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1ndicated, under the provisions of sections 
8306 and 8307, title 10, of the United States 
Code: 

To be major generals 
Maj. Gen. Archie J. Old, Jr., 605A. 
Maj. Gen. Edward H. Underhill, 421A • . 
Maj. Gen. Daniel F. Callahan, 579A. 
Maj. Gen. John P. McConnell, 611A. 
Maj. Gen. Hunter Harris, Jr., 624A. 
Maj. Gen. William 0. Senter, 648A. 
Maj. Gen. William T. Hefley, 358A. 
Maj. Gen. George E. Price, 475A. 
Maj. Gen. Donald N. Yates, 584A. 
Maj. Gen. Frank A. Bogart, 585A. 
Maj. Gen. Ernest Moore, 586A. 
Maj. Gen. Jacob E. Smart, 592A. 
Maj. Gen. Joe W. Kelly, 612A. 
Maj. Gen Robert H. Terrill, 628A. 
Maj. Gen. Gabriel P. Disosway, 654A. 

To be brigadier generals 
Brig. Gen. Donald P. Graul, 455A. 
Maj. Gen. Donald J. Keirn, 462A. 
Maj. Gen. Troup Miller, Jr., 559A. 
Maj. Gen. Alfred F. Kalberer, 607A. 
Maj. Gen. Romulus W. Puryear, 637A. 
Maj. Gen. Thomas S. Moorman, Jr., 644A. 
Maj. Gen. Charles W. Schott, 949A. 
Maj. Gen. Benjamin J. Webster, 974A. 
Maj. Gen. William T. Thurman, 1034A. 
Maj. Gen. John B. Cary, 1055A. 
Maj. Gen. William M. Canterbury, 1071A. 
Maj. Gen. Leighton I. Davis, 1111A. 
Maj. Gen. James H. Walsh, 1120A. 
Maj. Gen. Thomas C. Musgrave, Jr., 1129A. 
Maj. Gen. William T. Hudnell, 1171A. 
Brig. Gen. Moody R. Tidwell, Jr., 1553A. 
Maj. Gen. Howell M. Estes, Jr., 1211A. 
Maj. Gen. Richard H. Carmichael, 1214A. 
Maj. Gen. Joseph J. Nazzaro, 1241A. 
Maj. Gen. John D. Stevenson, 1320A. 
Maj. Gen. Bruce K. Holloway, 1336A. 
Maj. Gen. Maurice A. Preston, 1337A. 
Maj. Gen. John D. Ryan, 1418A. 
Maj. Gen. William H. Blanchard, 1445A. 
Maj. Gen. Henry R . Spicer, 1487A. 
Maj. Gen. JohnS. Hardy, 1502A. 
Maj. Gen. T. Alan Bennett, 1513A. 
Maj. Gen. James Ferguson, 1530A. 
Maj. Gen. David Wade, 1582A. 
Maj. Gen. Thomas P. Gerrity, 1613A. 

UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 
The following-named officers for tempo

-rary appointment in the United States Air 
Force under the provisions of chapter 839, 
title 10, of the United States Code: 

To be major generals 
Brig. Gen. Clyde H. Mitchell, A0263935, 

Air Force Reserve. 
· Brig. Gen. Wilford F. Hall, 19026A, Regular 
Air Force, Medical. 

Brig. Gen. William L. Kennedy, 517A, Reg
tar Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. James H. Wallace, 442A (colonel, 
Regular Air Force) , United States Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Daniel C. Doubleday, 471A colo
nel, Regular Air Force), United States Air 
Force. 

Brig. Gen. Charles B. Dougher, 600A (colo
nel, Regular Air Force), United States Air 
Force. 

Brig. Gen. Stanley T. Wray, 608A (colo
nel, Regular Air Force), United States .Mr 
Force. 

Brig. Gen. John R. Sutherland, 617A (colo
nel, Regular Air Force), United States Air 
Force. 

Brig. Gen. Albert T.Wilson,Jr., 1086A (colo
nel, Regular Air Force), United States Air 
Force. 

Brig. Gen. Dol! E. Muehleisen, 1144A (colo
. nel, Regular Air Force), United States Air 
Force. 

Brig. Gen. Charles M. McCorkle, 1224A (colo
nel, Regular Air Force), United States Air 
Force. 

Brig. Gen. Don. 0 . . Darrow, 1270A (colo
nel, Regular Air Force)', United States Air 
Force. 

Brig. Gen. Victor R. Haugen, 1292A (colo
nel, Regular Air Force), United States Air 
Force. 

Brig. Gen. Sam W. Agee, 1S46A (colonel, 
Regular Air Force), United States Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Edwin B. Broadhurst, 1350A 
(colonel, Regular Air Force), United States 
Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Charles B. Westover, 1351A (colo
nel, Regular Air Force), United States Air 
Force. 

Brig. Gen. Don R. Ostrander, 1343A (colo
nel, Regular Air Force), United States Air 
Force. 

Brig. Gen. Ben I. Funk, 1500A (colonel, 
Regular Air Force), United States Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. Harold E. Watson, 1520A (colo
nel, Regular Air Force), United States Air 
Force. 

Brig. Gen. Marvin C. Demler, 1550A (colo
nel, Regular Air Force), United States Air 
Force. 

Brig. Gen. Henry Viccellio, 1728A (colonel, 
Regular Air Force), United States Air Force. 

Brig. Gen. James V. Edmundson, 1863A 
(colonel, Regular Air Force), United States 
Air Force. 

To be brigadier generals 
Col. Charles A. Piddock, 625A, Regular Air 

Force. 
Col. Robert J. Goewey, 910A, Regular Air 

Force. 
Col. Joseph F. Delaney, 998A, Regular Air 

Force. 
Col. Lee W. Fulton, 1107A, Regular Air 

Force. 
Col. L. Render Braswell, 19065A, Regular Air 

Force, Medical. 
Col. Gordon H. Austin, 1207A, Regular Air 

Force. 
Col. William S. Steele, 1229A, Regular Air 

Force. 
Col. John H. Jeffus, 1289A, Regular Air 

Force. 
Col. Ivan W. McElroy, 1338A, Regular Air 

Force. 
Col. Ernest H. Beverly, 1590A, Regular Air 

Force. 
Col. Robert B. M1ller, 1646A, Regular Air 

Force. 
Col. John A. McDavid, 1652A, Regular Air 

Force. 
Col. Robert E. Greer, 1672A, Regular Air 

Force. 
Col. Perry M. Hoisington 2d, 1694A., Regu

lar Air Force. 
Col. Melvin F. McNickle, 1891A, Regular Air 

Force. 
Col. William R. Large, Jr., 1919A, Regular 

Air Force. 
The officers named herein for appointment 

as Reserve commissioned officers in the 
United States Air Force under the provisions 
of section 8351, title 10, United States Code, 
and the Reserve Officer Personnel Act of 
1954: 

To be major generals 
Brig. Gen. Clarence A. Shoop, A0341066, 

California Air National Guard. 
Col. Emanuel Schifani, A0663100, New 

Mexico Air National Guard. 
To be brigadier generals 

Brig. Gen. Edsel 0. Clark, A01699452, Ohio 
Air National Guard. 

Col. John M. Campbell, A0355733, Ne
braska Air National Guard. 

Col. Alma G. Winn, A0264476, Utah Air 
National Guard. 

Col. Frank A. Bailey, A0429343, Arkansas 
Air National Guard. 

Col. Holt Atherton, A0430076, Texas Air 
National Guard. 

Col. John P. Gifford, A0949201, Tennessee 
Air National Guard. 

Col. Charles H. DuBois, Jr., A0429378, Mis· 
souri Air National Guard. 

