modify the national origins 
quota provisions which have been a part 
of our. immigration and nationality sys
tem since 1924, and which were carried 
forward in the Immigration and Nation
ality Act. 

The bill, S. 2792, would permit the 
entry of a limited number of alien or
phan children adopted by United States 

citizens. What it provides is that or
phans, without any numerical limitation, 
can be admitted for adoption within a 
2-year period. It is thought that dur
ing that time we could see how the act 
works and could determine whether or 
not to renew it. That provision is a 
committee amendment. The bill as in
troduced provided for the entry of 2,500 
orphans a year. We thought the num
ber of 2,500 was wholly inadequate. I 
know of several hundred applications 
from my State at this time. We thought 
the fair thing to do would be to allow an 
unlimited number for 2 years. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. My colleague, the junior 

Senator from Oregon, is not present in 
the Chamber. He will want to have this 
clear in the RECORD, at least. 

The Senator from Mississippi knows 
that my colleague has been very active 
in connection with legislation in respect 
to the adoption of Korean orphans. 
There are a great many orphans in 
Korea, many of whom have been fa
thered by American servicemen. Many 
applications are made for their adoption. 

Do I understand correctly that for the 
next 2 years those applications could be 
processed without any ceiling? 

Mr. EASTLAND. Without any limi
tation. 

Mr. MORSE. Without any limitation? 
Mr. EASTLAND. 'The Senator is cor

rect. 
Mr. MORSE. Can the Senator give 

some idea as to how long it takes to proc· 
ess adoption papers in those instances? 

Mr. EASTLAND. No, I cannot say 
how long it takes to process an applic.a
tion. I am informed by the Immigra
tion Service and the State Department 
that they would be able properly to 
administer this section of the bill. 

Mr. MORSE. Will the Senator yield 
for a further question? 

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield. 
Mr. MORSE. I do not know anything 

about the procedure. Suppose an appli
cation for the adoption of a Korean 
orphan were :filed, let us say, 18 months 
after the bill was passed, and the papers 
were not processed or completed before 
22 months. Would the fact that the 
application was filed before the end of 
the 2-year limitation permit the immi· 
gration authorities to complete the proc-
essing? J 

Mr. EASTLAND. It would permit ad· 
mission of the child, if the visa could 
be issued prior to the cutoff date and 
there was assurance that the adoption 
would be completed. 

Mr. MORSE. They would not stop 
processing at the end of the 24 months? 

Mr. EASTLAND. The Senator is cor
rect, becau~e if need for further legis-:
lation is apparent, I believe additional 
authorization will be granted. 

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

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield. 
Mr. ELLENDER. What is the age lim-

itation for these orphans? . 
Mr. EASTLAND~ Fourteen years. 
Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield for a question? 
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Mr. EASTLAND. I yield for a ques· 
tion. 

Mr. SMATHERS. The Tarpon Springs 
Sponge Exchange of Tarpon Springs, 
Fla., has notified my senior colleague, 
the Senator from Florida [Mr. HoLLAND] 
and me that the industry there is badly 
in need of at least 100 skilled divers and 
deckhands to carry on the necessary 
work of procuring sponges. We are told 
that these skilled personnel can be found 
only in Greece. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Of course, skilled 
personnel have a preference under the 
quotas. 

Mr. SMATHERS. Does this bill per
mit entry of that type of skilled per
son? 

Mr. EASTLAND. If those persons 
have qualified for a first preference un
der the Greek quota, section 12 of the 
bill would take care of them. Such per
sons should be able to qualify on the 
basis of their skills and the need for their 
services in this country. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I thank the Sena
tor. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, the 
bill would regularize the immigration 
status of certain skilled specialists in the 
United States and their immediate fami
lies. It would permit the waiver of ex
cludability in the case of certain aliens 
who are afilicted with tuberculosis or who 
are excludable because they are members 
of classes who have had minor brushes 
with the law but who are reformed, in 
behalf of close relatives of United States 
citizens or lawful resident aliens. It 
would provide for· the expeditious nat
uralization of certain adopted children 
in order to prevent hardship. It would 
stay the deportation of certain displaced 
persons who made false statements in 
order to prevent their repatriation to 
Communist-controlled countries. It 
would forgive the mortgages which were 
placed against the quotas of small quota 
countries under the Displaced Persons 
Act. Let me say, under that provision 
there will be eligible for admission about 
8,200 each year. It would also pro
vide relief for certain refugee-escapees 
by permitting the use of the unused spe
cial nonquota immigrant visas under the 
Refugee Relief Act. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator yield? Let the Senate be in 
order. Attaches will cease audible con
versation. 
. Mr. EASTLAND. I yield to the Sena .. 
tor from Louisiana. 

Mr. ELLENDER. For how long ape
riod of time would this be? 

Mr. EASTLAND. It would be an in
definite time. Under the Displaced Per
sons Act, when we admitted refugees the 
quotas were mortgaged. We are now 
forgiving the mortgage. The number 
would be 8,200 for several years. 

Mr. ELLENDER. What is the number 
now for those who could come in under 
such a provision? 

Mr. EASTLAND. They have already 
come in under the Displaced Persons Act. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I understand. 
Mr. EASTLAND. There will be ap .. 

proximately 8,200 a year under that sec-

tion as a result of the extinguishment of 
the mortgage. 

Mr. ELLENDER. What is the number 
in the mortgage? 

Mr. EASTLAND. Three hundred and 
twenty-five thousand. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Three hundred and 
twenty-five thousand? 

Mr. EASTLAND. Yes. 
Mr. ELLENDER. In respect to the 

immigrants with special skills, how is 
skill defined? 

Mr. EASTLAND. It is defined in the 
basic act. I will get the definition for 
the Senator, if he desires it. Does the 
Senator want me to state it? 

Mr. ELLENDER. I think it might be 
well to have it in the RECORD at this point. 
Some Senators may have forgotten the 
language. 

Mr. EASTLAND. The language is: 
( 1) The first 50 percent of the quota of 

each quota area for such year, plus any por
tion of such quota not required for the issu
ance of immigrant visas to the classes speci
fied in paragraphs (2) and (3), shall be made 
available for the issuance of immigrant visas 
(A) to qualified quota immigrants whose 
services are determined by the Attorney Gen
eral to be needed urgently in the United 
States because of the high education, tech
nical training, specialized experience, or ex
ceptional ability of such immigrants and to 
be substantially beneficial prospectively to 
the national economy, cultural interests, or 
welfare of the United States, and (B) to 
qualified quota immigrants who are the 
spouse or children of any immigrant de
scribed in clause (A) if accompanying him. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Is there any limita
tion as to the number who may come 
into the United States under that pro
vision? 

Mr. EASTLAND. There are about 500 
here now, and their status will be ad
justed. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Can the Senator 
give us an estimate as to how many 
immigrants could come into this country 
a year if the bill should be enacted as 
written? 

Mr. EASTLAND. Does the Senator 
mean the total number? 

Mr. ELLENDER. Yes, altogether. 
Mr. EASTLAND. No. I do not ·know 

how many immigrants are going to be 
adopted. There is no way to tell. It is 
a humanitarian enterprise in which, in 
my judgment, we should engage. 

Mr. ELLENDER. With reference to 
those other than orphans, can the Sen
ator give us an estimate as to what the 
number of immigrants would be a year? 

Mr. EASTLAND. I am going to come 
to that point in a moment. 

Under section 12 there can come in, 
from Greece, 3,588; from Italy, 21,308; 
from Spain, 363; Chinese, 634; from 
Hungary, 554; from Japan 592; from 
the Philippines, 317; from Poland, 1,118; 
and from Turkey, 599. 

I believe that will be the maximum 
number that can come in from those 
countries under section 12 of the bill. 

In further answer to the Senator's 
question, we permit the families of per
sons who came legally to this country to 
come into the United States. Whether 
all of them will come or not I do not 
know. There will be many who will be 
eligible from each of those countries. 

Mr. ELLENDER. Is the number which 
the distinguished Senator mentioned a 
moment ago on a yearly basis, or in toto? 

Mr. EASTLAND. The 8,200 come un
der another section of the bill. 

Mr. ELLENDER. I am talking about 
the numbers given. 

Mr. EASTLAND. These would be the 
totals. 

Mr. ELLENDER. The totals. I thank 
the Senator. 

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

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator will re

call that on several occasions soldiers 
from my State, stationed in Japan or 
on Okinawa with their families, have 
adopted children who were either chil
dren of Japanese or Okinawan blood, or 
partially so. Under the existing law, we 
have had to enact special legislation in 
order to permit such persons to bring 
back their adopted children. Do I un
derstand correctly that under the bill 
now pending such adopted children will 
be allowed to come in under the terms 
of the law without requiring special legis
lation? 

Mr. EASTLAND. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I think that is a very 
fine improvement. 

Mr. President, I have one more ques
tion. The distinguished Senator will re
member that a short while ago there was 
great need in Florida for trained men 
who can lay terrazza and do special types 
of tilework, and the like, who could 
not be found in the United States. We 
were able to bring such. men in from 
Italy, but with great difficulty, and in a 
very limited number. Is there a provi
sion in this proposed legislation which 
will continue that arrangement, so that 
such needs for skilled workers can be 
met? 

Mr. EASTLAND. Section 12 of the 
bill would grant such skilled aliens who 
qualify a nonquota status. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad to hear 
that. I think I understand the colloquy 
between my distinguished colleague, the 
junior Senator from Florida, and the 
chairman of the committee relative to 
the Greek spongers. We do not find 
it possible to locate anywhere in the 
United States divers who can produce 
the results in that field that the Greeks, 
who are found particularly in the islands 
of the Aegean Sea, produce. Do I under
stand correctly that there will be the 
opportunity under this bill to bring in, 
under these special quotas and without 
special legislation, Greek divers trained 
to do that work? 

Mr. EASTLAND. Certainly, where 
they can aid the economy of our coun
try, and can qualify under section 12. 
Also section 12 will have the effect of 
making current the regular quota. 

Mr. NEUBERGER. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield to me? 

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield to the Sena
tor from Oregon. 

Mr. NEUBERGER. I should like to 
ask the distinguished chairman of the 
Committee on the Judiciary a question 
with respect to the admission of orphans, 
a subject in which I have been particu-
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larly interested. Perhaps the Senator 
will remember our discussion on the 
Senate fioor some months _ ago, when :l 
read letters from Mrs. Pearl S. Buck 
and from Mr. Harry Holt~ 

It is my undeFstanding that under 
this bill an unlimited number of alien 
orphans may be admitted for the next 
2 years. provided they are adopted by 
:6amflies consisting of American citizens. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. EASTLAND. Ye.s. 
Mr. NEUBERGER. _ If this privilege 

were to extend beyond 2 years, it, would 
require additional legislation. Js that: 
cmrrect? 

Mr. EASTLAND. That is correct. 1 
do not think there would be any objec
tion to extending the legislation. I think 
the prevision o:i the original bi11 wbich 
limited the number to 2.500 a year was 
totally unrealistic. and. that many more 
than that number· would be adopted. I 
a:m judging that by the requests from 
my own State. We thought t.hat we 
would establish a Z-year limitation in 
o:rdez: tQ see how the law worked, and 
then. extend it if it were found desb'able. 

Mr. NEUBERGER. But the chairman 
of the committee does not at the pres
ent time anticipate any great dfflicu!ty 
in extending the Iaw, shourd the demand 
wrth regard to orphans be great? 
- Mr. EASTLAND. I do not know of any 
(!)p:posit:ton. 

Mr. NEUBERGER. I tbank the chair
man of the e-ommittee and bis eoneagues, 
partfeuJarJy for including the orphans 
pro-vision. I think the Senator knows af.' 
the great interest in our Sta.te~ because 
of the Korean orphans who bave been 
brought over by so many Oregon 
families. 

Mr. EASTLAND. The Senator is one 
of those responsible for that provision 
being in the bill. He has done very able 
work in that connection. 

Ml". NEUBERGER. 1 thank the Sen
ator. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President,, willl the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Refenfng to section 

12'. 1 note that there is no inclusion of 
Rumanians,; Bulgarians, Czechoslovak
ians,. and Yugoslavs. 

Mr. EASTLAND. The figures I read -
represent a cross section of se-veral 
countries. I did not mention the figures 
for every country in the world. All 
countries will benefit under the section. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Is the allocation :re
lated to a uniform formula. under whieb 
the proporticns aFe sound~ and related 
to special conditions in the formula?' 

Mr. EASTLAND. Yes-. Those. who 
have nrstr ~eco:nd,. or tbi:rd preference 
petitions come in outside the quota .. 
The cuto:ft' date established for ap:p:rroved 
petitions is July ly 1951. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Then I understand 
that all those nations wiU be anoea:ted 
their proportion,. based upon a lilniform 
formula as applied. to a. specifte. date. 

Mr. EASTLAND. That is correct. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. And though the lan

guage to which I -have just referred 
makes no mention of tJJ:e citizens of 
satellite nations,. such as Rumania, Bul
garia,. and Czeehoslovakia, as wen as· 
Yugoslavia. o.utside the salellite nations. 

Mr. EASTLAND. I certainly hope that 
we shan take care of the Yugoslavs. My 
:figures merely represent a cross section. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President,. will 
the· Senator yield? 

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Am I correct in my 

understanding that there is nothing in 
the bin which wouid a:ffect in any way the 
existing law reia:tive to the admission for 
temporary agricultural wo:rk in this 
country of aliens from Mexico. who serve 
a. large-part of the Natio.n? 

Mr. EASTLAND. The Senatm· is co.r
rect. 

M1'. HOLLAND. As weE! as a-liens from 
Ure Bahamas, Jamaica, Barbadoes, and 
Honduras. who serve in other parts of 
the country? . 

Mr EASTLAND. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I understand that 
there is notbing in the bin that would 
affect them. 

Mr. EASTLAND. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. EASTLAND. I -think the bill is all 

right. It is a compromise. I do not 
tb:i!nk anyone gets all he wants. mit· of it, 
but it is: t:ne best we c-ould do. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yiel'd?' 

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield. 
Mr • .JAVlTS.. I notice a statement :in 

tlte report which migbt prove to be ve:ry 
important m ccnneeticrm with the legis-· 
lative intent in connection with this 
proposed. legislation. It the chairman 
WJ11 permit me, I shall read it. I am sure 
the chairman of the committee will ap
prove it as a statement of the legislative 
intent-. 

I refer to the language on page 6, in 
the middle of the second full paragraph, 
reading as follows: 

It is the intention or the eommittee that 
the distrfb.ution of this. remainder will be 
made i:n a !ail' and equ-itable manner, with
out any prescribed nwnerfcal limitations. tor 
any particular group, accm:cUng to the show-_ 
ing of hardship~ peJrsecution, and the welfare 
o! the United States.. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Flrom what page is 
the Senator reading? 

Mr. _JAYIT$. _ Page 6. 
Mr. EASTLAND. section 1,5;? 
Mr. JAVITSr Toward the end of that 

paragraph. 
Mr. EASTLAND. 1 have it. Pro

ceedr 
Mr. JAvrrs. My only point was that 

that language. should be read into the 
RzcoRD., which l am doing. 1 know the 
ehailzman will comlnn that statement as 
the legislative intent. 
Mr~ EAS"''L-AND. Certainly;, 
Mr-. JAVITS. A great d'eai depends 

upon the ques.tion or legislative intent. 
Therefore,. I thought that statement 
sliDuld be a :pa1:t of the :record of the de
li>ate. 

Mr. EASTLAND. The Sellato.r is ab
solutely co:rreet. Moreover. the entire 
report is a part of the legislative history. 

Mr. President-, as a pad of the Iegisla
. tive hiatory. I ask: unanimous: co~nt to 
.have printed in the RJI()cnm at tbis point 
as a part of . my :remarks a state-ment 
which I nave had prepared. 

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

STATEMENT :SY SEN ATOll EASI'LAND 

The bill, S. 2792, is designed to- relieve 
eertain hardship situations: which have arisen 
in t.he admfi:listration at the Immigmtion. 
and Nationality Act sinee its enactment in 
the 2.d session of .the 82d Congress. At the 
Clutse:tr. I Wish to empl'lasi3e that in :malting 
these adjustments in the immigration laws,. 
the bill does not mo<liiy the :nati.onal-origins 
quota provisions, which ha'Ve been. a part of 
Ollili" immfg;ration. and nationalirt.y system sine:e 
1924, and which were carried! forward in the 
Immigration and Nationalltyr Act. 