Col. George R. Doster, Jr., A0815665, Ala
bama Air National Guard. 

Col. John H. Gibson, A0298256, Tennessee . 
Air National Guard. 

Col. Charles W. Sweeney, A0430633, Massa
chusetts Air National Guard. 

Col. Ph111p E. Tu.key, Jr., A0393591, Maine 
Air National Guard. 

Col. Bernard M. Davey, A0801258, Georgia 
Air National Guard. 

Col. James C. Grizzard, A0426152, Georgia 
Air National Guard. 
APPOINTMENTS AND PROMOTIONS IN THE NAVY 

AND MARINE CORPS 
The nominations of Mack E. Allison, Jr., and 

1,507 other officers for appointment or pro
motion in the Navy and Marine Corps, which 
were confirmed today, were received by the 
Senate on February 27, 1958, and appear in 
.full in the Senate proceedings of the CoN· 
GRESSIONAL RECORD that date, under the cap
tion "Nominations" beginning with the name 
of Mack E. Allison, Jr., which is shown on 
page 3033, and ending with the name of Rob
ert J. Maguire, which appears on page 3036. 

WITHDRAWAL 

Executive nomination withdrawn from 
the Senate March 10, 1958. 

POSTMASTER 
MISSISSIPPI 

Dan. c. McNeill to be postmaster at 
McNeill, in the State of Mississippi. 

•• . ... •• 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

MoNDAY, MARCH 10, 1958 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp, 

D. D., offered the following prayer: 
John 10: 10. I am come that they 

might have life, and that they might have 
it more abundantly. 

0 Thou who art the supreme source 
and inspiration of our life, show us 
how we may have a larger part in build
ing a nobler civilization. 

Give us a clear vision of the place and 
function of government and politics in 
achieving for humanity the blessings of 
the more abundant life. 

Grant that we may seek to do Thy 
will more perfectly, for in the doing of 
Thy will is our peace. 

Help us to hasten the dawning of that 
glorious day of prediction when all shall 
know Thee from the least to the great
est. 

Hear us in Christ's name. Amen. 
The .Journal of the proceedings of 

Thursday, March 6, 1958, was read and 
approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 
A message in writing from the Presi

dent of the United States was commu
nicated to the House by Mr. Ratchford, 
one of his secretaries. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate by Mr. 
McGown, one of its clerks, announced 
.that the Senate had passed without 
·amendment bills and concurrent resolu
tions of the House of the following titles: 
• H. R. 6182-An act to provide for the con
.veyance of certain real property of the United 
States to the former owners thereof; 
. H. R. 6623. An act to provide for the con
.veyance of certain real property of the United 
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States in Massachusetts to the Woods Hole 
Yacht Club; 

H. R. 6710. An act relating to Canal Zone 
money orders which remain unpaid; 

H. R. 6744. An act to amend Public· Law 
472, '81st Congress, as amended, relative. to 
the attenda11,ce of professional personnel of 
the National Advisory Committee for Aero-
nautics in graduate schools; · ' 

H. R. 7912. An act to authorize, in case of 
the death of a member of the uniformed 
services, certain transportation expenses for 
his dependents; 

H. R. 8139. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
-Catherine Pochon Dike; 

H. Con. Res. 242. Concurrent resolution 
providing for the remains of the unknown 
American of the Second World War and of 
the unknown American of the Korean con
flict to lie in state in the rotunda of the 
United States Capitol before burial in the 
Memorial Amphitheater of the National 
Cemetery at Arlington, Va.; and 

H. Con. Res. 246. Concurrent resolution 
authorizing the printing of additional copies 
of the compendium of pape1;s collected for 
the Subcommittee on Foreign Trade Policy of 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed, with an amendment 
in which the concurrence of the House is 
requested, a joint resolution of the House 
of the following title: 

H. J . Res. 509. Joint resolution authorizing 
the President to invite the States of the 
Union and foreign countries to participate in 
the Second Annual United States World 
Trade Fair to be held in New York City, N.Y., 
from May 7 to 17, 1958. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed bills and concurrent 
resolutions of the following titles, in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested: 

S. 803. An act for the relief of Claudio Guil
len; 

S. 1380. An act to authorize the imposition 
of civil penalties for violation of the security 
provisions of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 
1938, and for other purposes; 

S. 1438. An act to amend section 544 of title 
28, United States Code, relating to the bonds 
of United States marshals; 

S. 1749. An act to amend section 610 (a) of 
the Civil Aeronautics Act of 1938, as amended, 
to provide for the imposition of civil penalties 
in certain additional cases, and for other pur-

· poses; 
S. 1875. An act for the relief of Christos 

Athanase Bellairs; 
S. 2099. An act for the relief of Irene B. 

Moss; 
S. 2239. An act for the relief of Wadiha 

Salimoe Hamade; 
S. 2493. An act for the relief of Maria G. 

Aslanis; 
S. 2499. An act for the relief of Ilona Agnes 

Ronay; 
S. 2538. An act for the relief of Florica Bog-

~~ -
S. 2613. An act for the relief of Cedomilj 

Mihailo Ristic; 
S. 2621. An act for the relief of Olive V. 

Rabiniaux; 
S. 2650. An act for the relief of Tokiyo 

Nakajima and her child, Megumi (Kathy) 
Nakajima; · 

S. 2657. An act for the relief of Jesus Ro
meo Sotelo-Lopez; 

S .. 2691. An act for the relief of Hiroko 
Oza ki; 

s . 2712. An act for the relief of Milosav 
Mares; · 

s. 2718. Ali act for the relief of . Haseep 
Milhem Esper; · 

s. 2733. An act for the refief of Natalia 
Kutowyj; 

S. 2818. An act for the relief of Ester Tra
bout; 

S. 2819. An act for the relief of Mrs. Her
mine Melamed; 

S. 2833. An act to provide for the convey
ance of the interest of the United States in 
anti to certain fissionable materials in a tract 
of land in the county of Alamance, State of 
North Carolina; 

S. 2849. An act for the relief of Moo Wah 
Jung; 

S. 2919. An act to amend the .Civil Aero
nautics Act of 1938 in order to authorize free 
or reduced rate transportation for retired 
employees of air carriers; 

S. 3124. An act for the relief of Tommy II
ton Chatterton (Tommy Kim); 

s. 3262. An act to authorize certain activi
ties by the Armed Forces in support of the 
VIII Olympic. Winter Games, and for other 
purposes; 

S. Con. Res. 64. Concurrent resolution ac
cepting the statue of Maria Sanford, pre
sented by the State of Minnesota, to be placed 

·in Statuary Hall; 
S. Con. Res. 65. Concurrent resolution to 

place temporarily in the rotunda of the Capi
tol a statue of Maria Sanford, and to hold 
ceremonies on such occasion; and 

S . Con. Res. 67. Concurrent resolution fa
voring the EUspension of deportation in the 
cases of certain aliens. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments cf the 
House to a bill of the Senate of the fol
lowing title: 

S. 1086. An act granting the consent and 
approval of Congress to a Bear River com-
pact, and for related purposes. ~ 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
Mr. DAVIS of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent that the gen
tleman from Georgia [Mr. FLYNT] may 
be granted leave of absence for today 
and tomorrow on account of official 
business. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 

INTERNATIONAL TRAFFIC IN 
WEAPONS 

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, recently 

the Associated Press carried a dispatch 
stating that a Flying Fortress, loaded 
with arms, and allegedly en route from 
Tel Aviv, Israel, to Venezuela, was 
forced down by engine trouble at Bone, 
Algeria. 

The dispatch further stated that the 
pilot; an unidentified American, claimed 
the Flying Fortress and its cargo of arms 
was a gift of the Israel Government to 
the Venezuelan Government. 

Mr. Speaker, it ought to be of vital in
terest to eyery Member of Congress to 
know the full details of this transaction 
and I have requested the Secretary of 
State to provide them. 

I am ·particularly interested to know 
by what authority a B-17 bomber, with
out any license number or national iden
tification, can be u·sed ·in the interna
tional traffic of weapons. 

SUMMIT MEETING 
Mr. NEAL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend my 
remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. NEAL. Mr. Speaker, I am deeply 

concerned over the increasingly favor
able trends advocating a summit meet
ing with the Kremlin dictators. In the 
light of our historic relations with the 
Russians since we were induced to recog
nize the Red regime, it seems foolhardly 
to believe any greater dependence upon 
their good faith can be expected from 
such a meeting at this time, when 
through her advances in scientific and 
political accomplishments she has suc
ceeded in convincing some of our former 
allies and most neutral nations that 
American world leadership is faltering. 

Regardless of their feigned willingness 
to meet us on equal ground, I doubt if 
we can expect more adherence to any 
agreements they may be willing to make 
than they have consistently · demon
strated throughout the past. To ac
quiesce to their demands will serve only 
to surrender our national pride and af
ford them a long-awaited opportunity 
to propagandize the world. 

America need not fear that Russian 
dictators, faced with internal distress 
among their enslaved millions, can con
tinue to deceive the free nations of the 
world from their ultimate purpose to 
dominate. Let us not then, by appear
ing to have been animated by fear, agree 
to a summit meeting which they so earn
estly seek and which they so greatly need 
for the purpose of restoring what ap
pears to be a growing loss of confidence 
in their government leadership by the 
unfortunate and enslaved people of the 
Russian nation. 

I believe a summit meeting with Russia 
at this time will only hasten the time 
when Communist China, still holding 
450 American servicemen unaccounted 
for; will be greatly encouraged in her 
claim to recognition by the United Na
tions and the nations of the civilized 
world. 

NATIONAL INTERSTATE HIGHWAY 
SYSTEM 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to address the 
House for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich
igan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr: BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker; in 

a few days, President Eisenhower will 
ask Congress to amend the Federal In
terstate Highway Act in order to accel
erate construction of our National Inter
state Highway System. This proposal, if 
approved, would release an additional 
$2.2 billion for new highway construc
tion. 

This proposal, Mr. Speaker, is but one 
of many the President has or wili. make 
to relieve unemployment -and to bolster 
our economy. It is unquestionably one 



3784 CONGRESSIONAL -RECORD- HOUSE March 10 

of the most vital to our defense and to 
our economy and I cannot speak ~oo 
strongly in urgiing that it receive the 
full support of the House. 

Also, Mr. Speaker, it is just as im· 
perative that the respective States take 
advantage of the Federal funds available 
to them for new highway: eonstrnction. 
Some States are marking time in com
mitting Federal :h.mds and letting C()n
tracts fol' this vital new highway con
struction program. I am especially 
chagrined because one of these States 
is my own home State, Michigan. 

Om State highway commissioner 
bas not seen fit to take advantage of 
Federal highway money as it. comes avail
able. Since one of the main purposes 
of 'these pYoposed additional funds for 
new highways is: to bring about fun em
ployment~ ilt would be well for all of us 
to urge om: State highway departments 
to take full advantage of the millions of 
dolla1i"S available ro each oi them as an 
added impetus. in creating new jobs. 

DUTIES OF THE EXECUTIVE 
BRANCH 

Mr. MEADER. Mr. Speaker, li ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman fyom Mich
igan? 

Thae was no objection. 
Mrw MEADER. Mr. Speaker, laSt 

Thursday the Attorney General of the 
United States appeared beimre a Con
gressional committee and testified as to 
his understanding of. the right oi the 
Executive to withlrold information from 
the Cong:ressw He asserted in that state
ment a so-called EXecutive privilege 
which, in e1:Iect,. would plaee in the ex
ecutive branch of the Government a d.is:
cretion to determine what, information 
Congress may o.btain from the executive 
branch of Government Wlder its investi
gative authority. 

Mr. Speaker._ this is a very important 
constitutional problem. I nave taken 
this occasion, the fu'st opportunity sim~e 
ihe statement was made, to ask for 
time to answer the statement o:f. the At
torney General. I think it is a matter 
that all Members of the Congress should 
be concerned with, and that is why I 
have taken this one minute to advise 
the Members of the House that I intend 
to discuss this question this afternoon. 

ADM1N1STRATION MEASURES TO 
HELP EMPLOYMENT 

Mr. NIMTZ. Mr. Speaker, I asK 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from In
diana? 

There was no obJection. 
Mr. NIMTZ. Mr. Speaker, on Satur

day. President Eisenhower urged leaders 
of his party in both the Hous.e and the 
Senate to give immediate consideration 
to his proposals for ending the present 
employment slump. 

In addition to extended benefits. for 
the Wlemployed, the proposals. included 

a recommendation for acceleration of 
many long-term Federal projects that 
would :release an additional $8.5 bfllion 
for purchases and jobs. 

The speedY adoption of his program 
can. if given the bipartisan support it 
deserves, bring immediate relief to those 
jobless whose unemployment benefits 
have ceased; produce thousands of Jobs 
in construction and industrial fields, and 
guarantee the American people a oon
tinuation of the greatest era of pros
perity the Nation ever has known. 

To supplement this program, I believe 
that the executive departments should 
take immediate action to channel more 
Federal purchases and Federal spending 
into distressed labor areas. l am par
ticularly concerned about the South 
Bend-Mishawaka area in my District 
which has a large surplus of skilled labor 
which could be effectively used in. the de
fense effort. I have been urging officials 
of the. Defense Department for weeks to 
make Mler use of idle labor and plant 
facili.ties in S<>uth Bend and I believe 
that, aS' an antiireeession measure-, a 
substantial proportion of mtutary sup
ply contracts should be set aside for 
such areas. 

PROPOSED TAX RELIEF MEASURES 

Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to addresS' the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks~ 

The .SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ohio? 

There was no obj.ection. 
Mr. McCULLOCH. Mr. Speaker, in 

granting first priority on defense con
tracts to small-business firms in labor
su:rplus areas, President Eisenhower has 
gone as far as he can administratively 
to assist small business. The next step 
is up to the Congress. 

If the DemocratS' in Congress· are 
really interested in helping small busi
ness through this temporary downturn 
in onr economy, they should give im
mediate consideration tel the President's 
proposals of. last year which would pro
vide badly needed tax. relief to small 
firms. 

Specifically, the Ways and Means 
~mmittee should promptly :report for 
House action administration proposals 
which would-

E'ixsi. Provide small eorpo:rratioms with 
10 or less stockholders the option o:f being 
taxed as partnerships.. 

Secon-d. Extend the accelerated-depre
ciation formula of the 19M internal
revenue law to purchasers of used prop
erty as wen as new~ 

Third. Give taxpayers the option of 
paying estate taxes O-Ver a 10-year period 
in cases whe.re the estate consists largely 
of investments in closely held firms:.. 

Fourth. Liberalize the tax treatment of 
capital losses sllffered by investors in 
small-business firms. 

PRESIDENTs PROPOSAL TO REDUCE 
UNEMPLOYMENT 

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimo~ consent- to address tbe 

House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend my remarks. 

-The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ari
zona? 