The bHJ, S. 2700, would. permit; the entry 
of an unlimi.ted :n:umber o1r allen mq>han 
clilldren. adopted by United states citize:ns~ 
it would facilitate the admission into the 
United States oi eertaLn close relatives co'f 
1JiDilted S>tates citizens and law1r1ilil alien resi
dents b-y grantmg them nonquota sta.tus; i.t 
wowld regularize the immigration status o:l! 
certain e:killed speeiruis.ts.m the UIIlited States 
and their immediate families;; it woulu per
mit the waiver oi exchrdmbiiity m the case 
of certa:in all.ens who are afilicted with tuba
culcosis or who are excludable becalilSe they 
:m:e members of. cra:sses. who have bad 1nino:r 
brushes: witb the law~ but who are ref.onned, 
ill lilel!taH ~ close relatives o:f United States
citizens or lawful resident; aliens; it wouldi 
p11o.vide for tbe expeditious1 naturalization 
m certain adopted children m ol!der to' pli'e
yent hardship; it would stay the deportatlon 
o1 certain dlispla:ced pa-sons: who made false 
atatements. Ln. ~der to pJ'event their l!epatria.
tion to Comm'Unist-eontro:Ued countdes~ it 
would :forg)ve the mortgages wbich wae 
placed agaiinst. the quotas o! small· quota 
c.oun.trtes under the Displaced Persuna Act;: 
and it would :provide. Felief for eertain refu
gee-escapees by permi'ttim:g the use of tlle 
unused special nonquota immig~:ant visa& 
under the Refugee Rellei Act. 

The :foregoing are but a. few of the ad
justments wbich would be made i:n the im
migration laws to p~:o.vt.de. relief in merltori
EJU& cases wbich cannot be handled under 
'tll:e present provisions, Qf the raw. I do not 
belfeve. it 1s necessary to go into great. de
tan in regard to the pFa~sioJiiS' o:f the bill, 
but I do believe it. would be helpful to 
e~rain to the Members o-r. the Senate see
tion by seetion what the: bill contains. 

section 1 of the bm wo-nld! amend the 
definition 0f the term "chUd'• as defined in 
the Ilnmigrattou and Nationali!ty Act, fOY 
t'he purpose of alleviating certain hardslilfps 
which bar~e arisen as a: result o:f an adminis
trative interpretation that a. clllld born out 
CJf wedlock to a woman' who subsequeutlly 
marries a man not the father of tl:re child 
fs not inchtcfed in the term .. s.tepchildl'". 
Under the tel'IDS' of the bill, existing law 
would be clarified tn such manner as to 
make it clear that a;. chird born out of w~
lock, tn reratfon to fts mother, may be- in
cluded: in the term c•stepchild", and 'thereby 
enJoy the same immigration status as otl:te:r 
stepchiildren. 

S'ectton 2 of' the bur would' further rede
fine the term "chtld" as used ln the Immi
gration and. Natfonaifty Act to crarity the 
raw so that the megitfmate cblld would, fn 
relation t:o his mother, enJoy the same 
status under the Immigration laws as a 
legitimate child to remove any, doubt of the 
Intent of the original drafters- of the act. 
The term "child" is also amended to include 
adopted chfr<fren in those cases where the 
child is adopted wnt:re under the age of 14 
years and has< thereafter been in the regal 
custody of and bas resided with the adopt
ing parent or parents for at least' 2 years . 
At- the present ttme,. the term .. chiid:" does 
not; Jnelude ado.pted children, and it is be
li:eved tlla't the proposed :ranguage is de
s:ilmble t:o }ll'even:t hardship m cases where 
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the child is chargeable to a heavily over
subscribed quota and who would not other
wise be able to accompany his adoptive 
parent or parents. The bill contains ade
quate safeguards to prevent abuses. 

Under the provisions of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act, a preference of 50 per
cent under each quota is allotted to aliens 
with special skills whose services are urgent
ly needed in the United States. Such first 
preference status is also extended to the 
spouse or children who are accompanying 
the principal applicant. Under section 3 of 
the bill, it is provided that such first prefer
ence status shall also be accorded to the 
spouse or children who are following to join 
such a principal applicant. 

Section 4 of the bill would authorize the 
issuance of special nonquota immigrant 
visas to certain eligible alien orphans under 
14 years of age who are adopted by United 
States citizens or who are coming to the 
United States to be adopted. The authority 
to issue such special nonquota immigrant 
visas shall expire on June 30, 1959, at which 
time the Congress may review the operation 
of the program and a determination may 
then be made whether the program should 
be curtailed, modified or canceled. Not 
more than two such special nonquota immi
grant visas may be issued to orphans 
adopted by any one United States citizen and 
spouse unless to prevent the separation of 
brothers and sisters. 

Under the provisions of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act, aliens who have been 
convicted of or who admit the commission 
of crimes involving moral turpitude, or who 
admit committing acts which constitute the 
essential elements of such a crime are ineli
gible to receive a visa or be admitted to the 
United States. In addition, under the pro
visions of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act, aliens who have been convicted of two 
offenses, regardless of whether the offenses 
involved moral turpitude, for which the 
aggregate sentences to confinement actually 
imposed were 5 years or more, are ineligible 
to receive a visa and be admitted to the 
United States. Also, under the provisions of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act, aliens 
who are members of certain immoral classes 
are forever barred from entering the United 
States for permanent residence. Section 5 
of the bill would grant discretionary author
ity to the Attorney General to waive these 
grounds of exclusion in behalf of the spouse, 
parent or child, including a minor adopted 
child of a United States citizen or an alien 
lawfully admitted for permanent residence, 
who is an applicant for a visa for permanent 
residence in the United States if such aliens 
are found to be otherwise admissible. In 
meritorious cases, therefore, the Attorney 
General would, in the future, be authorized 
to admit certain aliens to the United States 
even though they are subject to exclusion 
on the foregoing grounds in order to prevent 
the separation of families. 

Section 6 of the bill would permit the At
torney General, after consultation with the 
Surgeon General of the United States Public 
Health Service, to admit the spouses, parents 
and minor children, including adopted chil· 
dren, of United States citizens or aliens law
fully admitted for permanent residence not
withstanding the fact that such close rela
tives are amicted with tuberculosis. Ade
quate safeguards are included in the bill to 
assure that where the discretionary authority 
is exercised that the alien will not become a 
public charge. 

Section 7 of the bill would provide for the 
correction of a situation which exists in the 
case of certain aliens admitted under the 
Displaced Persons Act who are in a deporta
ble status because of misrepresentations 
made with reference to their nationality or 
place of birth to avoid repatriation to Com
munist-controlled countries. Section 7 of 
the bill would also permit a similar adjust-

ment to be made in the case of spouses, 
parents or children of United States citizens 
or lawful resident aliens who have sought to 
procure or have procured visas or other doc
umentation or entry into the United States 
by fraud or misrepresentation. The section 
further provides that after the effective date, 
the Attorney General shall have discretion
ary authority to waive the ground of inad
missibility in behalf of the spouse, parent or 
child of a United States citizen or alien law
fully admitted for permanent residence who 
is found to be subject to exclusion because 
he has practiced fraud or made a misrepre
sentation in connection with his visa ap
plication or application for admission to the 
United States. 

Section 8 of the bill grants to the Secre
tary of State and the Attorney General the 
discretionary authority to waive the finger
printing requirements, on a basis of reciproc
ity, in the case of aliens who are seeking to 
enter the United States temporarily as non
immigrants. 

Section 9 of the bill authorizes the At
torney General in the administration of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, to adjust 
the status of certain highly skilleq specialists 
who are in the United States temporarily and 
whose services have been determined to be 
urgently needed in the United States, to that 
of aliens lawfully admitted for permanent 
residence. As a prerequisite to such adjust
ment, it must be found that the alien was 
physically present within the United States 
on July 1, 1957, and the alien must be the 
beneficiary of an approved visa petition for 
first preference immigrant status filed on his 
behalf prior to the date of the enactment 
of this act. The section also provides that 
the spouse and children, who were physically 
present in the United States on July 1, 1957, 
of such alien may have their status similarly 
adjusted to that of aliens lawfully admitted 
for permanent residence. If the· principal 
beneficiary is married at the time such an 
adjustment is made under this section, the 
Attorney General is also authorized to grant 
nonquota status to the spouse or child of 
the alien residing outside the United States, 
and such spouse or child may be admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence, 
if otherwise admissible. 

Section 10 of the bill would remove the 
mortgages on the quotas of certain countries 
imposed under the Displaced Persons Act of 
1948, as amended, and under the acts of June 
30, 1950, and April 9, 1952, relating to the 
importation of certain skilled sheepherders. 

Section 11 of the bill would provide for 
the expeditious naturalization of certain 
adopted children of United States citizens 
employed abroad. 

Section 12 of the bill would provide for 
the granting of nonquota immigrant status 
to certain skilled specialists, parents of 
United States citizens, and spouses and chil· 
dren of aliens lawfully admitted for perma
nent residence, on behalf of whom a petition 
for the preference status under the Immi
gration and Nationality Act was approved by 
the Attorney General prior to July 1, 1957. 
Provision is made that such skilled specialists 
and relative preference aliens must be other
wise admissible under the immigration laws. 

Section 13 of the bill would provide a pro
cedure for the adjustment of the immigra
tion status of certain aliens who entered the 
United States in a diplomatic or semi
diplomatic status as officers or employees of a 
foreign government or certain international 
organizations and who have failed to main
tain their official status, but who have not 
been required to depart from the United 
States. In such cases the alien would be 
permitted to apply to the Attorney General 
for an adjustment of his status to that of 
an alien lawfully admitted for permanent 
residence and if the application is approved, 
the Attorney General is required to submit a 
report thereon to the Congress. Such an ad-

justment becomes final if neither the Senate 
nor the House of Representatives passes a res
olution disapproving the action of the At
torney General in the session in which the 
report is submitted, or the session next fol
lowing. The number of aliens who may be 
granted the status of an alien lawfully ad
mitted for permanent residence under the 
provisiqn, is limited to 50 in any fiscal year. 

Section 14 of the bill merely provides that 
the definitions contained in the Immigra
tion and Nationality Act shall apply to cer
tain sections of the bill, S. 2792. 

Section 15 of the bill authorizes the issu
ance, under the existing provisions of the 
basic Immigration and Nationality Act, of 
the special nonquota immigrant visas which 
were authorized under the Refugee Relief 
Act of 1953, as amended, but which remained 
unissued on January 1, 1957. Under that 
act, 18,656 such visas remained unissued. 
This section allots and authorizes the issu
ance of 2,500 of the remaining visas to Ger
man expellees described in section 4 (a) ( 1) 
of the Refugee Relief Act, as amended; 1,600 
to the Dutch ethnics described in paragraphs 
(9) and (10) of that section; and 500 to the 
refugees described in paragraph (11) of that 
section which refers to nonindigenous refu
gees residing in the Far East. All the rest 
and remainder of the unused visas are au
thorized to be issued to refugee-escapees 
who are carefully defined in the bill, so as 
to include any alien who was forced to fiee 
from Communist territory, or from any coun
try in the Middle East (a term strictly de
fined) and who is unable to return to the 
place from which he fied because of perse
cution or fear of persecution on account of 
race, religion, or political opinion. It is felt 
that the distribution of these remaining 
visas will be made in a fair and equitable 
manner, without any prescribed numerical 
limitations for any particular group, accord
ing to the showing of hardship, persecution, 
and the welfare of the United States. It 
is carefully spelled out in the bill that the 
alien must be eligible for admission to the 
United States under the provisions of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, except for 
the fact that a quota number is not avail
able to him at the time of his application 
for a visa. 

The bill has received the careful consid
eration of the Judiciary Committee, and it 
is felt that it is a good b111. As previously 
stated, it is designed to relieve certain 
hardship cases, and I believe that the bill 
adequately accomplishes this purpose. I 
wish to state here and now that 1 am un
alterably opposed to any changes in the im
migration laws which would weaken in any 
way the national origins quota system, and 
I will fight to the end any attempts to amend 
this b111 which would destroy the Immigra
tion and Nationality Act. I sincerely hope 
that no amendments will be offered which 
would jeopardize the chances of passage of 
this b111. 

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

Mr. EASTLAND. I yield. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. As I understand 

the Senator's response to the Senator 
from New York, the language describing 
. section 15, so far as the unused visas 
were concerned under the Refuge Relief 
Act, might still apply to Hugarian refu· 
gees, for example. 

Mr. EASTLAND. If qualified. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. And refugees from 

the Middle East, such as Egyptian ref
ugees? 

Mr. EASTLAND. Yes. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. Let me ask a ques

tion with reference to the orphan pro
vision. I wish to clarify this point for 
myself. As I understand, there is not 
a limitation of 2,500 in the bill. 



1957 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 15491 
Mr. EASTLAND. There is no limita .. 

tiori. As the bill was introduced, there 
was a limitation of 2:,500. 

Mr. HUMPHREY That is correct. 
Mr .. EASTLAND. We removed it; but 

we limited the operation to 2: years. 
Mr. HUMPHREY. l notice that dis

cretionary authority is given on page 3, 
under item 8, to the Secretary of State 
and the Attorney General They are 
granted discretionary authority, on the 
basis of reciprocityp to waive the require
ment of :fingerprinting in the case of 
any· nonimmigrant alien. I am thinking 
in terms of visitors who might come to 
this country-for example, a group of 
young people from another country 
might wish to come to this country for 
some kind of conclave. Also, scientists 
might wish to visit this country. 

Mr. EASTLAND. The Senator is cor
rect. That was a subject of some con
troversy in the Judiciary Committee. 
What we have in tlle bill, I think, is fair. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. It surely is a step 
that wHI be very helpful, particula1·ly as 
it relates to scientists, and the exchange 
of young p~ple. For example, I had 
some correspondence with persons in 
Finland, where young people are surely 
anything but Communists, but at some 
time in their lives they may have un
knowingly become members of an organ
ization which can be termed a Commu
nist front. Yet we want to have those 
young people visit us on occaSion. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Our problem was 
this: The Communist countries send 
people here under different names, and 
the security agencies say that the only 
way they can keep a check on them is by 
fingerprinting. The Communist coun
tries send agents here under different 
names. I realize that there is a problem 
on the other side, as the Senator has de
scribed.. The only thing we could do 
was to make the fingerprinting discre
tionary with the Attorney General and 
the Secretary of State. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. That seems to me· 
to be a reas0nable provision. Surely it 
represents recognition c:f what the Gov
ernment bas termed a very difficult prob
lem in our foreign policy. 

Mr. JIAVlTS. Mt. President, wiH the 
Senator yield? 

M:r .. EASTLAND. I yield. 
Mr. JA VITS. I think the reciprocity 

ldea is a very sound one. 
Mr. EASTLAND. Of course, there is 

no such thing as reciprocity in this: ccn
:nection. No other c.oontry requiies :fin
gerprinting. 

Mr. JAVITS. I had in mind reciproc,
ity in terms of student exchange. 

Mr. EASTLAND. The Senator is cor
rect in that regard. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. M:r. President, will 

the Senator yield? 
Mr. EASTLAND. I yield. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Dci>es the bill gener

ally approach the allocation of :rigbts 
to enter tbe country on the basis of an 
intention that the allocation wil1 be 
made in a fair and equitable manner, 
with regard to all the satellite naticns? 

Mr. EASTLAND. Yes; it does. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. That is tbe general 

yardstick which was applied? 
Mr. EASTLAND. Tbat is ccrrect . . 

·Mr. LAUSCHE. There was no pur .. 
pose to give preferential treatment to 
those of one country ovey another? 

Mr. EASTLAND. That is exactly cor .. 
reet. I do not think we sbO,uld legislate 
on the basis of preferential treatment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that an explanatory statement be 
:P·:rinted in the RECORD, as a part of the 
legislative history, in connection with the 
committee amendments to the bill. 

There being nf> objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in. the 
RECORD, as follows: 

I wish to offer a brri:ef explanation with 
respect. to the committee amendments. 

Amendments Nos. 1 and 2 relate. to 
sect ion 4 of the bill, authorizing the issuance 
of special nonquota irnmi~an t visas to cer
tain eligible orphans. As introduced, the 
section authorized the issuance of 2,500 such 
visas during each fiscal year. TJ!le amend
ment ll'emoves the numerical limitation on 
the issuance· of the special nonquota visas, 
but limits the issuance to a period ending 
June 30, 1959, at which time the Congress 
will be in a position to review the progliam 
and at that time make a determination of 
whether additional authorization should be 
granted. 

.Amen'dment No. 4 adds language to 
section 6 of the bill, as. introduced, relating 
to the discretionary autho:trity of the Attm•
ney General to waive the ground of inadmis
sibility in the case of certain close relatives 
of United States citizens and lawfully resi
dent aliens who are afflicted with tubercu
losis·. The purpose of' the additionar lan
guage is to authorize the giving of a bond 
and reqUire the Atto:rney General to consult 
witb the Surgeon Gener31l of the United 
States PUb-lic Health Service concerning the 
conditions under which such SJliens may be 
admitted to the United States, in order to 
safeguard prop.eriy the health of our com
munities. 

Amendment No. 5 removes from the 
hili section 7 of the bill, as introduced, which 
related to. procedures :ltor the commence
me:nt of deportation proceedings under the 
Immigration and Nationality Act. That sec
tion would merely have written into the law 
a. practi£e presently being followed by the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service un
der the authority of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act, and the committee did not 
:feel that ilt was necessary to include the 
language in the instant oiltl. The amend
ment aloo appropriately renumbers the 
remaining sectior.s oi the bill. 

Amendment. No. 9 modifies the pro
visions. of section. 15 of the bill, as intro
duced. The bill, as introduced, provided in 
se'Ction 15, for the Issuance of the special 
nonquota visas which remained unissued on 
January 1, 1957, under the Refugee Relief 
Act. as amelTlded, to certain specifically de
fined refugee-escapees from Commrmis.t
cCi>ntl:olled or dominated countiries or from 
the. general arreSJ of the Middle East, as 
defined. As revised. the section makes spe
cific allocations of a part of the speciai non
quota visas which remained unissued to 
certain German expellees, :refuge·es, and na
tionals in the. Netherlands·, and :nonindige
nous refugees in the Far East, and 'then 
provides that the remainder of such visas 
may be issued to the reiugees and escapees 
from Communist-dominated or controlled 
countries or the general area of the Middle 
East. 

.&nendments Nos. 3, 6, 7, and 8, we 
technical and make no su'bs.tantive changes. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, before 
the Senate concludes its consideration 
of s. 2'792 :r should like to po.mt out :for 
the information of my colleagues and 
for the information of the general pub-

lie why, as the sponsor of the adminis
tration's immigration bill. I am support
ing this measure which falls short of the 
President's recommendation. Before ex
plaining my personal position, I think 
io~ the legislative histQry of this par
ticular biU it would be well to have in 
the REcoRD what provisions of this bill 
are· included as recommendations of the 
President, wherein the President's rec
ommendations a:re being denied, and 
wherein things not recommended by the 
President are be:i:ng proposed. 

First let me state that the adminis
tration's proposal, as embodied in s. 1006 
introduced February 1, 1957, contained 
four general amendments to the Immi
gration and Nationality Act of 1952. 
First was a revision of the national 
origins quota, the maj,or portion of wbicb 
was the updating ~ the census date 
from 1920 to 1950 which would have 
permitted the immigration of approxi
mately 64,000 additional immigrants 
each year. 

Secondly, the bill contained provisions 
for relieving Congress of much of the 
burden necessitated by private bill legis
lation by authorizing the Attorney Gen
eral to adjust the status of certain 
recognized hardship cases. which are now 
the subject of the majority of our pri
vate bill legislation· 

Thirdly, the bill provided through 
approximately 20 amendments for per
fecting of' the administrative technical
Ities which now make the operation o:t 
the act less effective than it should be 
and could be, were those amendments 
adopted. 

A fourth provision of the administra
tion's proposal provided for a uniform 
method of judicial revfew of exclusion 
and deportation proceedings, If adopted 
this procedure wourd materially reduce 
the confusion and abuses presently 
existing under the act. 

The President also included in his 
recommendation to Congress specific 
request that· legislation be enacted to 
clarify existing parole authority so that 
status of Hungarian refugees now in this 
country might be regularized so that 
these refugees might finally become cit
izens; and that authority be provided 
to accept refugees from other areas in 
the event future anti-Communist revolts 
develop elsewhere in the· world, 

Mr. President, I should like to inter
polate here that in agreeing to a com
promise and in supporting the bill which 
is now before the Senate, I am giving 
up something that I feel is ve:ry im
portant. indeed. I hope that immedi
atery after the first of' the year, when a 
little further study can be given to the 
matter, Congress will enact legislation 
which will regularize the status of these 
Hungarians-some 2'71,000 of them. or 
so- many of them as can qualify under 
the law-so that they may become can
didates for citizenship. , It is important 
for them to know now whether they will 
be permitted to stay or whether they 
will have to return to tbeir native coun
try. It was a great tragedy that bap
:pened in Hungary. The world. has been 
told, in a report :recently made by a 
United Nations committee, about the 
ter:rible catastrophe that came to those 
people. They were heroic. They were 



15492 . CONGRESSIONAL" RECORD- SENATE August 21 

brave. They deserve the commendation 
of the entire world. At the time this was 
happening, the public press of the United 
States-and public feeling generally
ran strongly in their favor. At that 
time it seemed that everyone was will
ing to help them. We should not forget 
them now. These are human beings 
suffering from a great tragedy, and 
many of them have a price on their 
heads. If they were forced to go back 
to Hungary, they would most likely 
either be sent before a firing squad or 
would be exiled to a slave labor camp in 
Siberia or elsewhere. 

That is what would happen. The 
least we can do when we consider this 
problem after the first of the year is 
to make it possible for them to qualify, 
under security requirements of our law, 
to become citizens of the United States. 

The bill presently being considered 
by the Senate, and which I shall support, 
since I believe half a loaf or a quarter 
of a loaf is better than none-depend
ing on how we measure the benefits un
der the bill-provides in its first section 
for a redefinition of stepchild so as to 
include an illegitimate child. This is 
contained in section 22 of the adminis
tration's bill, S. 1006. 

Section 2 of the present proposal ex
tends to the illegitimate child the same 
benefits as are enjoyed by the legitimate 
child, accruing from its relationship to 
its natural mother. This is also covered 
in the administration bill. 

Section 3 extends to the spouse and 
child of an alien entering the United 
States under first preference the bene
fits so that preference in those cases 
where the spouses and children cannot 
accompany the first preference alien but 
are able to follow him to join him later. 
This is covered by section 25 of the ad
ministration's proposal. 

Section 4 of the bill provides for the 
admission of an unlimited number of 
orphans quota-free to enter in the next 
2-year period. Section 36 of the admin
istration bill provided for the admission 
of 2,500 orphans each and every year. 
It was not limited as to its duration. 

Section 5 of S. 2792 provides authority 
for the Attorney General to waive crimes 
involving moral turpitude. This in
cludes the "loaf of bread'' cases which 
have been the subject of a great deal of 
private legislation in · this and previous 
Congresses and is covered by section 7 
of the bill I introduced in February of 
this year in response to· the President's 
request for legislation. 

Section 6likewise permits the Attorney 
General to waive a ground of exclusion. 
Specifically this waiver would be directed 
to immigrants suffering tuberculosis who 
would be separated from the family unit 
unless the waiver were granted. This 
is also covered in the administration bill. 

Section 7 is directed to the problem 
created under the Displaced Persons Act 
of 1948 and would permit those aliens 
who misrepresented the place of their 
nationality, etc., in making application 
for admission into the United States for 
fear that they would be sent back to 
suffer persecution or possible annihila
tion to remain in this country. This 
provision was also taken from the ad-

ministration's proposal introduced in 
February of this year. 

Section 8 grants to the Secretary of 
State and the Attorney General the dis
cretionary authority to waive finger
printing of nonimmigrant aliens who en
ter the United States temporarily, pro
vided their native country extends the 
same privilege on a reciprocal basis with 
the United States for temporary visitors. 
Section 14 of my bill, S. 1006, also was 
directed to solving this same problem. 

Under section 9 of the present pro
posal the Attorney General could adjust 
the status of highly skilled aliens who 
are in this country on July 1, 1957, and 
who are the beneficiary of an approved 
petition for first preference, but who are 
unable to make use of that preference 
because of the over-subscription of their 
quota area. This subject is covered in 
S.461 which is lying on the table await
ing Senate concurrence in certain House 
amendments. There is no similar provi
sion inS. 1006. 

Section 10 strikes the mortgages . 
placed on the quotas of various countries 
by the Displaced Persons Act and the 
Sheepherders Acts of 1948, 1950, and 
1952 respectively. These mortgages 
were similarly dissolved under section 1 
of the administration's proposal. 

Section 11 of the bill now under dis
cussion provides for the expeditious 
naturalization of children adopted by 
American citizens living abroad. This 
proposal was pointed up by the service 
personnel who because of their employ
ment overseas were unable to satisfy the 
residence requirements incident to nat
uralization of such adopted children. 
Similar provision was contained in sec
tion 33 of S. 1006. 

Section 12 would permit the holders of 
first preference status as well as those 
parents of United States citizens and 
spouses and children of aliens admitted 
for lawful residence on whose behalf a 
petition for preference status under the 
Walter-McCarran Act had been filed 
prior to July 1, 1957, to enter nonquota 
if otherwise admissible. There is no 
similar provision in the administration's 
proposal as presented in February. 

Section 13 would provide relief in the 
situation where a foreign diplomat pres
ently in this cou~try cannot or does not 
choose to return to his country but who 
has not been requested to depart from 
the United States might be given perma
nent residence: The -provision provides 
for submission to Congress of a resolu
tion by the Attorney General to adjust 
the status and is limited to 50 such ad
justmental status cases per year. There 
was nothing in the administration's pro
posal dealing with this particular matter. 

This need wa.S brought to the atten
tion of Congress and of the country in 
the case of Wellington Koo, former Chi
nese Ambassador to the United States, 
who could not return to his own couritry, 
and who, in fact, became a man without 
status of any kind. This provision 
would take care of that kind of situa
tion. 

Section 14 contains reference to the 
standard definitions used in the Immi
gration and Nationality Act of 1952 and 
making them applicable to this act just 

as was done in section 9 of my Feb
ruary 1 bill. 

Section 15 of this proposal takes from 
the expired Refugee Relief Act of 1953 
those visa numbers which were unused 
as of the date of its expiration and with
out in any other way extending that act, 
makes those numbers available to cer
tain refugees and expellees: 2,500 of 
these numbers will be available to Ger
man expellees who were the people of 
German ethnic origin expelled from 
principally the Baltic countries; 1,600 of 
these would be reserved for persons of 
Dutch ethnic origin who were either 
refugees residing in the Netherlands or 
residents of the Netherlands claiming 
second, third, or fourth preference under 
the Immigration and Nationality Act; 
500 would be reserved for refugees in the 
Far East who are not indigenous to the 
area. 

This category generally has been iden
tified as applying to White Russians. 
The balance of the unused Refugee Re
lief Act visa numbers,· approximately 
14,055, will be available on a first-come, 
first-served basis, I presume, to refugees 
from Communist territory or refugees 
from the Middle East who are unable to 
return to the place from which they fled 
because of persecution or fear of perse
cution due to race, religion, or political 
opinion. The administration proposal 
did not deal with these unused Refugee 
Relief Act numbers. 

The following is a summary of the dif
ferences between ·the administration's 
proposal, or what the President asked for; 
and the present bill, which proposes what 
the administration will receive: (1) The 
President asked for a change in the na
tional-origins census date-which he will 
not get. (2) He asked for approximately 
20 technical amendments to the act, and 
he will get about 7. (3) The President 
asked for permanent legislation to deal 
with the orphan problem. He will get a 
2-year program. (4) The President 
asked for a uniform judicial review pro
cedure-which he will not get. (5) The 
President asked for a waiver of existing 
mortgages on quotas-which he will re
ceive. (6) The President asked for an 
amendment which would relieve Con
gress of much of the burden of private 
bill legislation. He will receive part of 
what he asked for in this regard. 

In addition to what the President re
quested, he will receive (1) the relief 
granted in section 9, dealing with skilled 
specialists from oversubscribed areas: 
(2) the relief granted in section 12, deal
ing with the updating of first, second, 
and third preference applicants from 
oversubscribed areas; (3) the relief 
granted in section 13, dealing with diplo
mats seeking asylum; and (4) the relief 
extended by the allocation of the unused 
Refugee Relief Act numbers. 

Admittedly, Mr. President, the contro
versial provisions of the President's pro
gram are omitted in S. 2792, as· are many 
of the technical amendments which 
would improve the operation of the Im
migration and Nationality Act. We are 
being presented with the sections deal
ing wit.h the emotional issues included in 
the President's program-the issues 
dealing in human live.s. Recognizing 
the lateness of the session and also the 
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inability of the Senate to gain the con
currence of the House in similar pro
posed legislation last year, I am speaking 
in support of S. 2792 in the hope that we 
may yet get part of an immigration pro
gram, rather than hold out for the en
tire program and get nothing at all. 

Mr. President. the issue is just that 
simple. . 

However, my support of the pending 
bill does not indicate. that I am relin
quishing my attempt to have the Con
gress enact legislation which will bring 
about a better revision of the inequities 
in the Immigration and Nationality Act 
of 1952. 

I hope Congress will give serious at
tention to those problems soon after the 
first of the- coming year; and I hope 
that then the Congress will promptly 
enact legislation which at least will take 
care of the refugees who came from 
Hungary during the great rebellion in 
that country. 

I also hope there will be enacted a 
measure which will give the President 
much firmer authority and establish 
procedures to be used in connection 
with occasions such as the Hungarian 
crisis. We should be in a position to do 
at least that much to help those who are 
willing to risk their all in the cause of 
liberty. 

Mr. President, I ask ·unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD an analysis of the new immigra
tion bill, S. 2792. The analysis is· divided 
into sections. It is chiefly the work of 
the committee staff, and I believe it 
should be printed in the RECORD, for 
purposes of clarification of the pending 
measure. 

There being no objection, the analy
sis was ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 
ANALYSIS OF NEW IMMIGRATION BILL, S. 2792 

Section 1. Stepchildren: The definition 
of stepchild will now include an illegitimate 
child. 

Section 1 of the bill, as amended, would 
amend the definition of the term "child" as 
used in titles I and II of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act, for the purpose of alle
viating certain hardships which have arisen 
as a result of an administrative interpreta
tion that a child born out of wedlock to a 
woman who subsequently marries a man not 
the father of the child is not included 
within the term "stepchild." The proposed 
amendment would clarify the law in such 
manner as to make it clear that a child 
born out of wedlock in relation to its mother 
may be included in the term "stepchild" 
and thereby enjoy the same immigration 
status as other stepchildren. The commit
tee believes that this would accomplish the 
original intent of the section. 

Section 2. Illegitimate children: An ille
gitimate child will receive the same benefits 
as a legitimate child, accruing from rela
tionship to its mother. 

Section 2 would further redefine the term 
"child" as used in titles I and II of the Im
migration and Nationality Act to clarify the 
law so that the illegitimate child would in 
relation to his mother enjoy the same status 
under the immigration laws as a legitimate 
child, to remove any doubt of the intent of 
the original drafters of the act. The term 
"child" is also amended to include adopted 
children in those cases where the child is 
adopted while under the age of 14 years and 
has thereafter been in the legal custody of 
and has resided with the ·adopting parent or 
parents for at least 2 years. At .present, the 

term "child" does not include adopted chil
dren, and it is believed that the proposed 
amendment is desirable to prevent hardship 
in cases where the child is chargeable to a 
heavily oversubscribed quota and would not 
otherwise be able to accompany his adoptive 
parents. Adequate safeguards are included 
to prevent abuse. 

Section 3. First-preference spouses and 
children: Benefits now extend to spouse and 
children of a first-preference alien even 
though they do not accompany him to the 
United States, but follow to join him later. 

Under section 203 of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act, a preference of 50 percent 
of each quota is allotted to aliens with spe
cial skills whose services are urgently needed 
in the United States, and under subsection 
(a) (1) (B) of that section such first-pref
erence status is also extended to the spouse 
and children who are accompanying the 
principal applicant. Under section 3 of the 
bill, it is provided that such first-preference 
status shall also be accorded to the spouse 
and children who are "following to join" 
such a principal applicant. 

Section 4. Orphans: This admits an un
limited number of orphans quota-free for 
the next 2 years. 

Section 4 would authorize the issuance of 
special nonquota immigrant visas to certain 
eligible alien orphans under 14 years of age 
who are adopted by United States citizens 
or who are coming to the United States to 
be adopted. The authority to issue such 
special nonquota immigrant visas shall ex
pire on June 30, 1959, at which time the 
Congress may review the operation of the 
program and a determination may then be 
made whether the prqgram should be cur
tailed, modified or canceled. Not more than 
two such special nonquota immigrant visas 
may be issued to orphans adopted by any one 
United States citizen and spouse unless 
necessary to prevent · the separation of 
brothers and sisters. · 

Section 5. Waiver cases: This permits 
waivers by the Attorney General of moral 
turpitude (generally theft) a~d immorality 
cases. 
' Under the provisions of existing law found 

in section 212 (a) (9) of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act, aliens who have been 
convicted of or who admit the commission 
of crimes involving moral turpitude or who 
admit committing acts· which constitute the 
essential elements of such a crime are in
eligible to receive a visa or be admitted to the 
United States. Under section 212 (a) (10) 
of that act, aliens who have been convicted 
of two offenses regardless of whether the of
fenses involved moral turpitude and for 
which the aggregate sentences to confine
ment actually imposed were 5 years or more 
are ineligible to receive a visa and be ad
mitted to the United States. Also, under 
section 212 (a) (12) of that act, aliens who 
are members of certain immoral classes such 
as aliens who have practiced prostitution are 
forev~r barred from entering the United 
States for permanent residence. Section 5 
of the bill would grant discretionary au
thority to the Attorney General to waive 
these grounds of exclusion in behalf of the 
spouse, parent, or child, including a minor 
adopted child, of a United States citizen, or 
an alien lawfully admitted for permanent 
residence, who is an applicant for a visa for 
permanent residence in the United States 
if such aliens are found to be otherwise ad
missible. In meritorious cases, therefore, 
the Attorney General would in the future be 
authorized to admit certain aliens to the 
United States even though they are subject 
to exclusion on the foregoing grounds in 
order to prevent the separation of families. 

Section 6. TB waiver: This permits waivers 
of certain TB cases by the Attorney General. 

Under the provisions of section 212 (a) (6) 
of the Immigration and Nationality Act, 
aliens who are aftticted with tuberculosis are 
ineligible to receive a visa and be admitted 

to the United States as permanent residents. 
Section 6 of the bill would permit the At
torney General, after consultation with the 
Surgeon General of the United States Public 
Health Service, to admit the spouses, parents, 
and minor children, including adopted chil
dren, of United States citizens, or aliens law
fully admitted for permanent residence not
withstanding the fact that such close rela
tives are afflicted with tuberculosis. Ade
quate safeguards are included to · assure that 
where the discretionary authority is exer
cised that the alien will not become a public 
charge. 