There was no objection. 
Mr ~RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Speaker, 

there are many who would reinstitute the 
dole ecti>nomy o:f the early New Deal era 
in the belief that It may reduce unem
plo,ment. I can upon these Members to 
consider, instead, the proposals made by 
President Eisenhower to minority leaders 
in the House and in the Senate on 
Saturday. 

The recommendations, Ui earrioo out, 
would accelerate long-term :pJrograms 
for which funds already have been aP
propriated and award Government con
tracts in areas of greatest unemploy
ment, tnus eliminating all possibility of 
the many evils and fi'ustrations which 
resulted from W1? A's and PW A's~ 

They would produce, illstead. full em
ployment, bett.el': housing, and public 
works, a full network of highways and 
immediate aid to the jobless. 

I believe it is the patriotic duty of 
every Member of this body. Mr. Speaker, 
to give hiS' full and enthusiastic support 
to the Presiden~'s proposals. 

THE UNEMPLOYMENT SITUATION 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent. to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
:revise and extend my remarks. · 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massaehusetts? · 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Speaker, I submit that many things are 
not befng done that could be done to help 
business today. I have excellent reasons 
to believe that they are paying no atten
tion in asking for and awarding bids. in 
oonsideJi'ing distressed areas:. U that 
were done you would find a gyea.t: deal 
less unemployment in distressed areas. 
It iS' :inexcusal>le at this time of great 
emergency not to do something about 
this matter. rt requires no IegiS'lation. 

THE FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS ACT, 
S. 1451 AND H. R. 7026 

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to addlress t:be House 
fo:r· I minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPE'AKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman f:rom New 
York? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker,. I am 

happ.y to note thai my e.ommel)t.s about 
the Financial Institutions Act, S. 1451 
and H. R. 7026, are arousing some inter
est. 

I have referred to the bill as a big 
bankers bill' f0l' the moneyed interests 
and have indicated that no one repre
senting depositors, stockholders or the 
general public participated in the draft
ing of the bill. Those who sought to 
present, the case against the bill, at least 
before the House Banking and Currency 
Committee, were giv~n short shrift. The 
statement now has been made that the 
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general public and the sm;tll-business 
man was represented in the drafting of 
this bill by the committees of the United 
States Chamber of Commerce. 

I doubt whether any Member of this 
House will believe that the United States 
Chamber of Commerce ever represented 
general public and the small-business 
man or anyone except the big fellows. 
Furthermore, it is my information that 
the committees appointed by the United 
States Chamber of Commerce to help 
draft this bill all represented bank 
management. 

Is it any wonder then tt.at we find in 
this bill an effort to destroy every safe
guard that has been written into · the 
banking laws of the Nation during the 
last 30 years? 

The bill seeks to destroy the right of 
minority stockholders to be represented 
on the directorate of banks. It permits 
bank management to indulge in self
dealing. It permits impairment of capi
tal and surplus. Capital and surplus are 
intended to serve as a partial protection 
to depositors and stockholders. The bill 
permits management to acquire bank 
stock at less than true or fair value. It 
creates a means by which management 
can put itself in a position preferred 
over that of common stockholders. It 
permits the kind of borrowings between 
banks that bankrupted so many of them 
in the 1920's and 1930's. 

The bill destroys the safeguards 
against bad loans to favored borrowers, 
while it does nothing to prevent · the 
Hodge's scandals such as happened in 
Dlinois and have since been repeated in 
New York, Florida, and elsewhere. This 
bill will make it easier for these things 
to recur, make it harder to. detect them, 
and make it almost impossible to prose
cute the wrongdoers. 

TARIFF COMMISSION DECISIONS 
Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous ·consent to address the House 
for 1 mi:i:mte and to .revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from West 
Virginia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BAILEY. Mr. Speaker, I have 

asked for this time to remind my col
leagues that President Eisenhower has 
once more seen fit to flaunt his authority 
under the Reciprocal Trade Agreements 
Act to act contrary to the wishes of Con
gress by setting aside the recent decision 
of the Tariff Commission in the stainless 
steel flatware case. He totally disre
gards the unanimous decision of the 
Commission asking that import duties 
be adjusted upward. 

The President has taken it upon him
self to ignore the Commission because 
he says they are working out a private 
arrangement with Japan under which 
they will voluntarily· cut down their ex
ports to this country of this type of ware. 

His decision in the wool case is a mid
dle-of-the-road decision that is not going 
to do anything for anybody. So I think 
more than ever it is time we in Congress 
took action to see to it that the Congress 
has the final say in setting asided deci
sions by the Tariff Commission. 

TAX RELIEF FOR · SMALL BUSINESS 
Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Wis
consin? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin. Mr. 

Speaker, last July, President Eisenhower 
called on Congress to enact a four-point 
program of tax relief for small business. 
The President's request was again em
bodied in his state of the Union mes
sage to Congress last January and I have 
introduced a bill which is now pending 
before the House Ways and Means Com
mittee, to carry out the President's rec
ommendations. So far, however, the 
committee has failed to act on this badly 
needed legislation. 

In his message last Saturday to Repub
lican leaders of both Houses, the Presi
dent again directed the attention of 
Congress to the need for tax relief for 
small firms. 

I submit that the small-business con
cerns of this country now feeling the 
pinch of the current economic adjust
ment would gain more from positive 
action by Congress on the legislation now 
before it than from the blasts of oratory 
recently expended here. 

LEND-LEASE OPERATIONS-MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF 
THE UNITED STATES <H. DOC. NO. 
199) 
The SPEAKER laid before the House 

the following message from the Presi
dent of the United States, which was 
read and, together with the accompany
ing papers, referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs and ordered to be 
printed: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
I am sending you herewith the 38th 

report to Congress on lend-lease opera
tions for the calendar year 1956. 

During this period, collections and 
credits amounting to approximately $36 
million were realized on lend-lease ac
counts. In addition, 88,777,495.85 fine 
troy ounces of lend-lease silver were re
turned to the United States. 

Last year I reported that notable prog
ress had been made toward reaching 
agreement with Poland for settlement 
of its lend-lease account. The settle
ment agreement was signed with Poland 
on June 28, 1956. 

Also, a settlement arrangement was 
concluded with Ecuador for certain post
war debts relevant to lend lease. 

More details on these and other lend
lease activities are contained in the 
report. 

DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, March 10, 1958, 

JURISDICTION OVER LANDS USED 
FOR FEDERAL PURPOSES 

Mr. FALLON . . Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Public Works be discharged from fur
ther consideration of the bill (8. 1538) 

to provide for the adjustment of the leg
islative jurisdiction exercised by the 
United States over land in the several 
States used for Federal purposes, and for 
other purposes, and that the bill be re
referred to the Committee on Govern
ment Operations. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mary
land? 

There was no objection. 

RIVER AND HARBOR AND FLOOD 
CONTROL ACT OF 1957 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker. 
I call up House Resolution 490 and ask 
for its present consideration. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 

resolution it shall be in order to move that 
the House resolve itself into the Committee 
of the Whole House on: the State of the 
Union for the consideration of the bill 
(S. 497) authorizing the construction, re
pair, and preservation of certain public 
works on rivers and harbors for navigation, 
flood control, and for other purposes, and 
all points of order against said blll are here
by waived. After general debate, which shall 
be confined to the bill, and shall continue 
not to exceed 2 hours, to be equally divided 
and controlled by the chairman and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on Pub
lic Works, the bill shall be read for amend
ment under the 5-minute rule. It shall be 
in order to consider without the interven
tion of any point of order the substitute 
amendment recommended by the Committee 
on Public Works now in the bill and such 
substitute for the purpose of amendment 
shall be considered under the 5-minute rule 
as an original bill. At the . conclusion of 
such consideration the Committee shall rise 
and report the bill to the House with such 
amendments as may have been adopted, and 
any member may demand a separate vote in 
the HOUEie on any of the amendments · 
adopted in the Committee of the Whole to 
the bill or committee substitute. The pre
vious question shall be considered as ordered 
on the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit, with or without 
instructions. 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker. 
I yield 30 minutes of my time to the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. ALLEN] ·and 
at this time I yield myself such time as 
I may require. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a rivers and har
bors and flood control bill . reported by 
the Committee on Public Works and 
carries authorizations in those categories 
of rivers and harbors and flood control 
that have been considered by the com
mittee since 1954. There has been no 
public works bill since 1954. 

There are numerous projects in the 
bill. There are a few in there that have 
not been approved on the one hand by 
the Bureau of the Budget or on the 
other hand by the Army Engineers. 
There will be some controversial items 
in the bill and some amendments will be 
offered because this bill was · reported 
last August and since that time in the 
ordinary .course of the work of the com
mittee other items have been approved 
by the committee and by the Army En
gineers and the Bureau of the Budget. 
Some 18 of them will be offered, I be
lieve, as amendments to this bill. 
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Mr. Speaker, the rule provides- for 2 

hours. of general debate,. the time to· be 
equally divided on both sides.. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker,. will the 
gentleman yield?-

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I yield to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. MARTIN. l understand the bill 
will not be read today fo:r amendment, 
that we will finish up general debate 
only? 

Mr. SMITH .of Virginia. I am not in
formed on that subjeet. 

The SPEAKER. That is correct. 
Mr. SMITH oi Virginia. I am now 

advised there will be nothing but gen
eral debate of 2 hours on the bill today. 

The total authorization can·ied in the 
bill is $1,456,637,800. This is approxi
mately $86 million less than the authori
zation contained in the bni as passed by 
the Senate. 

The billis divided into two parts. Title 
I contains the authorizations f€>r rivers 
.and harbors projects. including 47 navi
gation projects, 11 beach er.o&on projects 
and a project for the eradication of 
water hyacinth in the waters of eight 
southern coastal States. The authoriza
tion for these projects amounts to $163,-
923,800. The committee added eight 
navigation projects and th:ree beach era.
sion projects. wbi:cb were not in the Sen
ate bill, and modified three navigation 
projects and one beach eroskm project 
contained in the Senate b:iU. These ad
ditions and modifications made a total 
increase in the authorization in. title I 
of $43,679,000 over the amount author
izedin the Senate bill.. 

Title n of the bill contains. authoriza
tions for '11 flood-control projects, with 
a total authorization of $1,042,714,000. 
The House committee added 6 projects 
not included in the Senate bill and 
modified, or dele~ the authoriza.,tion 
for 1& projects. contained in tbe Senate 
bill The total authorization for :flood
control projects is reduced in the bin as 
reported by the committee by $124,-
204,000. 

The bill authorizes 29 surveys to be 
made by the Co.rps of Engineers. There 
is also a proviso in the blll which gives 
the Corps of Engineers authority to in
elude storage for water supply i!n Federal 
navigation, :flood-control or multiple
purpose projects. . 

During the hearings before the Rules 
Committee on this bm it was brought 
om that there are 18 projects in the bill 
which are not recommended by the Chief 
of Engineers, the Secretary of the Anny 
and/or the, Bureau of the Budget. The 
total involved is a little more than $3()3 
million. Twelve projects are not. ap
proved by the Secretary of the Army 
and,ror the Chief of Engineers. In the 
case of nine of these projects amend
ment to the language would bring the 
project· authorization in line with the 
recommendations: of the Secretary of the 
Army or the Chief of Engineers. Th:ree 
projects were not :found! economically 
justified by the Chief of Engtneers. 

Mr. Speaker., I ha.ve no furtber re
quests for time~ 

Mr.. ALLEN of :minois. Mr. Speaker, 
1 yield myself such time as 1 may con
sume. 

Mr. S}!)eaker, during the mOnth of Au
gust 1956 the Congress passed an omni
bus rivers. and harbors and :fi~od-c.ontl-01 
,bill. You will recall thai i' wa& vetood 
by the President. 

The White House memorandum of dis
approval expressed regret that this ac
tion was necessary because, quoting the 
President: 

I believe that. the periodic: enactment of 
river and harbor a .nd flood-control legisla.
tion is an important step in the formulation 
of' a. sound Federal program far the wise 
development or the Nation's water resources. 

The President i'UFther stated in bis 
memorandum of disa}!)p.roval: 

Whne t:he majority of the :ProJects whfeh 
thi& blll would aut.Zwrtze have been given 
adequate study and :re~tew within the ex
eeutive 'braneh and by the atf'ected States, 
there are still a large number which have. not 
been reviewed in accordance with the orderly 
procedures set forth in the applicable laws. 
Therefore, tt is not possible at this time for 
me to determtne whether their l'mthoriza:tion 
would be in the public interest. Still others 
have, after review, been found IWt. to be 
in the public interest. 

By this the President felt that it was 
his duty to veto the bill because many 
of the projects had not been recom
mended by the United States Engineers, 
the Secretary of the Army, or the Bu
reau of the Budget. I have been in
formed that in the 1956 omnibus bill 
there were ineluded several projects by 
the other body without having any com
mittee hearings. 

The bill presently before us contains 
130 river and harbor and :flood-control 
projects, having an estimated cost of 
$1,456,000,000. Title I, the rivers and 
:haroors section, provides for 50 projects 
and title U, the flood-control section, 
provides for 80 projects. 

Of these 130 projects, 112 havt the 
complete approval of an executive agen
cies as required by law and the unan
imous approval of the House Commit
tee on Public works. There are 18 proj-

· ects in the bill that do not haye adequate 
approval as required by raw. 

I am particularly interested that the 
Congress pass an omnibus rivers and 
harbor and :flood control bill wherein all 
projects are. in accordance with the law 
and will receive the approval of the 
President. My reason f.or being inter
ested is. that included in the bill is a 
small project in my District which is 
recommended by the Secretary of the 
Army, the United States Engineers and 
the Director of the Budget. 

The question before us) and I believe 
the question is extremely important, is 
whether or not the Congress should send 
to the President a clean bill limited to the 
projects recommended and approved, as 
requi.red by law. r believe we should. 
WhY should 112' approved projects be 
placed in jeopardy by the inclusion o,f· 18 
unapproved projects? 

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I move the previous question on the 
resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The resolution was agreed to. 
Mr. FALLON. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House :resolve itself into the 
Committee of the Wbole House on the 
State of the Union fo:r the c:bnsideraiion 

of the bill (8. 497J authorizing the con
struction, :repair; and! preservation of 
certain publie works on rivers and har• 
bars for navigation, :ftood control, and 
for otber purposes 

'l'he motion was agreed to. . 
Accordingly, tbe Holl.se resolved itself 

into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of ihe Union for the con
sideration of the bill, S. 49f1, with Mr. 
SMITH of Virginia in tbe chair. 

The Clerk read the ti:tle O:f the bill.. 
By unanimous consent, the :fin;t read

ing of the bill was dispensed with. 
Mr. FALLON. Mr-., Chailrman, li yield 

sueh time as he may requilre to the gen
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. DAVIS}. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. M:r. Chair
man, the bill under consideration pro
vides authorizations of projects in the 
United States, AlaskaM Hawaii, and Puer
to Rico. 

There are 59 projects in title I. of which 
48 are fall' navigation and 11 are for beach 
a-osion~ The total monetary authoJriza
tion in title I is $163,,9-2~,800, of wll:ich 
$157,714,800. is tor navigati€>n and $6,209,-
00(} is for beach erosion. 