Section 7. Misrepresentations: This would 
permit certain aliens who m•isrepresented 
their nationality to remain in this co.untry. 

Section 7 of the bill would provide for 
the correction of a situation which exists in 
the case of certain aliens admitted under the 
Displaced Persons Act who are in a deport
able status because of misrepresentations 
made with reference to their nationality or 
place of birth to avoid repatriation to Com
munist-controlled countries. This section 
would also permit a similar adjustment to 
be made in the case of spouses, parents, or 
children of United States citizens or lawful 
resident aliens, who have sought to procure 
or have procured visas or other ~ocumenta
tion or entry into the United States by 
fraud or misrepresentation. The section 
further provides that after the effective date, 
the Attorney General shall have discretion
ary authority to waive the ground of inad
missibility in behalf of the spouse, parent or 
child of a United States citizen or alien law
fully admitted for permanent residence who 
is found to be subject to exclusion because 
he has practiced fraud or made a misrepre
sentation in connection with his visa appli
cation or application for admission to the 
United States. 

Section 8. Waiving fingerprints: This 
would grant the Secretary of State and. the 
Attorney General the authority to waive fin
gerprinting of alien visitors. 

Section 8 of the bill grants to the Secre
tary of State and the Attorney General the 
discretionary authority to waive the finger
printing requirements, on a basis of reci
procity, in the case of aliens who are seeking 
to enter the United States temporarily as 
nonimmigran ts. 

Section 9. First preference from over-sub
scribed areas: This would permit the At
torney General to adjust for permanent resi
dence the status of highly skilled aliens who 
are already in this country, and who. have 
acquired first preference ratings, but are un
able to make use of them because the quotas 
of their homelands are· oversubscribed. 

Section 9 of the bill authorizes the At
torney General, in the administration of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, to adjust 
the status of certain highly skilled specialists 
who are in the United States temporarily 
and whose services have been determined to 
be urgently needed in the United States, to 
that of aliens lawfully admitted for perma
nent residence. As a prerequisite to such 
adjustment, it must be found that the alien 
was physically present in the United States 
on July 1, 1957, and tpe alien must be the 
beneficiary of an approved visa petition for 
first preference immigrant status, filed on 
his behalf prior to the date of the enact
ment of this act. The section also provides 
that the spouse and children, who were phys
ically present in the United States on July 
1, 1957, of such alien, may have their status 
similarly adjusted to that of aliens lawfully 
admitted for permanent residence. If the 
principal beneficiary is married at the time 
such an adjustment is made under this sec
tion, the Attorney General is also authorized 
to grant nonquota status to the spouse or 
child of the alien residing outside the United 
States and such spouse or child may be ad.,. 
mitted, if otherwise admissible. 
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Section 10. Lifting of mortgages: Quota 

deductions under the mortgaging plan are 
hereby terminated. 

Section 10 of the bill would remove the 
mortgages on the quotas of certain countries 
imposed under the Displaced Persons Act of 
1948, as amended, and under the acts of 
June 30, 1950, and April 9, 1952, relating to 
the importation of certain skilled sheep· 
herders. 

Section 11. Naturalization of children 
adopted abroad: This would permit children, 
who are living abroad with their American 
adoptive parents, to obtain United States 
citizenship without residence in the United 
States. 

Section 11 of the bill would provide for 
the expeditious naturalization of certain 
adopted children of United States citizens 
employed abroad. 

Section 12. Upgrading preference cate· 
gories: This would permit holders of first 
preferences; parents of United States citi· 
zens; and spouses and children of lawful 
resident aliens, to come into this country 
quota-free. 

Section 12 of this bill provides for the 
granting of nonquota immigrant statu~ to 
certain skilled specialists, parents of Umted 
States citizens, and spouses and children of 
aliens lawfully admitted for permanent resi
dence on behalf of whom a petition for the 
preference status under the Immigration and 
Nationality Act was approved by the Att?r· 
ney General prior to July 1, 1957. ProvisiOn 
is made that such skilled specialists and 
relative-preferen-ce aliens must be otherwise 
admissible under the immigration laws. 

(It is estimated that there . are over 3:500 
cases in Greece which will be granted v1sas 
under this section, and .over 21,000 cases in 
Italy which will be granted visas.) 

Section 13. Special diplomatic cases: This 
would permit an annual maximum of 50 dip
lomatic people now in this country to remain 
here permanently if they do not desire tore· 
turn to their homelands. 

Section 13 of the bill would provide a pro
cedure for the adjustment of the immigra
tion status of certain aliens who entered the 
United states in a diplomatic or semidiplo
matic status as officers or employees of a 
foreign government or certain international 
organizati6ns and who has failed to maintain 
his official status, but who lias not been re.:. 
quired to depart from the United States. In 
such cases the alien would be permitted to 
apply to the Attorney General for an adjust· 
ment of his status to that of an alien law
fully admitted for permanent residence and 
if the application is approved, the Attorney 
General is required to submit a report there· 
on to the Congress. Such an adjustment be· 
comes final if neither the Senate nor the 
House of Representatives passes a resolution 
disapproving the action of the Attorney Gen· 
eral in the session in which the report is sub
mitted or the session next following. The 
number of aliens who may be granted the 
status of an alien lawfully admitted for per
manent residence under the provision is 
limited to 50 in any fiscal year. 

Section 14. Use of standard definitions: 
Definitions contained in the Immigration 
and Nationality Act are applicable in this 
act. Section 14 of the bill merely provides 
that the definitions contained in the Immi
gration and Nationality Act shall apply to 
certain sections of the proposed legislation 
(noncontroversial). 

Section 15. Refugee Relief Act visas: 18,656 
numbers were left unused from the Refugee 
Relief Act, which has expired. This would 
permit use of these numbers by escapees 
from communism and by refugees in various 
parts of the world. 

Section 15 of the bill authorizes the issu
ance, under the existing provisions of the 
basic Immigration and Nationality Act, of 
the special nonquota immigrant vi.sas which 
were authorized under the Refugee Relief 

Act of 1953, as amended, but which remained 
uni.ssued on January 1, 1957. Under that act, 
18,656 such visas remai.ned unissued. This 
section allots and authorizes the issuance of 
2,500 of the remaining visas to German ex· 
pellees described in section 4 (a) (1) of the 
Refugee Relief Act, as amended; 1,600 to the 
Dutch ethnics described in paragraphs (9) 
and (10) of that section; and 500 to the refu· 
gees described in paragraph ( 11) of that sec· 
tion. All the rest and remainder of the un· 
issued visas are authorized to be issued to 
refugee-escapees who are carefully defined 
in the bill so as to include any alien who was 
forced to flee from Communist territory, or 
from any country in the Middle East (a term 
strictly defined) a~d who is unable to return 
to the place from which he fled because of 
persecution or fear of persecution on account 
of race, religion, or political opinion. It is 
the intention of the committee that the dis
tribution of this remainder will be made in 
a fair and equitable manner, without any 
prescribed numerical limitations for any par· 
ticular group, according to the showing of 
hardship, persecution, and the welfare of the 
United States. It is carefully spelled out in 
the bill that the alien must be eligible for 
admission to the United States under all the 
provisions of the Immigration and Nation
ality Act, except for the fact that a quota 
number is not available to him at the time 
of hi.s application for a visa. 

Two thousand five hundred to German ex· 
pellees (German ethnics who were born in 
the Balkans, the Baltic area, Poland, 
U.S . S.R., etc.). 

One thousand six hundred to Dutch eth
nic refugees. 

Five hundred to White Russians, Euro· 
peans, and other nonindigenous PE:Ople in the 
Far East. 

Fourteen thousand and fifty-six to refu
gees from communism anywhere in the 
world, and to refugees in the Middle East 
(both Arab and Jew) who are fleeing from 
oppression due to raee, religion, or political 
opinion. 

Mr. L,AUSCHE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Utah yield to me? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
TALMADGE in the chair). Does the Sen
ator from Utah yield to the Senator 
from Ohio? 

Mr. WATKINS. I yield for a question. 
Mr . . LAUSCHE. Under existing law or 

under the existing powers vested in the 
Chief Executive, is there any way by 
means of which the 27,000 patriots of 
Hungary who fled to the United States 
can have their residence in the United 
States legalized? 

Mr. WATKINS. Does the Senator 
from Ohio mean under existing law? 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Yes; and under the 
powers of the Executive. 

Mr. WATKINS. When the Senator 
from Ohio uses the word "legalize," we 
are likely to become involved in diffi
culty. I may not be able to answer that 
particular question, because it is not yet 
certain-according to some of those who 
have been working for years on proposed 
legislation in this field-whether there 
was full authority to have those 27,000 
persons admitted to the United States 
under the parolee clause of the Immi
gration Act of 1952. However, they have 
been admitted to the United States, and 
the presumption is that they were ad
mitted legally. 

In order to enable them to become 
citizens of the United States, additional 
legislation must be enacted in order to 
regularize their admission. I would not 

use the word "legalize/' because that 
would put them in position where their 
present status would be open to question. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. So, in the opinion of 
the Senator from Utah, additional legis
lation must be enacted. Is that correct? 

Mr. WATKINS. That is correct, be
cause they are legally in the United 
States; but they were not admitted for 
the ·purpose of becoming citizens. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. To what extent would· 
any of the provisions of the pending 
measure apply to any of these 27,000 
Hungarians, if at all? 

Mr. WATKINS. I doubt very much 
that any of the provisions of the pres
ently proposed legislation would apply 
to them. But the committee experts are 
here, and we can ask them. They ad
vise me that the present proposal does 
not affect them. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I wish 
to subscribe fully to the beautiful state
ment made about our obligation to the 
patriots of Hungary. They fought for 
our cause just as much as they did for 
their own. If we do not do something 
to help them, we shall have a black stain 
upon the fulfillment of our responsibility 
to people who believe in our cause. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, in 
concluding my remarks, let me state 
that I hope the Senate will pass the bill, 
and I hope the bill will be passed by the 
favorable votes of a large majority of 
the Members of the Senate. We have 
great hopes that it will be possible to get 
through the House of Representatives a 
bill which will be substantially the same 
as the one now before the Senate. Cer
tainly proposed legislation of this sort 
should be passed this year; and we 
shou.ld not come to the end of the ses
sion-as was the case last year-with no 
bill in this field passed by both Houses 
of Congress, even though last year the 
Senate did pass such a bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the first com
mittee amendment. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the committee 
amendments be considered and agreed to 
en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Mississippi? Without objection, 
the committee amendments are con
sidered and agreed to en bloc. 

The amendments agreed to en bloc 
are as follows: 

On page 2, after line 14, strike out: 
"SEc. 4. The Immigration and Nationality 

Act is amended by adding after section 207 
a new section to read as follows: 

"'SEc. 208. (a) Not to exceed 2,500'." 
And insert: 
"SEc. 4. (a) On or before June 30, 1959, 

special" 
In line 20, after the word "issued", strike 

out "during each fi-scal year"; on page 3, at 
the beginning of line 3, strike out ""(b)" 
and insert "(b)"; and in the same line, after 
the word "term", strike out "'eligible or· 
phan'" and insert ""eligible orphan""; on 
page 4, line 3, after the word "this", strike 
out "act."" and insert "act."; on page 5, line 
4 , after the word "any", strike out "which 
the Attorney General in his discretion may 
by regulations prescribe., and insert "in· 
eluding the giving of a bond, as the Attorney 
General, in his discretion, after consUltation 
with the Surgeon General of the United 
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States Public Health Service, may by regu
lations prescribe"; after line 8, strike out: 

"SEc. 7. Subsection (b) of section 242 of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act is 
amended by inserting immediately after 
' (b) ' the following: 'Proceedings to deter
mine the deportability of an alien shall be 
commenced by the issuance of any process, . 
pleading, or document as the Attorney Gen
eral shall by regulations prescribe. For the 
purposes of this act, a proceeding to deter
mine deportability instituted upon the basis 
of such a process, pleading, or document 
shall have the same effect as if instituted 
by the issuance and service of a warrant 
of arrest'.'' 

At the beginning of line 19, change the 
section number from "8" to "7"; on page 7, 
at the beginning of line 3, change the sec
tion number from ."9" to "8"; at the begin
ning of line 10, change the section number 
from "10" to "9"; in line 13, after the word 
"status", strike out "of" and insert "to"; 
on page 8, at the beginning of line 15, 
change the section number from "11" to 
"10"; at the beginning of line 25, change 
the section number from "12" to "11"; on 
page 9, line 16, after the word "faith", strike 
out "and" and insert "an"; on page 10, at 
the beginning of line 1, change the section 
number from "13" to "12"; at the begin
ning of line 12, change the section number 
fro~ "14" to "13"; on page 12, at the be
ginning of line 9, change the section numper 
from "15" to "14"; in line 12, after the word 
"sections", strike out "5, 6, 8, 9, 10, 13, and 
14" and insert "4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 12, 13, and 15"; 
after line 13, strike out: 

"SEC. 16. (a) Notwithstanding the pro
visions of section 20 of the Refugee Relief 
Act of 1953, as amended (67 Stat. 400; 68 
Stat. 1044), special nonquota immigrant 
visas allotted for issuance to aliens specified 
in paragraphs (1), (9), (10), and (11) of sec
tion 4 (a) of such act, which remained on 
January 1, 1957, may be issued by consular 
officers as defined in section 101 (a) (9) of 
the Immigration and Natio:p.ality Act to 
aliens who are refugee-escapees (as defined 
in subsection (b) ) : Provided, That such alien 
is found to be eligible to be issued an im
migrant visa and to be admitted to the 
United States under the provisions of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act: Provided 
further, That a.ll special nonquota immigrant 
visas authorized to be issued under this sec
tion shall be issued in accordance with the 
provisions of section 221 of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act: Provided further, That 
a quota number is not available to such alien 
at the time of his application for a visa. 

"(b) (1) For purposes of subsection (a), 
the term "refugee-escapee" means any alien 
who, because of persecution or fear of perse
cution on account of race, religion, or politi
cal opinion has fled or shall flee (A) from any 
Communist, Communist-dominated, or Com
munist-occupied area, or (B) from any coun
try within the general area of the Middle 
East, and who cannot return to such area, or 
to such country, on account of race, religion, 
or political opinion. 

"(2) For purposes of paragraph (1), the 
term 'general area of the Middle East' means 
the area between and including Libya on the 
west, Turkey on the north, Pakistan on t):le 
east, and Saudi Arabia and Ethiopia on the 
south. 

"(3) Nothing in this section shall be held 
to extend the Refugee Relief Act of 1953, as 
amended (66 Stat. 174; 68 Stat. 1044), and 
nothing in this section shall be held to au
thorize the issuance of special nonquota im
migrant visas in excess of the number pro
vided in section 3 of that act." 

And insert: 
"SEC. 15. (a) Notwithstanding the provi

sions of section 20 of the Refugee Relief Act 
of 1953, as amended· (67 Stat. 400; 68 Stat. 
1044), · special nonquota immigrant visas 
authorized to be issued under .section 3 of 
that act which remained unissued on Janu-

ary 1, 1957, shall be allotted and may be 
issued by consular officers as defined in the 
Immigration and Nationality Act in the fol
lowing manner: 

"(1) Not to exceed 2,500 visas to aliens 
described in paragraph (1) of section 4 (a) 
of the Refugee Relief Act, as amended; 

"(2) Not to exceed 1,600 visas to aliens 
described in paragraphs (9) or (10) of such 
section 4 (a); 

"(3) Not to exceed 500 visas to aliens de
scribed in paragraph ( 11) of such section 
4 (a); 

" ( 4) All the rest and remained of said 
visas to aliens who are refugee-escapees as 
defined in subsection (c). 

"(b) The allotments provided in subsec
tion (a) of this section shall be available for 
the issuance of immigrant visas to the 
spouses and unmarried sons or daughters 
under 21 years of age, including stepsons or 
stepdaughters and sons or daughters adopted 
prior to July 1, 1957, of persons referred to 
in subsection (a) of this section if accom
panying them: Provided, That each such 
alien is found to be eligible . to be issued an 
immigrant visa and to be admitted to the 
United States under the provisions of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act: Provided 
fu?·ther, That all special nonquota immigrant 
visas authorized to be issued under this 
section shall be issued in accordance with 
the provisions of section 221 of the Immi
gration and Nationality Act: Provided fur
ther, That a quota number is not available 
to such alien at the time of his application 
for a visa. · 

" (c) ( 1) For purposes of subsection (a) , 
the term 'refugee-escapee' means any alien 
who, because of persecution or fear of perse
cution on accoun.t of race; religion, or politi:.. 
cal opinion has fled or shall flee (A) from 
any Communist, Communist-dominated, or 
Communist-occupied area, or (B) from any . 
country within the general area of the Mid
dle East, and who cannot return to such 
area, or to such country, on account of race, 
religion, or poll tical opinion. 

"(2) For the purposes of this section, the 
term 'general area of the Middle East' means 
the area between and including (1) Libya 
on the west, (2) Turkey on the north, (3) 
Pakistan on the east, and (4) Saudi Arabia 
and Ethiopia on the south. 