In title 11, dealing with :flood eontFol, 
there are 'H projeets with a total mone
tary authcrization of $1,292,'U4,000. 
This makes a grand total for the bill of 
130 projects with a monetary authoriza
tion of $1.456,637,800. 

May I say to tbe House that this bill 
might very well have been $2,500,000~000 
instead of $1,.450,000~003. Much mol'e 
money could be used than has been au
thorized and appropriated to improve the 
national resources which have contrib
uted to making our co.untzy the most 
Jl(>Werful Nation iD history. Among the 
most imJ>OILtant of these re5()urce.s are 
our :rivers and our land. Improvements 
such as those contained in ibis bill will 
restore millions of acres ·of land to useful 
purpose which would otherwise be inun
dated, will protect the lives, homes, and 
farms of many th9usands of people. will 
improve' navigation in many of ~he great 
harbors and provide better navigation 
of many of our rivers. All of the proj
ects in the pending bill will add to the 
wealth of the United States and are in
tended to protect the lives and property 
of the people of our country. Harbors 
must be kept open. Impediments to 
navigation must be removed.. Bars must 
be eliminated Channels must. be deep
ened. Navigation m'USt. be promoted. 
They are seli-lii:quidating. River and 
barbo:r improvements are among the 
most satisfactory publi£ works. Water
borne commerce has contributed to the 
growth of Chicago, New Orleans, LQs 
Angeles, San Francisco, Baltimore,. New 
York, Pittsburgh, Philadelphia, Houston, 
and many more of our Nation's ports. 

This is. a. bill wbieh provides for the 
continuance of desirable public works in 
the :national eoonomy and: in the :na
tional security in normal times. At the 
same time it provides f.o:r stepping up not 
make-relief but proiects. that have been 
thoroughly investigated, in practically 
every State of the Union. 

Maio:r GeneJ"al ltschlla.- ihe Army's 
Chief of Engjneenr, told a Congressional 
comiiiittee just: a :few weeks ago that we 
would be very negligent if we did not 
build up ow: maiionall eeonomy so as to 
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be in a better -position to support a 
greater military effort in advance of the 
possible initiation of war. He said it 
follows that now, more· than ever before, 
as part of our national improvement pro
gram, we should develop our water re
sources. and protect our industries, 
farms. and homes from :flood damage 
and destruction. General Itschner 
warned that the new era of military pre
paredness encompasses a new natural 
resource development age which is an 
integral part of what must be our broad 
program to meet the severe demands of 
national preservation. 

A backlog of authorized river and. har
bor and :flood-control projects constitutes 
an important reservoir of works which 
can be put under constructi.on on short 
notice to provide additional employment 
in the event that the present trend of 
increased unemployment continues·. 

Many projects in the pending bill are 
urgent. For example, a number of major 
river basin authorizations have been re
duced by appropriations to a point where 
additional monetary authorization is 
needed to carry on the comprehensive 
plan for :flood control, navigation, and 
other purposes, as originally approved 
by the Congress. There are a number 
of other general legislative provisions 
and modifications previous project au
thorizations which are of utmost im
portance. 

There is not sufficient time for me to 
discuss all of the urgent and important 
projects in this bill, but I do want to point 
out, Mr. Chairman, that the dams in the 
Connecticut River Basin authorized by 
the bill would have been valuable dur
ing the 1955 hurricanes; and that proj
ects on the west coast, such as the Hidden 
and Buchanan Reservoirs, and others in 
the basins of the Sacramento and san 
Joaquin River would have been tremend
ously valuable during the 1955 Christ.mas 
:floods. The projects for reservoirs, 
levees, and other :flood-control improve
ments in the Southwest would have done 
much to mitigate the damage from the 
May and June :floods of 195'7. And so on. 

S. 497 is substantially the same bill as 
that approved by the 84th Congress, H. R. 
12080, which was vetoed by the President. 
The principal reason for the veto was the 
fact that reports of the Corps of Engi
neers on some projects in H. R. 12080 had 
not been reviewed and cleared by the 
States and Federal agencies. 

As the situation now stands with re
spect to S. 497, many of these reports 
have been submitted to Congress, there
by removing the original objections, in
sofar as the favorable reports are con
cerned. In addition, action by the 
Senate· and the House Committees on 
Public Works has resulted in the removal 
of other projects or portions of projects 
objected to in the 1956 bill. As a result, 
the objections to the original bill have 
been reduced considerably. For the 
benefit of the House I shall make a com
parison of the bill, as reported, with the 
1956 bill which was vetoed and with the 
bill as it passed the Senate and as it has 
been amended by the committee. H. R. 
12080, the 1956 vetoed bill, contained a 
total authorization of $1,619,000,000 of 
which projects totaling $607 million or 
37.& percent carried objections by the 
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Bureau of the 'Budget. s. ·491, as it 
passed the Senate, contained a total au
thorization of $1,542,000,000._ of which 
projects. totaling $192 million or 12:.4 per
cent carried objections by the budget. 
s. 497. as amended by the House com
mittee. contains a total authorization of 
$1,457,000,000, of which projects: totaling 
$52 million or 3.6 percent carry objec
tions by the budget. New authoriza
tions in the bill exceed recommendations 
of the Corps of Engineers by only 0.6 
percent~ Imagine, within 3.6 percent of 
meeting the obJections of the Bureau of 
the Budget. 

The authorizations ·o:f the bill exceed 
the recommendations of the Corps of 
Engineers by only 0.6 of 1 percent. Now 
follow this. If there was any justifica
tion for the veto in which almost two
thirds of the project amount had been 
approved by the executive department, 
which the committee is not willing to 
concede, there can be no justification for 
disapproval of a reported bill which is 
96.4 percent. in accord with the view of 
the Bureau of the Budget and 99.4 per
cent. in accord with the views of the 
Corps, of Engineerse 

The· committee in making the reduc
tions indicated has done so realizing the 
importance and even the urgency of 
some of the projects and wishing to leave 
no possible ground for disapproval of the 
bill to achieve this objective, the com
mittee has gone as far as it feels it can 
go without a complete abrogation of· its 
functions and duties to meet the desires 
of the executive branch. 

The committee feels with the deepest 
conviction that it has reported a bill 
which is so close to the wishes of the 
President that, no fair appraisal could 
result in disapproval. The bill, S. 497, 
was reported :from the Committee en 
Public Works by a vote of 22 to 12 with 
the full membership present and voting. 
I repeat that the new authorizations of 
the bill exceed the Budget Bureau recom
mendations by only 3.6 percent and the 
Corps of Engineers' recommendations. by 
only 0.6 of 1 percent. All of them were 
considered fully justifiable by a majority 
of the committee. The bill has been 
attacked by some Members on the other 
side of the aisle, and I say this with great 
respect, on the basis that no project 
should be authorized that does not have 
Budget Bureau approval. I ask the 
House to accept the committee bill and 
overwhelmingly defeat this new attempt 
at domination of the Congress and its 
committees by the Bureau of the BUdget. 

Executive Order 8248 of September 8, 
1939, establishing the divisions of the 
executive office of the President and de
fining their functions sets forth the 
Budget Bureau's functions, and one of 
them directs the Bureau to assist the 
President by clearing and coordinating 
the departmental advice on proposed leg
islation and by making recommendations 
as to Presidential action on legislative 
matters. 