" (d) Except as otherwise provided in sub
section (a) of this section, nothing in this 
section shall be held to extend the Refugee 
Relief Act of 1953, as amended (67 Stat. 400; 
68 Stat. 1044), and nothing in this section 
shall be held to authorize the issuance of 
special nonquota immigrant visas in excess 
of the number provided in section 3 of 
that act.'' 

So as to make the bill read: 
Be it enacted, etc., That subparagraph (B) 

of section 101 (b) (1) of the Immigration 
and Nationality Act is amended to read as 
follows: 

"(B) a stepchild, whether or not born out 
of wedlock, provided the child had not 
reached the age of 18 years at the time the 
marriage creating the status of stepchild 
occurred; or" 

SEc. 2. Section 101 (b) (1) of the Immigra
tion and Nationality Act is amended by add
ing at the end thereof the following new 
subparagraphs: 

"(D) an illegitimate child, by, through 
whom, or on whose behalf a status, privilege, 
or benefit is sought by virtue of the rela
tionship of the child to its natural mother; 

"(E) a child adopted while under the age 
of 14 years if the child has thereafter been 
in the legal custody of, and has resided with, 
the adopting parent or parents for at least 
2 years." 

SEc. 3. Section 203 (a) (1) of the Immigra
tion and Nationality Act is amended by 
striking out "him." and inserting in lieu 

thereof the following: "or following to join 
him.". 

SEc. 4. (a) On or before June 30 1959 
special nonquota immigrant visas ~ay b~ 
issued to eligible orphans as defined in this 
section who are under 14 years o.f age at 
the time the visa is issued. Not more than 
two such special nonquota immigrant visas 
may be issued to eligible orphans adopted 
or to be adopted by any one United States 
citizen and spouse, unless necessary to pre
vent the separation of brothers or sisters. 

(b) When used in this section the term 
"eligible orphan" shall mean an ~lien child 
(1) who is an orphan because of the death 
or disappearance of both parents, or because 
o! abandonment or desertion by, or separa
twn or loss from, both parents, or who has 
only one parent due to the death or dis
appearance of, abandonment, or desertion 
by, or separation or loss from the other par
ent and the remaining parent is incapable 
of providing care for such orphan and has 
in writing irrevocably released him for emi
gration and adoption; (2) (A) who has been 
lawfully adopted abroad by a United States 
citizen and spouse, or (B) for whom as
surances, satisfactory to the Attorney Gen
eral, have been given by a United States 
citizen and spouse that if the orphan is ad
mitted into the United States they will adopt 
him in the United States and will care ;for 
him properly and that the preadoption re
quirements, if any, of the State of the or
phan's proposed residence have been met; 
and (3) who is ineligible for admission into 
the United States solely because that por
tion of the quota to which he would other
wise be chargeable is oversubscribed by ap
plicants registered on the consular waiting 
list at the time his visa application is made. 
No natural parent of any eligible orphan 
who shall be admitted into the United States 
pursuant to this section shall thereafter, by 
virtue of such parentage, be accorded any 
right, privilege, or status under this act. 

SEc. 5. Any alien, who is excludable from 
the United States under paragraphs (9), 
( 10) , or ( 12) of section 212 (a) of the Immi
gration and Nationality Act, who (A) is the 
spouse or child, including a minor unmar
ried adopted child, of a United States citi
zen, or of an alien lawfully admitted ;for 
permanent residence, or (B) has a son or 
daughter who is a United States citizen or 
an alien lawfully admitted for permanent 
residence, shall, if otherwise admissible, be 
issued a visa and admitted to the United 
States for permanent residence if the At
torney General, in his discretion, a.nd pur· 
suant to such terms, conditions, and pro
cedures as he may by regulations prescribe, 
has consented to the alien's applying or re
applying for a visa and for admission to the 
United States. 

SEC. 6. Notwithstanding the provisions of 
section 212 (a) {6) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act as far as they relate to aliens 
afflicted with tuberculosis, any alien who 
(A) is the spouse or child, including the 
minor unmarried adopted child, of a United 
States citizen, or of an alien lawfully ad
mitted for permanent residence, or (B) has 
a son or daughter who is a United States 
citizen or an alien lawfully admitted for 
permanent residence, shall, if otherwise ad
missible, be issued a visa and admitted to 
the United States for permanent residence 
in accordance with such terms, conditions, 
and controls, if any, including the giving of 
a bond, as the Attorney General, in his dis
cretion, after consultation with the Surgeon 
General of the United States Public Health 
Service, may by regulations prescribe. 

SEC. 7. The provisions of section 241 of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act relat
ing to the deportation of aliens within the 
United States on the ground that they were 
excludable at the time of entry as (1) aliens 
who have sought to procure, or have pro
cured visas or other documentation, or entry 
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into the United States by fraud or misrep
resentation, or (2) aliens who were not of 
the nationality specified in their visas, shall 
not apply to an alien ()therwise admissible 
at the time of entry who (A) is the spouse, 
parent, or a child of a United States citizen 
or of an alien lawfully admitted for perma
nent residence; or (B) was admitted to the 
United States between December 22, 1945, 
and November 1, 1954, both dates inclusive, 
and misrepresented his nationality, place 
of birth, identity, or residence in applying 
for a visa: Provided, That such alien de
scribed in clause (B) shall establish to the 
satisfaction of the Att()rney General that 
the misrepresentation was predicated upon 
the alien's fear of persecution because of 
race, religion, or political opinion if re
patriated to his former home or residence, 
and was not committed for the purpose of 
evading the quota restrictions of the immi
gration laws or an investigation of the alien 
at the place of his former home, or residence, 
or elsewhere. After the efiective date of this 
act, any alien who is the spouse, parent, or 
child of a United States citizen or of an 
alien lawfully admitted for permanent resi
dence and who is excludable because (1) 
he ·seeks, has sought to procure, or has pro
cured, a visa or other documentation, or 
entry into the United States, by fraud or 
misrepresentation, or (2) he admits the 
commission of perjury in connection there
with, shall hereafter be granted a visa and 
admitted to the United States for perma
nent residence, if otherwise admissible, if the 
Attorney General in his discretion has con
.sented to the alien's applying or reapplying 
for a visa and for admission to the United 
States. 

SEC. 8. The Secretary of State and the At
torney General are hereby authorized, in 
their discretion and on a basis of .reciprocity, 
pursuant to such regulations as they may 
severally prescribe, to waive the requirement 
of fingerprinting specified in sections 221 (b} 
and 262 of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act, respectively, in the case of any non
immigrant alien. 

SEC. 9. In the administration of the Immi
gration -and Nationality Act, the Attorney 
General is authorized, pursuant to such 
terms and conditions as he may by regu~a
tions prescribe, to adjust the status to that 
of an alien lawfully admitted for perma
nent residence in the case of (A) an alien, 
physically present within the United States 
on July 1, 1957, who is the beneficiary of 
an approved visa petition for immigrant 
status under section 203 (a) (1) (A) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act filed on his 
behalf prior to the date of enactment of this 
act, ~nd (B) his spouse and children physi
cally present within the United States on 
July 1, 1957. This section shall be appli
cable only to aliens admissible to the United 
States except for the fact that an immi
grant visa is not promptly available for 
issuance to them because the quota of the 
quota area to which they are chargeable is 
oversubscribed. Upon the payment of the 
required visa fee and the adjustment of sta
tus under this act, the Attorney General shall 
record the alien's lawful admission for per
manent residence as of the date of the order 
adjusting status. Nothing contained in this 
section shall be held to repeal, amend or 
mooify any of the provisions of the act of 
June 4, 1956 (70 Stat. 241) • Pursuant to 
such terms and conditions, and in accord
ance with such pr()Cedure, as he may by 
regulations prescribe, the Attorney General 
1s authorized to grant nonquota status, and 
a nonquota immigrant visa shall be issued, 
to the otherwise admissible spouse and child 
of any alien specified in clause (A) whose 
status has been adjusted under this act if 
the marriage by virtue of which such rela
tionship exists occurred prior to July 1, 1957. 

SEC. 10. The quota deductions required 
under the provisions of the following acts 

are hereby terminated -efiective on the date 
of the enactment of this act-
. (1) s_e~tion 201 (e) (2) of the Immigration 
and Nationality· Act; 

(2) the Displaced Persons Act of 1948, as 
amended (62 Stat. 1009, 64 Stat. 219; 65 
Stat. 96); 

(3) the act of June 30, 1950 (64 Stat. 306): 
and 

(4) the act of April 9, 1952 (66 Stat. 50)! 
SEC. 11. Section 323 of the Immigration 

and Nationality Act is amended by· adding 
at the end thereof the following new sub
section: -

" (c) Any such adopted child ( 1) one of 
whose adoptive parents is (A) a citizen of 
the United States, (B) in the Armed Forces 
of the United States or in the employment 
of the Government of the United States, or 
of an American institution of research rec
ognized as such liy the Attorney General, or 
of an American firm or corporation engaged 
in whole or in part in the development of 
foreign trade and commerce of the United 
·states, or a subsidiary thereof, or of a public 
international organization in which the 
United States participates by treaty or stat
ute, and (C) regularly stationed abroad in 
such service or employment, and (2) who is 
in the United States at the time of natural
ization, and (3) whose citizen adopted parent 
declares before the naturalization court in 
good faith an intention to have such child 
take up residence within the United States 
immediately upon the termination of such 
service or employment abroad of such citi
zen adoptive parent, may be naturalized 
upon compliance with all the requirements 
of the naturalization laws except that no 
ptior residence or specified period of physical 
·presence within the United States or within 
the jurisdiction of the naturalization court 
or proof thereof shall be required, and para'
graph (3) of subsection (a) of this section 
shall not be applicable.,. 

SEc. 12. Any alien eligible for a quota im
migrant status under the provisions of sec
tion 203 (a) (1), (2), or (3) of the Immigra
tion and Nationality Act on the basis of a 
'J>etition approved by the Attorney General 
prior to July 1, 1957, shall be held to be a 
nonquota immigrant and, if otherwise ad
missible under the provisions of that act, 
shall be issued a nonquota immigrant visa: 
Provided, That, upon his application for an 
immigrant visa, and for admission to the 
United States, the alien is found to have 
retained his relationship to the petitioner, 
and status, as established in the approved 
petition. 

SEc. 13. Notwithstanding any other provi• 
sian of law-

( a) Any ·alien · admitted to the United 
States as a nonimmigrant under the provi
sions of either section 101 (a) (15) (A) (i) 
or (11) or 101 (a) (15) (G) (i) or (ii) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act, who has 
failed to maintain a status under any of 
those provisions, and who has not been re
quired to depart from the United States un
der the authority of section 241 (e) of such 
-act, may apply to the Attorney General for 
adjustment of his status to that of an alien 
-lawfully admitted for permanent residence. 

(b) If it shall appear to the satisfaction 
of the Attorney Generai that the alien is a 
person of good moral character, and that 
such action would not be contrary to the 
national welfare, safety, or security, the At
torney General, in his discretion, may record 
the alien's lawful admission for permanent 
residence as of the date of the order of the 
Attorney General approving tbe application 
for adjustment of status is made. 

(c) A complete and detailed statement of 
the facts and pertinent provisions of law in 
the case shall be reported to the Congress 
with the reasons for such adjustment of 
status. Such reports shall be submitted on 
the first day of each calendar month in 
which Congress is in session. If, during the 

session of the Congress at which a- case is 
reported, or prior to the close of the session 
of Congress next following the session at 
which a case is reported, either the Senate 
or the ·House of Representatives passes a 
resolution stating in substance that it does 
not favor the adjustment of status of such 
alien, the Attorney General shall thereupon 
t·equire the departure of such alien in the 
manner provided by law. If neither the 
Senate nor the House of Representatives 
passes such a resolution within the time 
above specified, the Secretary of State shall, 
if the alien was classifiable as a quota immi
grant at the time of his entry, reduce by one 
the quota of the quota area to which the 
alien is chargeable under section 202 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act for the 
fiscal year then current or the next following 
year in which a quota is a_vailable. No quota 
shall be so reduced by more than 50 percent 
in any fiscal year. 

(d) The number of aliens who may be 
granted the status of aliens lawfully ad
mitted for permanent residence in any fiscal 
year, pursuant to this section, shall not ex
ceed 50. 

SEc. 14. Except as otherwise specifically 
provided in this act, the definitions con
tained in subsections (a) an<;l (b) of sectiozi 
.101 of the Immigration and Nationality Act 
shall apply to sections 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 12, 
·13, and 15 of this act. 

SEC. 15. (a) Notwithstanding the .provi
sions of section 20 of the Refugee Relief Act 
of 1953, as amended (67 Stat. 400; 68 Stat. 
1044), special nonquota immigrant visas au
thorized to be issued under section 3 of that 
act which remained unissued on January t. 
1957, shall be allotted and may be issued by 
consular officers as defined in the Immigra
tion and Nationality Act in the following 
manner: 

( 1) Not to exceed 2·,500 visas to aliens de.:. 
scribed in paragraph (1) of section 4 (a) 
of the Refugee Relief Act, as amended; 

(2) Not to exceed 1,600 visas to aliens de
scribed in paragraphs (9) or (10) of such 
section 4 (a); 

(3) Not to exceed 500 visas to aliens de
scribed in paragraph (11) of such section 
4 (a); 

( 4) All the rest and remaining of said visas 
to aliens who are refugee-escapees as defined 
-in subsection (c) • 

(b) The allotments provided in subsection 
(a) of this section shall be available for the 
issuance of immigrant ·visas to the spouses 
.and unmarried sons or daughters under 21 
years of age, including stepsons or step
daughters and sons or daughters adopted 
prior to July 1, 1957, of persons referred to 
in subsection (a) of this section if accom• 
panying them: Provided, That each such 
alien is found to be eligible to be issued an 
immigrant visa and to be admitted to the 
United States under the provisions of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act: Provided 
further, That all special nonquota immi
grant visas authorized to be issued under 
this section shall be issued in accordance 
with the provisions of section 221 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act: Provided 
further, That a quota number is not avail
able to such alien at the time of his applica
tion for a visa. 

(c) (1) For purposes of subsection (a), 
the term "refugee-escapee" means any allen 
who, because of persecution or fear of per• 
secution on account of race, religion, or polit
ical opinion has fled or shall flee (A) from 
any Communist, Communist-dominated, or 
·Communist-occupied area, or (B) from any 
country within the general area of the Mid
dle East, and who cannot return to such area, 

-or to such country, on account of race, re-
ligion, or political opinion. 

(2) For the purposes of this section the 
term "general area of the Middle East" 
means the area between and including ( 1) 

·Libya on the west, (2) Turkey on the north, 
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(3) Pakistan on the- east, and (4) Saudi 
Arabia and Ethiopia on the south: • 

(d) Except as otherwise provided in sub· 
section (a) of this section, nothing in this 
section shall be held to extend the Refugee 
Relief Act of 1953, as amended (67 Stat. 400; 
68 Stat. 1044), and nothing in this sectioQ. 
shall be held to authorize the issuance of 
special nonquota immigrant visas in excess 
of the number provided in sectiqn 3 of that 
act. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I 
wish to say that I do not believe any 
Member of the Senate has worked 
harder or is more diligent or more con· 
scientious in dealing with either this sub. 
ject or any other subject with which the 
Senate considers, than the distinguished 
senior Senator from Utah [Mr. WAT· 
KINsJ. He has done ~ very effective work 
on the Judiciary Committee. It is the 
judgment of the chairman of the com· 
mittee that the Senator from Utah is 
entitled to a great amount of credit for 
the progress represented by this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I rise 
to support S. 2792, a ·bill to amend the 
Immigration and Nationality Act. I am 
a cosponsor of this bill, but I am frank 
to say that it does not measure up to all 
my hopes. It does not measure up to 
the aspirations of those who, in season 
and out of season, have believed in, and 
fought for, immigration laws liberal 
enough to represent the responsibility 
of America. I believe that the moral 
leadership and economic standards of 
our country permit of something much 
better, and should produce something 
better. 

But this measure, although only·a mild 
and moderate step forward, is an affirm
ative ·step. It indicates the direction in 
which · we intend to move. It may be 
termed a compromise; but, indeed, it is 
not a surrender. 

The bill will get some things done. 
Through its various steps, 60,000 persons 
will be allowed to come to this country. 
Sixty thousand may be only a trickle-; 
but for each of the 60,000, the bill may 
be something of a triumph. These will 
be 60,000 v1ho, but for this bill, would not 
get this opportunity. 

This bill is praiseworthy in its funda
mental purpose-to reunite families. It 
does achieve this in fair measure, and it 
keeps alive our sense of obligati{)n to do 
the right thing as befits our position 
among the nations of a troubled world. 

It is not my intention to analyze the 
bill. I am discussing only the overall 
philosophy of the bill. It is the product 
of divergent views, and that christens it 
a compromise. But we can accept it, as 
practical people, in the closing hours of 
this session, as an accomplishment, 
whereas otherwise we might be left with 
no advance at all. 

It is my clear understanding that this 
is the view of the individuals and organi
zations who have long led the fight for 
strong, realistic measures, and who 
recognize S. 2792 as the most we can 
hope for at this time. . 