Please note the words "advice and 
recommendations:• There is nothing in 
the act creating the Bureau of the Budg
et or in the Executive order cited which 
authorizes the Budget Bureau to tell tbe 
Congress what to do. Its :function in 
this respect is purely advisory. I recog-

nize that the Bureau of the BUdget will 
take the position that it is merely ad
visory· to the President and that if, as a 
result, of its advice, the President ehooses 
to disapprove a. particular project, the 
disapproval is the disapprov1U of the 
President and not the disapproval of the 
Budget Bureau. The facts' of life, how
ever, are obvious. The multiplicity of 
projects and the tremendous amount of 
engineering and economic detail would 
make it impossible for the President to 
go into these projects. In fact, in my 
opinion, it is obviously impossible for the 
few staff members in the Bureau of the 
Budget to go into this detail, which for 
any one project represents the combined 
efforts of literally hundreds of engineers 
in the Corps of Engineers over a period 
of years going back since its establish
ment by George Washington himself. In 
any event, since the President has com
plete control over the budget estimates 
on the construction of civil works 
projects, if his decision on authorization 
of these projects, which again I repeat 
are really those of the Bureau of the 
Budget, must be obeyed complete!y and 
without deviation by the Congress, then 
the legislative branch of. the Government 
might just as well withdraw from the 
field of civil works immediately. I go a 
step further and say that if this Con
gress cannot write 3.6 percent in a big 
public works bill, when an of us axe 
elected by our several constituencies over 
the country, I ten you we ought to be 
ashamed of ourselves. 

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of· Tennessee. I yield. 
Mr. FALLON. I take it then from 

what the gentleman is saying. the only 
justification we have for being here is 
with reference to 3.6 percent of these 
projects. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Exactly, 
and I think if we cannot justify our 
own decisions after long, thorough, and 
careful hearings before the committee 
over a period of 2 years. I think we ought 
to just give up and quit. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. I yield. 
Mr. BROOMFIELD. You mentioned 

it was orily 3.6 percent. The figures you 
are taking are the difference between 
the Bureau of the Budget and the com
mittee figures, are they? 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. I will sup
ply that detail later, but please accept 
those as correct figures. Should we find 
it necessary tomorrow. under the 5-min
ute rule, to go further into that, I will 
be glad to develop it. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman. I 
yield myself such time as I may re
quire. 

Mr. Chairman, we ali listened intently 
to the capable gentleman from Tennes
see EMr. DAVIS] who is chairman of the 
subcommittee that had charge of these 
particular hearings. I noted that my 
distinguished friend simply took the 
Budget commission over a whipping post, 
but I also notice how he evaded any ref
erence to the Army Engineers. I am 
wondering ii the distinguished gentle
man from Tennessee will accept an 
amendment striking out the projects that 
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are not recommended by the Army En- project mod.iftcations and 14 river basin au
gineers. Section 202 of the Rivers and thorizations involving improvements for 
Harbors and Flood Control Act of 1954 navigation, shore protection, flood control, 

and related purposes. I regret that this 
declares it to be the policy of Congress, action is necessary, because I believe that the 
and I quote from the law: periodic enactment of river and harbor and 

No project or any modification not au- flood-control legislation is an important step 
thorized, of a project for flood control or in the formulation of a sound Federal pro
rivers and harbors, shall be authorized by gram for the wise development of the Na
the Congress unless a report for such project tion's water resources. 
or modification has been previously sub- This bill does not appropriate funds. It 
mitted by the Chief of Engineers, United only authorizes certain projects or project 
States Army, in conformity with existing modifications so that the next Congress can 
law. consider them for appropriation. So my 

action on the bill need cause no delay in 
I regard this as being a wise policy, starting the many worthwhile projects in 

and I believe that it is very unfortunate the bill. 
. that this traditional state:r;nent was not While the majority of the projects which 
followed in S. 497-but the law is fol- this bill .would authorize have been given 
lowed in substitute bill of Congressman adequate study and review within the ex
RussELL MACK, H. R. 11121, which I hope ecutive branch and by the affected States, 

You will all support, which I believe the there are still a large number which have 
not been reviewed in accordance with the 

President will sign. orderly procedures set forth in the applicable 
We have approximately 130 projects in laws. Therefore, it is not possible at this 

this legislation. There are only 18 that time for me to determine whether their au
have not been recommended, not only by thorization would be in the public interest. 
the Bureau of the Budget but by the Existing law requires that before a report 
Army Engineers. of the Chief of Engineers recommending au-

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, will thorization of a project is submitted to the 
the gentleman yield? Congress the affected States be afforded an 

opportunity to comment on the proposal. 
Mr. McGREGOR. I yield to the gen- In addition, procedures for review consistent 

tleman from Massachusetts. with other statutory requirements have been 
Mr. NICHOLSON. I would like to call established under Executive Order 9384. 

the gentleman's attention to the fact These procedures provide for review of proj
that the Board of Army Engineers and ect reports within the executive branch be

.everybody connected with it has given the fore they are submitted to the Congress. 
For 32 of the projects which the bill would 

0. K. to New Bedford and Fair Haven · authorize, involving financial commitments 
Harbor that I represent, and they have of over $530 million, all of these require
gone all out for this proposition and have ments have not been met. Without such re
given it study for at least 3 years. Due · view the Congress must necessarily have 
to red tape this project could not go acted on the basis of incomplete information. 
in the last bill anywhere. So, if the .· Some of these projects have not even been 
gentleman from Tennessee does not want studied and reported on by the Chief of 
to say that all of these problems have Engineers, and in a few cases field studies 

have not yet been completed. 
been recom.mended, here are two that section 202 of the River and Harbor and 
have been, and it was SO testified before Flood Control .Act of 1954 declares it to be 
the Committee on Public Works. the policy of Congress that: 

Mr. McGREGOR. I appreciate the "No project or any modification not au-
contribution of the gentleman from thorized, of a project for flood control or 
Massachusetts. We have no objections rivers and harbors, shall be authorized by 
to projects that have been accepted in the Congress unless a report for su,ch project 
accordance with existing law-Flood or modification has been previously submit-

ted by the Chief of Engineers, United States 
Control Act of 1944-but we do object Army, in conformity with existing law." 
to these projects being in the bill and I regard this as being a wise policy, and I 
thus jeopardizing the other legitimate believe that it is very unfortunate that this 
projects which' have passed all tests and traditional statement was not followed in 
requirements and are meritorious and H. R. 12080. 
needed. In various messages to the Congress, I 

There are only five proJ'ects that a.re have clearly stated my view that our vital 
water resources can best be conserved and 

really going to jeopardize the whole pro- utilized in the public interest if the Federal 
gram of 130 projects. A great many of Government cooperates with State and local 
you have projects in this legislation that governments and with private interests in 
have been recommended by the . Army the development of those resources, and does 
Engineers and the Bureau of the Budget. not undertake such development as though 
They meet the formula and law that it were a matter of exclusive Federal interest. 
h d In order to carry out such a policy, properly 

ave governe .projects in years gone by. and effectively, it is necessary that the views 
At this point in my remarks I would of affected states be given adequate consid

like to incorporate a message of disap- eration in formulating proposals for water
proval of the White House on April 10, resources projects. This has not been ac-
1956. In this the President vetoed a bill complished for a number of projects in
similar to the one we have now before - eluded in this b111. 
us because there were a certain number In addition, other projects in this bill 

. of projects that had not received the would be authorized on a basis which would 
recommendation of the Army Engineers result in a lesser degree of local participa-

tion than was agreed to by the local interests 
or the Bureau of the Budget and were and recommended by the executive branch. I 
not in accordance with the law the same believe that authorization of water-resources 
as these projects that are now in ques- projects on such terms would represent a 
tion and are jeopardizing this legislation. serious backward step in the desirable de-

The President's veto message follows: velopment of the Nation's water resources, 
and would result in the loss of the best test 

MEMORANDUM OF DISAPPROVAL yet devised for insuring that a project is 
I have withheld my approval of H. R. sound-the willingness of local people to 

12080, which would authorize appropriations invest their own money in a joint enterprise 
totaling about $1.6 billion for 99 projects or with the Federal Government. 