It was because of its evidence of moral 
responsibility that I joined as a cospon· 
sor of the bill. It is. because it is a prac· 
tical, forward step, however modest, that 
I am going to vote for it; and I strongly 
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recommend to the other Members of the 
Senate that they vote for it, too. 

This bill does not mark the end. We 
must work on. In this challenging world, 
our country cannot stand still. It can· 
not isolate itself from the dem.ands of 
.our times that would destroy the fearful. 
.The hour has its. rewards for nations 
bold enough to be as great as they can 
be, brave enough to realize their strength 
of the past, born of the mingled cultures 
and courage of many races; and .prac· 
tical enough to understand that mere 
material wealth is not total security in 
an atomic age. It takes moral courage 
to accept leadership and to make high 
decisions in keeping with the character 
.of the growing, generous America that 
is the parent of us all. Today, we are 
taking a step forward. 

Let us keep on to the heights where 
we shall be unafraid to welcome the 
worthy in a world which constantly 
grows smaller in size. We can still be 
giants in a land to which God has been 
·so kind, a land for which we hold such 
.power of decision, such high duty for 
its destiny. 

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

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

Mr. KNOWLAND. Has the bill been 
'read the third time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It ha~ 
not. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi· 
dent, I support this bill with mixed feel
ings. I have favored a more substantial 
immigration bill-one which would have 
_provided further improvements in this 
field. 

Last year, the Senate passed such a 
bill. It was my hope that the Senate 
would be able, this year, to pass a bill 
regularizing the status of the Hungarian 
refugees who came to the United States 
as parolees, and who do not now enjoy 

·the status of permanent residents. It 
was my further hope that it would be 
possible, this year, to pass proposed legis
lation reallocating a small portion of the 
unused quotas each year to the countries 
whose quotas are heavily and con
sistently oversubscribed, and who re
ceive relatively small initial quotas un
der existing law. 

Those of us who believe that such 
. steps are justified will not abandon our 
hopes. We shall strive to achieve these 
further improvements at the earliest 
possible time. 

The bill now before the Senate ac. 
· complishes many substantial improve· 
. ments. By releasing the displaced per
son mortgages, it will open up new ave. 
nues of immigration for many people 
now unable to come to this country . . 

Orphan children will be able to qualify 
in unlimited numbers for the next 2 

. years. Eighteen thousand refugees and 

. expellees from countries throughout the 
world will be able to come and make 
their home in this great land we are 
proud to call the home of liberty. 

This bill is in the nature of an emer
gency measure to relieve immediate and 
existing hardships. I am glad it has 

_brought together men from both sides 
of the aisle, from both parties. I hope 
it will be passed by a substantial vote. 

·I think it must and should be passed 
without delay in the Senate, and I hope 
the House will act on it before Congress 
adjourns. 
. Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President I ask 
unanimous consent to include' in the 
RECORD as a part of my remarks a state
ment of declarations subscribed to by 
nine Senators, with respect to their rea .. 
sons for not offering amendments to the 
bill and their views as to the things 
which it leaves undone. . 

In order not to take too much time of 
the Senate, I merely wish td read the 
following sentences of the declaration: 

Within its very sharp limitations the bill 
does some good things, but it fails to do so 
.much that is urgently needed as to be deeply 
disappointing. • • • 
. We pledge our determined efforts in the 
next session of Congress to seek to effectuate 
the fundamental r~visions required in the 
.immigration law by the interests of justice 
and our national interest. We shall do 
everything we can to bring such measures 
to hearing and floor consideration. We issue 
this statement to state our reason for not 
offering amendments to the pending legis
lation. We are convinced it is so essential 
to get even some element of immigration 
relief at this session, that unsatisfactory 
and unimpressive as is this bill, we never
theless wish to do nothing which could 
_jeopardize its passage. 

It is signed by Messrs. CLARK, DOUGLAS, 
·HuMPHREY, NEUBERGER, BUSH, CASE of 
New Jersey, CooPER, IvEs, and myself. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re· 
quest of the Senator from New York? 

There being no objection, the state:. 
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: · 
JOINT STATEMENT BY SENATORS CLARK, 

DEMOCRAT OF PENNSYLVANIA, DoUGLAS, 
DEMOCRAT OF ILLINOIS, HUMPHREY, DEMO
CRAT OF MINNESOTA, NEUBERGER, DEMOCRAl' 
OF OREGON, BUSH, REPUBLICAN OF CONNECTI
CUT, CASE, REPUBLICAN 0F NEW JERSEY, 
COOPER, REPUBLICAN OF KENTUCKY, IVES, 
REPUBLICAN OF NEW YORK, JAVJ:TS, REPUB
LICAN OF NEW YORK, AND BEALL, REPUBLICAN 
OF MARYLAND 

We consider the bill before us, S. 2792, as 
reported with amendments by the Judiciary 
Committee, amending the Immigration and 
Nationality Act, to be unsatisfactory and in
adequate. Within its very sharp limitations 
the bill does some good things, but it fails 
to do so much that is urgently needed as to 
be deeply disappointing . 

It is our considered judgment that the 
immigration laws need basic revision in the 
national interest and in the interests of na
tional security not accomplished by this bill. 
We are advised, however, and are convinced 
that amendment of this bill in the Senate to 
accomplish the revisions we consider nec
essary in our immigration law would mean 
that the bill, even if it passes the Senate 
with such amendments, will not be brought 
up in the other body at this session. After 
careful consideration we have come to the 

. conclusion that inadequate as is this meas
ure we nevertheless cannot contribute to its 
defeat by our own action. The experience 

' in a similar situation in 1956 convinces us 
that we are facing no idle threat. 

We point out that among the major deft
. ciencies of the pending measure is its failure 
to regularize the status of the refugees from 

, Hungary admitted on parole-over 27,000 of 
them, including thousands of Hungarian 
freedom fighters and their families. Also the 
failure to open the door adequately to our 
fair share o! other thousands of Hungarians, 
many of them teen-agers who composed the 
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heart of the organized anti-Communist ele
ment in Hungary and who languish in Aus
trian refugee camps and are fast losing their 
faith in freedom. The pending bill also fails 
to make adequate provision for refugees and 
escapees from other situations paralleling 
that of Hungary which may develop behind 
the Iron Curtain, an urgent element in the 
anti-Communist struggle, or from the perse· 
cution of the Nasser government in Egypt. 

Nor does the bill deal with some of the 
major basic injustices and inequities of the 
McCarran-Walter immigration law, among 
them the archaic 1920 census as the basis for 
the establishment of nationality quotas, 
which arbitrarily cuts off some 65,000 addi· 
tiona! opportunities for worthy immigration 
into the United States; the provisions regard
ing loss of citizenship which make most un· 
just discrimination against naturalized citi· 
zens; the continuation of the racial test for 
those of half-Asiatic origin seeking to immi· 
grate; the absence of the statute of· limita
tions regarding deportation, which exposes 
men and women who have lived here for dec· 
ades and raised their families here to sud
den deportation; and the crippling of the 
previous provisions which allowed hardship 
cases to be dealt with fairly. Even as modest 
a proposal as the pooling of unused quotas is 
denied. 

We pledge our determined efforts in the 
next session of Congress to seek to effectuate 
the fundamental revisions required in the 
immigration law by the interests of justice 
and our national interest. We shall do every· 
thing we can to bring such measures to hear. 
ing and floor consideration. We issue this 
statement to state our reason for not offer· 
ing amendments to the pending legislation. 
We are convinced it is so essential to get 
even some element of immigration relief at 
this session, that unsatisfactory and unim· 
pressive as is this bill, we nevertheless wish 
to do nothing which could jeopardize its 
passage. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I 
was very happy to work o'ut with the 
Senator from New York, along . with 
other colleagues, the statement he has 
received consent to place in the RECORD. 
I have been a sponsor of immigration 
legislation ever since I have been in the 
Senate. I feel that the present law is 
unworthy of the great traditions of this 
Republic, and I am hopeful that the 
proposed legislation which is now being 
acted upon, of which I am a cosponsor, 
will do something to alleviate many 
hardships which have come to the ·at
tention of respective Members of Con
gress. The bill goes a part of the way. 
It does much for children. It does some
thing, I may say, for the needy and for 
the refugees from different lands; but 
it surely does not get at the funda
mentals of the weaknesses and inequities 
of the Immigration Act. 

I only want to say I pledge my contin
uing efforts in the years to come, and 
particularly in the nex~ session, for more . 
important modification and alteration 
of our immigration statutes. 

Mr. JAVITS. I thank my colleague. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, and was read the 
third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now is, Shall the bill pass? 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, on 
that question I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

Mr .. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I be
lieve that this bill is the utmost that 
could be passed in this Congress. I 
think it is a good bill. It will take care 
of some people who have vital need to 
be taJken care of. It takes care of cer
tain categories to which attention has 
long been overdue. I hope the Senate 
will pass it. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the body of the REcoRD at this 
point a statement I have prepared on 
the bill. 

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR KENNEDY 

I would like to make a few brief com· 
ments on the pending bill, S. 2792, which I 
have introduced: with the cosponsorship of 
a number of Senators on both sides of th,e 
aisle. I should like to make it clear at the 
outset that this iegislation represents the 
work of many who, like myself, have been 
extremely interested in seeing to it that a 
substantial immigration bill is enacted dur. 
ing the current session of Congress. There· 
fore, the provisions of this bill are an amal· 
gam taken from many bills, all of which have 
had substantially the same purposes. 

The bill which is now before the Senate is 
the result of a considerable amount of con
sultation among various Members who are 
interested and informed on the subject of 
immigration and has been exhaustively con. 
sidered by the Judiciary Committee. The 
bill which is now before us does not, nor have 
any of its sponsors claimed that it does go 
to the heart of what many of us believe are 
critical weaknesses in our immigration 
policy. I believe that a full examination of 
certain aspects of immigration policy should 
be undertaken by the Congress at an early 
date, for I do not believe that our immigra
tion policy is geared to the challenges and 
requirements of the age in which we live. 
Therefore, let it be clear to all that this bill 
is not the final answer to our immigration 
problems. It is ~rely designed to meet 
some pressing and obvious situations which 
require legislative action now. 

I shall not go into a detailed section-by· 
section analysis, since an excellent summary 
of this bill is provided in the report which 
lies before the Senate. However, I think it 
is useful to point out that this bill accom· 
pUshed two principal purposes' and its provi· 
sions generally support these two purposes. 

Most of the provisions of this bill are de
signed to correct certain situations which 
have arisen as a result of the workings of 
statutes already on the books, specifically the 
Immigration and Nationality Act itself and 
the Refugee Relief Act of 1953 as amended. 
In each case, these provisions are designed 
to clarify or adjust existing provisions of law 
in the interest of reuniting broken families 
or permitting American citizens to perform 
eminently humanitarian acts. One ex
ample is the section of this bill which would 

,permit orphans adopted by United States 
citizens to enter the country during the next 
2 years. Another provision is section 12, 
which permits the issuance o{ a limited 
number of visas to certain skilled specialists, 
parents of United States citizens and spouses 
and children of aliens lawfully admitted for 
permanent residence. This group of provi· 
sions is, in short, designed to overcome cer· 
tain features of our law which time and 
experience have demonstrated cause untold 
and needless human suffering in terms of 
separating families. 

The second series of provisions address 
themselves to refugee problems which are 
so bound up with the welfare of the United 
States and the conduct of our foreign rela· 
tions. These provisions allow a limited num
ber of nonquota visas to be granted to cer-

tain specified refugees who have fled from 
communism or some other form of tyranny. 

I should also like to point out to my col
leagues that this bill has the support of 
agencies which are affiliated with each of 
the major religious faiths in the United 
States. I do not maintain that they, nor I, 
nor each of the sponsors of this legislation 
believe that it meets every problem or goes 
far enough. On the contrary, they recognize 
in this bill a substantial step forward which 
needs to be taken before the Congress ad
journs. But this is an important and bene:
flcial step forward. On this ground then, I 
urge passage of S. 2792. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
support S. 2792, the bill to amend the 
Immigration and Nationality Act. 

Although this bill is not all we had 
hoped for, it does represent a step for
ward. 

Mr. President, AHEPA, the American 
Hellenic Educational Progressive Asso
ciation, a notable organization of Greek
Americans, is meeting in St. Louis, Mo., 
at this time. It is particularly appro
priate that this proposed immigration 
legislation should be considered by the 
Senate and acted upon at the time of 
their convention. 

This bill affords an opportunity for 
entry into the United States of at least 
3,500 Greeks, plus orphans, 25,000 Ital
ians, and 5,000 Germans. In my opin
ion it is a step forward in the long 
struggle . to bring about a better and 
more constructive approach to the prob
lem of immigration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? On this ques
tion the yeas and nays have been or· 
dered. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

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

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

The bill having been read the third 
time, the question is, Shall it pass? On 
this question, the yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. SPARKMAN (when his name was 
called). On this vote I have a pair with 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN
DERS]. It is my understanding that if he · 
were present and voting, he would vote 
the same way I shall vote. I therefore 
vote "yea." 

The rollcall was concluded. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I announce that 

the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. AN
DERSON], the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
BYRD], the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. CHAVEZ], the Senator from Arkan· 
sas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT], the Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. HILL], the Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. LoNG), the Senator from 
Michigan [Mr. MCNAMARA] 1 the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. MoRsE), the Senator 
from Montana [Mr. MuRRAY], the Sena
tor from West Virginia [Mr. NEELY], 
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
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O'MAHONEYJ, the Senator from Vir
gina [Mr. ROBERTSON], and the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. ScoTT] are 
absent on official business. 

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. CHURCH] 
is absent on official business attending 
the Economic Conference of the Organ
ization of American States at Buenos 
Aires. 

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. HEN
NINGs] is absent by leave of the Senate 
because of illness. 

I further announce that if present 
and voting, the Senator from New Mex
ico [Mr. ANDERSON], the Senator from 
New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], the Senator 
from Idaho [Mr. CHURCH], the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT], the 
Senator from Missouri [Mr. HENNINGS}, 
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. HILL], 
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. McNA
MARA], the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
MoRSE], the Senator from Montana [Mr. 
MURRAY], the Senator from West Vir
ginia [Mr. NEELY], the Senator from 
Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY], and the 
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. 
ScoTT] would each vote "yea." 

Mr. DffiKSEN. I announce that the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
BRIDGES] and the Senator from Maine 
[Mr. PAYNE] are absent because of ill
ness. 

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. CAPE
HART] is absent by leave of the Senate 
to represent the Senate at the Latin 
American Economic Conference in 
Buenos Aires. 

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
FLANDERS] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
BuTLER] and the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. CAsE] are absent on official 
business. . 

The Senator from New York [Mr. 
IvEsJ and the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. WILEY] are detained on official 
business. 

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. CARL
soN] and the Senators from North Da
kota [Mr. LANGER and Mr. YOUNG] are 
also detained on official business. 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. BuTLER], the Sena
tor from Indiana [Mr. CAPEHART], the 
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. CASE], 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAND
ERS], the Senator from New York [Mr. 
IvEs], and the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
PAYNE] would each vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 65, 
nays 4, as follows: 

Aiken 
All ott 
Barrett 
Beall 
Bennett 
Bible 
Bricker 
Bush 
Carroll 
Case, N.J. 
Clark 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Douglas 
Dworshak 
Eastland 
Ervin 
Frear 
Goldwater 
Gore 

YEAS-65 
Green 
Hayden 
Hickenlooper 
Holland 
Hruska 
Humphrey 
Jackson 
Javits 
Jenner 
Johnson, Tex. 
Kefauver 
Kennedy 
Kerr 
Know land 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
Magnuson 
Malone 
Mansfield 
Martin, rowa 
Martin,Pa, 
McClellan 

Monroney 
Morton 
Mundt 
Neuberger 
Pastore 
Potter 
Purtell 
Revercomb 
Saltonstall 
Schoeppel 
Smathers 
Smith, Maine 
Smith, N. J, 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thye 
Watkins 
Williams 
Yarborough 

NAYs-4 
Ellender Russell Thurmond 
Johnston, S. C. 

NOT VOTING-26 
Anderson 
Bridges 
"Butler 
Byrd 
Capehart 
Carlson 
Case, s. Dak. 
C'havez 
Church 

Flanders 
Fulbright 
Hennings 
Hill 
Ives 
Langer 
Long 
McNamara 
Morse 

Murray 
Neely 
O'Mahoney 
Payne 
Robertson 
Scott 
Wiley 
Young 

So the bill S. 2792 was passed. 

CONTROL OF MUSIC BROADCAST 
BY RADIO AND TELEVISION 

Mr. SMATHERS. Mr. President, for 
many years, and particularly in recent 
years, the American people have been 
deprived of the opportunity to hear over 
radio and television all the music they 
may like to hear, and frequently they 
are deprived of the opportunity of hear
ing new and dramatic songs, because 
those songs do not come from the right, 
or controlling, organization. This action 
has jeopardized to a great extent out.· 
entire musical heritage-and if con
tinued-threatens the caliber of the 
music of the future. 

The music that all of us grew up with 
and cherish today was written by a large 
group of talented and dedicated com
posers. Many of their names are well 
known to all of us. They include such 
names as Victor Herbert, George M. 
Cohan, Jerome Kern, George Gershwin, 
Irving Berlin, Richard Rodgers, Oscar 
Hammerstein, and others. All of them 
have unquestionably made great contri
butions to our musical literature. 
, I should like to give a little history. 
To protect the rights of these creators 
a cooperative association was formed in 
1914. It was called the American Society 
of Composers, Authors, and Publishers 
and its catalog now contains more than 
a million compositions, ranging from the 
operatic and symphonic to musical com
edy and jazz. · The association licenses 
the works of these composers to broad
casters and theaters and all other users 
of music. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, may 
we have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will be order in the Senate. Attaches 
who desire to converse will retire from 
the Chamber. Others will take their 
seats and not converse in audible tone. 
The Senator from Florida may proceed. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I might say for the 
record that I have sat here all afternoon, 
restraining myself at the request of, first, 
one Senator and then another, who said, 
"Please do not make the speech until 
after we get rid of certain bills." 

So I, naturally trying to be coopera
tive, said that I would restrain myself. I 
have waited just about as long as I could, 
particularly in light of the fact that no 
other Senator wants to practice what he 
preached. That being the case, I felt it 
was only proper that I should say what 
I had in my mind at this time. 

As a matter of fact, so influential did 
this association become, as its copyrights 
increased over the years, that in 1934 it 
was accused by the Department of Jus
tice of being a monopolistic association. 

As a result, it agreed to make basic al
terations in its structure and operation 
and by complying with consent decrees, 
freed itself of all improper attributes. 

Meanwhile, radio and television had 
grown enormously as a medium of enter
tainment, and the nationwide networks 
began to realize that there was no more 
important ingredient in filling up air 
time than music, for music can be pleas
urably listened to hour after hour, 
whereas a continuous diet of the spoken 
word often becomes indigestible-as we 
have seen demonstrated here this after
noon and on other afternoons and on 
other occasions. 

Realizing this fact, the broadcasters 
in 1940, when their negotiations with 
ASCAP for a new license broke down, 
decided to create another source of 
music and at the same time pay ASCAP 
less. This was the beginning of the 
broadcasters' influence and control over 
the source of music, and it may be said 
to be the beginning of the end of the 
public's freedom to listen to all types and 
kinds of music unrestricted by monopo
listic practices. 

The leading networks (CBS, NBC, 
ABC, and the Mutual Broadcasting Sys
tem) joined with over 600 of their affili
ated radio and television stations to go 
into the music business. With their con
siderable pooled capital, they formed a 
corporation known as Broadcast Music, 
Inc., through which they gave subsidies 
to hundreds of publishing firms. Today 
this musical empire consists of 2,000 
such firms. 

In conducting its inquiry into the same 
subject matter, an Antitrust Subcom
mittee of the Committee on the Judici
ary of the House of Representatives had 
this to say concerning the organizational 
structure of BMI, as well as its relation
ship to the broadcasting industry: 

At the outset it wlll be noted that only 
broadcasters have ever owned stock in BMI. 
E~cept where the purchaser buys the sta
tion along with the vendor's stock, the stock 
cannot be sold to a third party unless it has 
first been offered for sale to the corporations. 
At present, 624 radio stations-many con
trolled by, or affiliated with TV stations
own 73,104 outstanding shares. But it is the 
networks that are BMI's largest individual 
stockholders. Thus, CBS owns 6,519 shares 
or 8.9 percent of the outstanding stock; NBC 
4,264 shares or 5.8 percent; and ABC, 3,304 
shares or 4 .5 percent. What is more, the 
principal owner of the Mutual Broadcasting 
System, General Teleradio, owns 4,601 shares 
or 6.4 percent. The networks, in sum, own 
25.6 percent of BMI's outstanding stock. 
Furthermore, 46,938 shares or 64.2 percent 
are owned by stations affiliated with the net
works while the balance of 7,478 shares or 
10.2 percent is owned by independent sta
tions. 

BMI's board of directors comprises 14 
members with CBS, NBC, ABC, and the Mu
tual Broadcasting System, each having one 
representative. * * • The short of the mat
ter is that with two exceptions, every mem
ber of BMI's board of directors is associated 
with an organization that has a direct net
work relationship (H. Rept. 607, p. 118). 

Again on page 128 of the same report, 
it is stated: 

BMI through its publications and the 
statements of its representatives, has stated 
1n effect, on numerous occasions that it is 
an instrument of the broadcasting indus
try. In a publication entitled "BMI Reports 
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to the Industry" dated October 21, 1946, 
for example, such statements appear as 
"BMI Is Yours; When It's BMI, It's Yours; 
Every Bit of Music in the BMI Catalog Is 
Your Music; Every Service Provided by BMI 
to Broadcasters Is Your Service." A BMI ad~ 
vertisement appearing in Radio Daily in 1949 
is another illustration. In that document 
it was stated: "Industry-owned and operated 
Broadcast Music, Inc., was established and is 
maintained and operated by and for the 
broadcasting industry. Management of BMI 
is directed and guided by a board of di
rectors elected by the broadcasting indus
try and functions solely in your interest as a 
broadcaster." 

It is significant to note that present 
Federal Communications Commission 
rules permit the ownership of as many as 
seven stations by the networks them~ 
selves, not more than five of which shall 
be VHF and not more than three of 
which shall be UHF. Today NBC owns 
100 percent control in five VHF stations 
and two UHF; CBS owns 100 percent 
control in three VHF stations, and two 
UHF stations, and it has received a con
struction permit for a fourth VHF sta
tion. ABC has 100-percent control in 
five VHF stations. All of these stations 
are major units operating in large mar
kets and exercise great control over the 
programing of those stations involved, 
as well as the networks themselves. 

It is well known that today a musical 
composition has practically no chance 
of becoming popular and succesfsul un
less it is played on radio and television. 
Thus realizing that the first indispensa
ble step in popularizing a song is to get 
it recorded, two of the largest networks 
purchased the two largest recording 
companies. CBS purchased Columbia 
Records, and NBC's parent, RCA, pur
chased Victor. Through their combined 
capital they were easily able to pay for 
their music to be written, published and 
recorded. The broadcasters, controlling 
networks and television stations, then 
engaged in exploiting it over the air 
waves. This interlocking combination, 
in my opinion, constitutes in and of 
itself a structure which-to say the 
least-is not in the public interest. Con
sequently, the public today, to a great 
extent, is a captive audience. It is being 
force-fed a brand of music not always 
to its liking. 

It is significant to note that women's 
clubs throughout the Nation, with a 
combined membership of 5% million, 
together with other groups and organi
zations, have protested the practices go
ing on today. Had these practices been 
in existence in prior years many great 
songs, such as "Star Dust," "Night and 
Day," the "Missouri Waltz," and others 
too numerous to mention, might not 
have been available for the enjoyment 
of the public. This, indeed, emphasizes 
the great disservice that is being done 
the public today. 

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

Mr. SMATHERS. I am happy to yield 
to the able Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Would the Sen
ator from Florida say that the establish
ment of BMI, and the participation in 
that program by the network, was to 

get around the payment of royalties to 
ASCAP? 

Mr. SMATHERS. I think originally 
that was the purpose of the organization 
of BMI. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Would the Sen
ator further agree that the airways of 
this country have been flooded with in
ferior music ever since BMI was formed? 

Mr. SMATHERS. I would completely 
agree with the able Senator's assertion. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I should like to 
inform the Senator from Florida that 
one of my closest friends is Hoagy 
Carmichael, a prominent composer. I 
heard him 2 or 3 nights ago say that he 
has not been able to get a song pub
lished since BMI was introduced. This 
is the man who gave us "Star Dust" and 
many top tunes, who today is not able 
to sell music. 

I hope something can be done by the 
proper committees of the Congress to 
ascertain why BMI was started and 
what it has done to good, decent Ameri
can music since it has been in existence. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I thank the Sena
tor for his observations. I also hope 
something will be done. That is my 
purpose in introducing the bill. 

Mr. President, competition in the free 
enterprise system, which has made great 
contributions to this country's growth, 
economically and musically, is now being 
stifled and the general public is the 
ultimate loser. 

I am sure that all will agree that equal 
opportunities should be afforded the Vic
tor Herberts, the George M. Cohans, the 
George Gershwins and the Irving Ber
lins of today to have their music heard 
in the free atmosphere of our competi
tive democratic system. 

In order to bring this present practice 
of controlled music to an end and to 
protect the public interest, I am today 
introducing proposed legislation which 
would amend section 310 of the Com
munications Act of 1934 · so as to pro
vide that a license for a radio or tele
vision broadcasting station shall not be 
granted to or held by any person or cor
poration engaged directly or indirectly in 
the business of publishing music or of 
manufacturing or selling of musical re
cordings. I am convinced that it is not 
in the public interest to have the net
works and radio and television stations 
engaged in the music publishing and 
recording business. This legislation is 
designed to save them from their own 
excesses. 

Specifically, the legislation provides 
that no construction permit or license 
for a broadcasting station shall be 
granted to or held by (a) any person 
or corporation engaged in, or which owns 
any interest in a corporation engaged in, 
the business of publishing music or of 
manufacturing or selling recordings of 
musical compositions; (b) any corpora
tion which directly or indirectly is con
trolled by any person or corporation en
gaged in the business of publishing 
music or of manufacturing or selling 
recordings of musical compositions; or 
(c) any corporation which directly or in
directly is controlled by any person or 
corporation which directly or indirectly 
controls any corporation engaged in the 

business of publishing music or of man
ufacturing or selling recordings of musi
cal compositions. 

The legislation further provides that 
if any license is in violation of these 
provisions it shall be suspended for such 
time as the Federal Communications 
Commission determines to be reasonable 
to enable such licensee to dispose of the 
property which constitutes a violation of 
the provisions of this amendment or to 
transfer or surrender his license pur
suant to the provisions of the Federal 
Communications Commission Act. 

Behind the Iron Curtain, we have been 
able to observe the stultifying effect on 
the creative arts produced by arbitrary 
control. The works of the inspired com
posers and literary figures of pre-Com
~unist days in Russia and all the satel
lite countries have never been equaled 
under the tightly censured and manip
ulated regimes of today. 

Such control and censorship are re
pugnant to the American spirit. 

We must not permit broadcasters or 
any other power group to chain that 
spirit. 

I sincerely trust that the committee 
to which this bill is referred will act 
promptly and favorably upon it and that 
it will be passed by the Congress. 

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

The bill (S. 2834) to provide that a 
license for a radio or television broad
casting station shall not tbe granted to, 
or held bY, any person or corporation 
engaged directly or indirectly in the 
business of publishing music or of manu
facturing or selling musical recordings, 
introduced by Mr. SMATHERS, was re
ceived, read twice by its title, and re
ferred to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

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

Mr. SMATHERS. I am happy to 
yield to the Senator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I think the Senator 
is discussing a matter which involves 
importantly the public interest. I am 
sure the members of the committee will 
have an opportunity to go into this mat
ter next January when the Congress 
returns. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I thank the Sen
ator. I hope there will be hearings on 
the bill. 

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

Mr. SMATHERS. I am happy to 
yield to the Senator from Washington. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I should like to 
point out to the Senator from Florida 
that this is a matter which has been long 
considered to be a subject necessary to 
be gone into by the members of the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. I think there has been some 
hesitancy a.bout taking the matter up 
without there being before the Senate 
a bill such as the one the Senator from 
Florida has introduced tonight, because 
there is a suit pending. This is a matter 
of such importance to the people of 
America that I am sure by next January 
there will be very favorable considera
tion by the committee at least with re-
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gard to having hearings and discussing 
the bill fully. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I thank the able 
Senator from Washington for his state
ment. 

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

Mr. SMATHERS. I am happy to 
yield to the Senator from Rhode Island, 
the chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Communications. 

Mr. PASTORE. I wish to assure the 
Senator from Florida that we have had 
members of our staff documenting some 
of the allegations which have been made 
by the persons who are interested in 
the bill which is being sponsored iby the 
distinguished Senator from Florida. 
When that investigation is completed, if 
a hearing is merited, it will be held. 

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

Mr. SMATHERS. I am happy-to yield 
to the Senator from Montana. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
commend the Senator from Florida for 
bringing this matter to the attention of 
the Senate again. I was delighted to 
hear the chairman of the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce make 
the assertion that this subject will be 
looked into, and justice rendered where 
justice is due. 

Mr. SMATHERS. I thank the Sen
ator. 

CONSTRUCTION OF A STADIUM IN 
THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate a message from the 
House of Representatives insisting upon 
its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate to the bill <H. R. 1937) to 
authorize the construction, maintenance, 
and operation by the Armory Board of 
the District of Columbia of a stadium in 
the District of Columbia, and for other 
purposes, and requesting a further con
ference with the Senate on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses thereon. 

Mr. BIBLE. I move that the Senate 
insist upon its amendment, agree to the 
request of the House for a further con
ference, and that the Chair appoint the 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. BIBLE, 
Mr. FREAR, and Mr. BEALL conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

TRANSFER OF CERTAIN HOUSING 
PROJECTS TO THE CITY OF DE
CATUR, ILL. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I move that the Senate proceed to 
the consideration of Calendar No. 1066, 
s. 2460. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title for the information 
of the Senate. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (S. 2460) to 
authorize the transfer of certain housing 
projects to the city of Decatur, Ill., or to 
the Decatur Housing Authority. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Texas. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill, 
which had been reported from the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency with 
an amendment to strike out all after the 
enacting clause and insert: 

That, notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the Housing and Home Finance Ad
ministrator is authorized and directed to sell 
and convey to the city of Decatur, Ill., or 
to the Decatur Housing Authority, all of the 
right, title, and interest of the United States 
in and to that . part of the North Jasper 
Homes housing projects (ILL-11218 and 
ILL-11219) which comprises a single site of 
approximately 22.4&2 acres and on which 
there are located 180 dwelling units 
and an administration building. Such sale 
shall be made in consideration of the pay
ment of $266,000 by the purchaser to the 
United States. The purchase price shall be 
paid at the time of closing, or in such in
stallments as may be agreed upon by the 
Housing and Home Finance Administrator 
over a period not in excess of five years after 
the date of sale. Such sale shall be subject 
to the condition that if, at the end of five 
years after the date of sale, any such dwell .. 
ing units have not been demolished, the 
purchaser shall pay an additional amount, to 
be determined by the Housing and Home 
Finance Administrator, to the United States 
for each month beyond the stated five-year 
period that any such units have not been 
demolished. Any sale pursuant to this 
authorization shall be made within four 
months after the date of enactment of this 
Act. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I be
lieve the bill is noncontroversial. 

The city of Decatur is anxious to pur
chase or enable its housing authority 
to purchase these homes and within 5 
years to demolish them, rather than to 
have them sold at auction to the high
est bidder under the Lanham Act. It 
fears that the project will become a slum 
if occupied for a longer period, and it 
desires, instead, to demolish the project 
within 5 years and control the future 
use of the land as a part of an urban 
redevelopment program. 

Hearings were held earlier this year 
by the Banking and Currency Commit
tee, and the mayor, Hon. Clarence A. 
Sablotny, and other leading citizens tes
tified and made a convincing case for 
such a purchase. But the necessary 
appraisals and negotiations could not be 
concluded in time to include this bill 
in the Housing Act of 1957. 

The bill would now authorize and di
rect the Housing and Home Finance 
Administrator, therefore, to sell this 
project, known as the North Jasper 
Homes, to the city or its housing au
thority for $266,000. 

The sale price fixed in the bill is the 
:figure which the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency has determined to be a 
fair evaluation on the basis of demoli
tion in 5 years. The bill would also re
quire a condition in the sales contract 
compelling the payment of additional 
amounts if at the end of 5 years any of 
the units have not been demolished. 

It is my understanding that the execu
tive agencies have no objection to the 
bill. The bill was reported without ob
jection by the Banking and Currency 
Committee, and I understand that it has 
likewise been cleared with the majority 

and minority leaders and calendar com
mittees. 

There are numerous precedents for 
the bill. Sales of four such projects 
were authorized, for example, in the 
Housing Act of 1957, H. R. 6659. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that there be printed in the RECORD 
excerpts from the committee report on 
S. 2460, so that the House may have a 
fuller statement of the nature of the bill 
and the reasons behind it, in the hope 
that it will possibly assist in getting 

There being no objection, the excerpts 
from the report-No. 1043-were or
dered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

ExPLANATION OF THE BILL 

This bill would authorize and direct the 
Housing and Home Finance Administrator to 
sell and convey to the city of Decatur, Ill., 
or to the Decatur Housing Authority war .. 
housing projects ILL-11218 and ILL-11219. 
Section 614 of the Lanham Act now provides 
that all permanent Lanham Act housing not 
sold by January 1, 1957, be advertised and 
sold as expeditiously as possible to the high .. 
est bidder. This bill, therefore, would sus .. 
pend section 614 to permit the Housing and 
Home Finance Administrator to sell the 
North Jasper Homes project (ILL-11218 and 
ILL-11219) to the city of Decatur, Dl., or to 
the Decatur Housing Authority for $266,000. 

This bill further provides that the pur
chase price shall be paid at the time of clos
ing or in such installments as may be agreed 
upon by the Housing and Home Finance Ad· 
ministrator over a period not to exceed 5 
years. The bill also provides that if at the 
end of 5 years the structures and dwelling 
units involved have not been demolished, the 
city of Decatur or the Decatur Housing Au .. 
thority shall pay an additional amount, to be 
determined by the Housing and Home Fi· 
nance Administrator, to the United States 
for each month beyond the stated 5-year pe
riod that such structures and dwelling units 
have not been demolished. In addition, the 
bill provides that any sale pursuant to this 
bill shall be made within 4 months after the 
date of enactment of the legislation. 

The North Jasper Homes project was orig .. 
1nally constructed as two projects-ILL-11218 
and ILL-11219. The ILL-11218 project was 
developed with funds provided by Public Law 
849, 76th Congress, as amended. Construc
tion was completed in 1945. This project 
originally contained 30 single-family dwell· 
ing units on scattered sites which have been 
or will be sold to tenants and veterans. The 
remaining units of this project which are 
authorized to be sold by this bill are 60 
dwelling units in 30 duplex structures, and 
60 dwelling units in 15 four-family build .. 
ings. All structures are one-story frame on 
concrete piers. The project ILL-11219 was 
developed with funds provided by Public 
Law 375, 78th Congress. Construction was 
completed in February 1945. This project 
consists of 60 permanent family-dwelling 
units in 10 six-family buildings. These 
structures are all two-family frame buildings 
on concrete piers. 
. The 180 units are located on approximately 

22.4&2 acres of land in the northeast part 
of Decatur just outside the city limits. The 
bill also authorizes the sale of an adminis
tration building, as a part of the project. 
City officials informed the committee that 
the primary purpose for· acquiring this proj
ect is to control the future use of underlying 
land and to prevent its development into a 
slum area. The city, therefore, desires to 
purchase these projects under the stipula .. 
tion that they will be used for a period not 
1n excess of 5 years, after which they will 
be demolished. 
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The Acting Administrator of the Housing 

and Home Finance Agency reports on the 
bill as follows: 
HOUSING AND HoME FINANCE AGENCY, 

OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR, 
Washington, D. c., August 13, 1957. 

Re S. 2460, 85th Congress. 
Hon. J. W. FuLBRIGHT, 

·chairman, Committee on Banking and 
Currency, United States Senate~ 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: This is in further 
reference to your letter of July 8 and to in
formal inquiries by Messrs. Semer and O'Neil 
of your staff concerning S. 2460, a bill to au
thorize the transfer of certain housing proj
ects to the city of Decatur, Ill., or to the 
Decatur Housing Authority. If the 180 hous
ing units referred to in the bill, including the 
underlying land, were to be appraised on the 
assumption that the structures will be re
moved after 5 years, we believe that the 
resulting evaluation would be $266,000. In 
our opinion also, a fair return to the Federal 
Government for the continued on-site use 
of the structures after a 5-year period would 
be $25 per unit per month. 

Sincerely yours, 
WALLACE MASON, 

Acting Administrator. 
The committee bill authorizes the city of 

Decatur to utilize these structures for 5 years 
only. The bill further provides for the pay
ment of a penalty to the United States if the 
structures are not demolished before the ex
piration of that 5-year period. No attempt 
has been made to establish a specific dollar 
penalty to be paid for failure to .comply with 
the demolition requirement, as the com
mittee feels that such an amount should. 
be left to the determination of the Housing 
and Home Finance Administrator, who could 
prescribe the amount in the contract of sale. 
The committee, however, has noted the state
ment in a letter of August 13, 1957, to the 
chairman from the Acting Administrator of 
the HHFA, in which it is stated that-

"A fair return to the Federal Government 
for the continued on-site use of the struc
tures after a 5-year period would be $25 per 
unit per month." 

AMENDMENT 

The committee amended the bill by strik
ing everything after the enacting clause and 
inserting new language which incorporates 
in the bill the sale price of the property, the 
time during which the sale must be consum
mated, and various other minor technical 
changes. 

SUMMARY 

This bill authorizes the sale of Govern
ment-owned war housing to a municipality 
or a local agency of the municipality for a 
price of $266,000. The committee believes 
that this bill is in the public interest and 
recommends its approval. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President 
will the Senator yield? ' 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Does the bill 

conform with the Morse formula? 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes; it conforms to 

that formula. The city will pay the full 
appraised value, based on the assump
tiOn of demolition in 5 years and addi
tional amount if any unit~ are used 
for a longer period. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Has the senior 
Senator from Oregon cleared the bill? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. It has been cleared 
with the senior Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I have no ob
jection to the bill if it conforms with 
the Morse formula. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I appreciate the de
sire of the Senator from Iowa, which the 

Senator from Illinois shares, to conform 
to the Morse formula. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is· on agreeing to the committee 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

INCREASE IN COMPENSATION 
GRANTED TO WAGE BOARD EM
PLOYEES 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I move that the Senate proceed to 
·the consideration of Calendar No. 389, 
s. 25. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title for the informa
tion of the Senate. 

The CHIEF CLERK. A bill (S. 25) relat
ing to effective dates of increases in 
compensation granted to wage board 
employees. 

The PRESIDING . OFFICER. The. 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
of the Senator from Texas. 

The motion was agreed to and the 
Senate proceeded to consider the bill. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent ·that 
when the Senate concludes its delibera .. · 
tions today, it stand in adjournment 
until 12 o'clock noon tomorrow. 

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

ORDER LIMITING DEBATE DURING 
MORNING HOUR TOMORROW 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that dur
ing the transaction of routine business 
in the usual morning hour tomorrow 
~tatements by Senators be limited to 3 
minutes. 

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

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 
The Secretary of the Senate reported 

that on today, August 21, 1957, he pre
sented to the President of the United 
States the following enrolled bills: 

S. 319. An act to provide for the conveyance 
to the State of Maine of certain lands lo
cated in such St ate; 

S . 364. An act for the relief of the village 
of Wauneta, Nebr.; 

S. 534. An act to amend section 702 of the 
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, in order to au
thorize the construction, reconditioning, or 
remodeling of vessels under the provisions 
of such section in shipyards in the conti
nental United States; 

S. 538. An act to amend Public Law 298, 
84th Congress, relating to the Corregidor
Bataan Memorial Commission, and for othel' 
purposes; 

S. 556. An act to provide for the convey
ance of certain real property of the United 
States situated in Clark County, Nev., to the 
State of Nevada for the use of the Nevada 
State Board of Fish and Game Commis
sioners; 

S. 620. An act to transfer ownership to 
Allegany County, Md., of a bridge loaned to 
such county by the Bureau of Public Roads; 

S. 919. An act to provide that certain em
ployees in the ·Postal Field Service- assigned 
to road duty, and rural carriers, shall receive 
the benefit of holidays created by Executive 
order, memorandum, or other administrative 
action by the President; 

S. 1113. An act to provide for the convey
ance of certain lands of the United States to 
the clty of Gloucester, Mass. 

s. 1417. An act relating to the affairs of the 
Osage Tribe of Indians of Oklahoma; 

S. 1556. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to the States of Montana, North 
Dakota, South Dakota, and Wyoming to ne
gotiate and enter into a contract relating to 
their interest in, and the apportionment of, 
the waters of the Little Missouri River and 
its tributaries as they affect such States, and 
for related purposes; 

S. 1631. An act to amend certain sections 
of title 13 of the United States Code, en
titled "Census"; 

S. 1747. An act to provide for the compul
sory inspection by the United States Depart
ment of Agriculture of poultry and poultry 
products; 

S. 1799. An act to facilitate the payment 
of Government checks, and for other pur
poses; 

S. 1823. An act to authorize the convey
ance of Bunker Hill Island in Lake Cumber
land near Burnside, Ky., to the Common
wealth of Kentucky for public park purposes; 
and 

S. 1971. An act to amend sections 4 (a) 
and 7 (a) of the Vocational Rehabilitation 
Act. 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi
dent, pursuant to the order previously 
entered, I move that the Senate stand in 
adjournment until 12 o'clock noon to
morrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 8 
o'clock and 55 minutes p.m.) the Senate 
adjourned, the adjournment being under 
the order previously entered, until to
morrow, Thursday, August 22, 1957, at 
12 o'clock meridian. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate August 21, 1957: 
WORLD HEALTH ORGANIZATION 

Dr. H. van Zile Hyde, of Maryland, to be 
the representative of the United States of 
America on the Executive Board of the World 
Healt h Organization. 

CALIFORNIA DEBRIS COMMISSION 

Col. John S. Harnett, Corps of Engineers, 
to be a member of the California Debris Com
mission, under the provisions of section 1 of 
the act of Congress approved March 1, 1893 
(27 Stat. 507; 33 U. S. C. 661), vice Col. 
Atthur H. Frye, Jr., to· be relieved. 

IN THE NAVY 

The following-named officers for temporary 
promotion to the grade of captain in the 
Medical Corps of the Navy, subject to quali
fication therefore as provided by law; 

Edward G. Goodman 
Paul E. Black 

The following-named officer for temporary 
promotion to the grade of captain in the 
Dental Corps of the Navy, subject to quali
fication therefor as provided by law; 

Robert T. Salandi 

Carl W. Thompson, civiliatl college gradu
a t e, to be a lieutenant commander in the 
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Medical Corps of the Navy, subject to quali
fication therefor as provided by law. 

The following-named Reserve officers to the 
grades indicated in the Medical Corps of the 
Navy, subject to qualification therefor as pro
vided by law: 

COMMANDER 

Harry A. Jenkins 

LIEUTENANT 

James K. Arnold Robert H. Hux 
Joseph F. Britton Roy C. Pittman 
FTed W. Doyle Roy S. White 
Robert G. 

Galbraith, Jr. 

The following-named Reserve officers to be 
lieutenants in the Dental Corps of the Navy, 
subject to qualification therefor as provided 
by law: 
William V. Gibson, Jr. Robert H. Spicer 
Roscoe P. Hylton, Jr. George K. Thomas 

The following-named civilian college grad
uates to be lieutenants in the Dental Corps 
of the Navy, subject to qualification there
for as provided by law: 
James D. Enoch James A. VanDyke 
Norman K. Luther 

Vincent C. Caranante, civilian college 
graduate to be a lieutenant (junior grade) in 
the Dental Corps of the Navy, and to be 
promoted to the grade of lieutenant when 
his line running mate is so promoted, sub
ject to qualification therefor as provided by 
law. 

Hollis Goddard, United States Navy, re
tired, to be reappointed from the temporary 
disability retired list under title 10, United 
States Code, section 1211, to the grade of 
lieutenant commander in the United States 
Navy, subject to qualification therefor as 
provided by law. 

Jack C. Bolander, United States Navy, for 
transfer to and appointment in the Supply 
Corps of the Navy in the permanent grade 
of lieutenant (junior grade) and in the tem
porary grade of lieutenant. 

The following-named officers of the Navy 
for permanent promotion to the grade of 
lieutenant: 

LIEUTENANTS, LINE 

Charles H. Temple George E. Eckerd 
"G" "E'' Townsend Homer R. Johnson 
Alan D. Watt Marvin J. Miller 
David"E. Leue Edward J. Hofstra 
James D. Elliott RichardT. Whitlock 
Darrell F. Kirkpatrick Robert H. Wagner 
Robert W. Barnard 

LIEUTENANTS, SUPPLY CORPS 

George F. Borbidge John M. Henderson 
Willard R. Crabtree George B. Halperin 
Thomas J. May 

LIEUTENANT, CIVIL ENGINEER CORPS 

Richard L~ Foley 
LIEUTENANT, MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS 

John D. Pruitt 
Farquhar Macbeth for permanent ap

pointment to the grade of second lieutenant 
for limited duty in the Marine Corps pur
suant to the provisions of title 10, United 
States Code, section 5589. 

The following-named officers for tempo
rary promotion to the grade of first lieuten
ant in the Marine Corps pursuant to the pro
visions of title 10, United States Code, sec
tion 5784: 

Orville R. Kartchner 
Robert W. Smith 

UNITED STATES CIRCUIT JUDGil 

W. Lynn Parkinson, of Indiana, to be 
United States circuit judge, seventh circuit, 
vice H. Nathan Swaim, deceased. 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT JUDGE 

Robert A. Grant, of Indiana, to be United 
States district judge for the northern dis
trict of Indiana, vice W. Lynn Parkinson, 
ele"ated. 

•• ..... I I 

HOUSE OF. REPRESENTATIVES 
WEDNESDAY, AuGUST 21, 1957 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

D. D., offered the following prayer: 
Most merciful and gracious God, Thou 

art always standing at the door of our 
hearts waiting to be welcomed and to 
bestow upon us the blessings of Thy 
grace and goodness. 

May we acknowledge, gratefully and 
gladly, that at no moment of the day do 
we lack Thy kind and beneficent care, 
and never are we compelled to carry on 
in our own strength alone. 

Grant that we may be more sensitive 
and responsive to Thy voice calling us to 
be faithful stewards of Thy manifold 
blessings. 

We rejoice that Thou dost graciously 
condescend to take our feeble and faulty 
human efforts and use them in fulfilling 
Thy blessed purposes for all mankind. 

Give us a vivid sense of Thy presence 
and a vital experience of Thy power as 
we labor for the security of our beloved 
country and the peace of the world. 

Hear us in Christ's name. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yes
terday was read and approved. 

HOUSE BILLS ENROLLED 
Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee 

on House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and found 
truly enrolled bills of the House of the 
following titles: 

H. R. 8992. An act to provide for the ap
pointment of representatives of the United 
States in the organs of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency, and to make other 
provisions with respect to the participation 
of the United States in that Agency, and for 
other purposes; and 

H. R. 8996. An act to authorize appropria
tions for the Atomic Energy Commission in 
accordance with section 261 of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and for 
other purposes. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to 

announce that pursuant to the authority 
granted him on Tuesday, August 20, 
1957, he did on that day sign the fol
lowing enrolled bills of the House: 

H. R. 8992. An act to provide for the ap
pointment of representatives of the United 
States in the organs of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency, and to make other 
provisions with respect to the participation 
of the United States in that Agency, and for 
other purposes; and 

H. R. 8996. An act to authorize appropria
tions for the Atoinic Energy Commission in 
accordance with section 261 of the Atomic 
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, and for 
other purposes. 

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

McBride, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment bills and joint resolutions of 
the House of the following titles: 

H. R. 293. An act to authorize settlement 
for certain inequitable losses in pay sus
tained by officers of the commissioned serv
ices under the emergency economy legisla
tion, and for other purposes; 

H. R. 787. An act to authorize the exchange 
of certain lands between the United States 
of America and the State of California; 

H. R. 993. An act to provide for the con
veyance of certain land by the United States 
to the Cape Flattery School District in the 
State of Washington; 

H. R. 1259. An act to clear the title to cer
tain Indian land; 

H. R.1349. An act for the relief of John J. 
Fedor; 

H. R. 1365. An act for the relief of Elmer L. 
Henderson; 

H. R. 1424. An act for the relief of Sylvia 
Ottila Tenyi; 

H. R. 1595. An act for the relief of Vanja 
Stipcic; 

H. R. 1636. An act for the relief of George 
D. LaMont; 

H. R. 1652. An act for the relief of Rajka 
Markovic and Krunoslav Mar~ovic; 

H. R. 1797. An act for the relief of Maria 
Sausa and Gregorio Sausa; 

H. R. 1826. An act to authorize the sale of 
certain lands of the United States in Wyo
ming to Bud E. Burnaugh; 

H. R. 1851. An act for the relief of Dezrin 
Boswell (also known as Dezrin Boswell 
Johnson); 

H. R. 1953. An act to provide that checks 
for benefits provided by laws administered 
by the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs 
may be f01·warded to the addressee in cer
tain cases; 

H. R. 2058. An act for the relief of the 
Franklin Institute of the State of Pennsyl
vania; 

H. R. 2224. An act providing for payment 
to the State of Washington by the United 
States for the cost of replacing and relocat
ing a portion of secondary highway of such 
State which was condemned and taken by 
the United States; 

H. R. 2237. An act authorizing the trans
fer of certain property of the Veterans' Ad
ministration (in Johnson City, Tenn.) 
to Johnson City National Farm Loan Asso
ciation and the East Tennessee Production 
Credit Association, local units of the Farm 
Credit Administration; 

H. R. 2354. An act for the relief of the 
estate of Leatha Horn; 

H. R. 2816. An act to provide for the con
veyance of Esler Field, La., to the parish of 
Rapides in the State of Louisiana, and for 
other purposes; 

H. R. 2979. An act for the relief of Mary 
Hummel; 

H. R. 3025. An act to authorize the Secre
tary of the Navy to surrender and convey to 
the city of New York certain rights of access 
in and to Marshall, John, and Little Streets, 
adjacent to the New York Naval Shipyard, 
Brooklyn, N. Y., and for other purposes; 

H. R. 3184. An act for the relief of Gordon 
Broderick; 

H. R. 3246. An act to authorize the ex
change of lands at the United States Naval 
Station, San Juan, P. R., between the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico and the 
United States of America; 

H. R. 3280. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Grace c. Hill; 

H. R. 3683. An act for the relief of Chand
ler R. Scott; 

· H. R. 3818. An act to provide for the main
tenance of a roster of retired judges available 
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