In the weeks before the Congress convenes, 
a careful, orderly review will be undertaken 

. of those projects and other provisions of the· 
bill which have not been fully studied or 
reviewed at th:e present time. This should 
enable the Congress to base its action on a 
full knowledge of all the facts involved. I 
believe that the people of the United States 
are entitled to expect that these procedures 
will be followed before new water-resources 
projects, involving large future financial 
commitments, are authorized in law. 

DWIGHT D. EISENHOWER, 
THE WHITE HOUSE, August 10, 1956. 

We find that a small group in the Con
gress have projects that are not recom
mended by Army -Engineers, in accord
ance with the law, and they have put 
them in this bill, thinking that we will 
0. K. them in order to authorize the 
meritorious projects. In my humble 
opinion, this is being done in order to 
put the President on the spot and make 
him veto the bill, as he did similar legis
lation last year. We on the minority 
side offered to hold hearings on those 
particular projects and take them out 
of this bill so that it would not jeopardize 
the good projects. You are entitled to 
have the good projects taken care of. 

But they voted us down, and they have 
the same type of projects in this bill that 
they had in the bill last year, which the 
President vetoed, and he set forth the 
reasons why he vetoed the bill; yet the 
majority side of the Public Works Com
mittee are attempting to get unworthy 
projects accepted, even in the face and 
possibility of another veto . . 

May I say further that if we on this 
side of the Capitol are going to ·scratch 
each other's backs and put projects in 
this legislation that have never been 
recognized by either the Army Engineers 
or the Bureau of the Budget we are sim
ply inviting the legislators on the other 
side of the Capitol to do the very same 
thi.ng. If that is to' be the procedure 
what is the use of having a Committee 
on .Public Works? What is the use of 
having the Corps of Army Engineers? 
What is the use of having the Bureau of 
the Budget-what is the use of having 
certain rules to go by-this would mean 
any project regardless of merit, would 
be authorized. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McGREGOR. I yield to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. NICHOLSON. I dislike to keep 
interrupting the gentleman, but here is 
what the President of the United States 
said in a letter dated October 17, 1955, 
to Governor Roberts of Rhode Island: 

I appreciate your letters and the resolu
t ions of the New England Governors' Con
ference . At the outset I would like to re
affirm the determination of the entire ad
ministration to assist States and people in 
the Northeast in developing adequate pro
tection against future floods and hurricanes . 

Mr. McGREGOR. I thank the 
gentleman. 

Mr. MACK of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. McGREGOR. I yield. _ 
Mr. MACK of Washington. I wish to 

say to the gentleman from Massachu
setts in the matter of these hurricane 
projects that there are three, one in 
Florida, and two in New England. 
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These were considered by the committee 
and agreed to. An amendment will be 

· offered incorporating them in this bill. 
Mr. McGREGOR. The total cost of 

the 132 projects in the bill is approxi· 
mately $1,400 million. The cost of the 
projects wanted by these few Members 
of Congress but which have not been 
approved by the Corps of Army Engi
neers or by the Bureau of the Budget, 
amounts to $139,175,000. 

The question before this body today is 
whether you are going to jeopardize 
$1,400,000,000 of public works projects by 
the selfishness, if you please, of about five 
Members of Congress who want to get 
in $139,175,000 worth of projects that 
have not been acted on or 0. K.'d by any· 
body. That is the proposition you are 
going to pass on this afternoon. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to include 
at this point of' the RECORD a letter I 
wrote to each Member of Congress on 
March 8, setting forth the number of 
projects that have been 0. K.'d and that 
we have accepted and that I feel certain 
the President will accept. 

or the Corps of EngineerS'. In the sub· 
stitute which the gentleman will offer 
and which I enthusiastically support, 
will all of those, projects be excluded, 
or has the committee agreed to accept 
some of the $300 million? 

Mr. McGREGOR. The committee will 
accept some because we are in accord 
with the general purpose of the projects 
and, since the first passing of the bill from 
the Committee on Public Works, the pro.}· 
ects have been recommended in accord· 
ance with the law. We question the 
amount of local participation, and we 
are changing the local participation in 
order to adhere to a formula that has 
been in effect for some time. 

Mr. KEATING. In other words, this 
$300 million group, which was not ap
proved involves only five projects. 

Mr. McGREGOR. It involves 18 
projects. 

Mr. KEATING. Five projects amount
ing to $139 million. The rest of it is 
taken up by the bill providing for a 
greater amount of Federal participation 
than has been approved by the Engineers 

ONLY woa.THY PRoJECTs SHouLD BE APPROVED or the Bureau of the Budget? 
IN THE OMNIBus Bn.L Mr. KEATING. A lesser amount of 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,. 

Washington, D . C., M_arch 8, 1958. 
DEAlt COLLEAGUE~ The Congress in August 

1956 passed an omnibus rivers· and harbors 
flood-control bill. That b111 wa:s vetoed by 
the President. The vet:o message said that 
many of the proj,ects in the bUl had not been 
properly reported and p:roperly :reviewed by 
the Chief of Engineel's. Secretary of the Army, 
the Budget. Bureau, and the various execu
tive agencies as customarily has been re
quired. Also, the President said there were 
many projects in the vetoed bill where the 
cost sharing, local and Federal, was not in 
accordance with precedent. 

On Monday, a new rivers and har"tx>rs 
flood-control bill to replace the vetoed one 
will be before the House of Representatives. 

This new bili, as reported by the commit
tee, contains 130 river and harbor and flood
contra] projects, having an estimated cost of 
$1,456,000,000. 

Of these 130 projec~ 112 have the com
plete approval of all executive agencies. and 
the unanimous approval of the House Com
mittee on Public Works. 

'l'here are, however, 18 projects in the bill 
that do not have adequate approval. . 

The omnibus bill should be limited to 
projects recommended by the Secretal'y of 
the Army, the Chief of Engineers, and the 
Bureau of the Budget, and the minority will 
offer H. R. Ill21 as a substitute for the com
mittee· bill. (Copies available from docu
ment room.) 

If the substitute bill. H. R. 11121, the clean 
bill, is not agreed to, an. worthy projects will 
be placed in jeopardy by the unworthy 
projects. 

Your support in an steps necessary to au
thorize only worthy projects will be appre
ciated. Please arrange to be present 
throughout consideration of the bill Monday 
and Tuesday. 

J. HARRY McGaEGOR, 
Member of Congress, Ranking Mi

nority Member;. Committee. on 
Public Works. 

local and a greater amount of Federal? 
Mr. McGREGOR. Yes, that is cor

rect. In other words, the substitute that 
will be offered by the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. MAcKJ-we hope to 
o:tfer it as a substitute-is a clean bill 
that contains only projects that have 
been approved by the Army Engineers 
and the Bureau of the Budget and I feel 
certain it would be signed by the Presi- . 
dent of the United States. 

Mr. Chairman, may I reiterate. if we 
pass the bill that is before us, carrying 
these great numbers of projects that 
have not been in accordance with the 
rules · and regulations and the law.. if 
you please, then I feel certain that the 
President wm veto it and you will have 
no public works bill at all. 

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I shall make a brief 
introductory statement on title I of S. 
497. Title I deals with the authoriza· 
tions for projects in the rivers and har· 
bors category. 

The improvement of the Nation's rivers 
and harbors for navigation dates back 
133' years. As it now stands, the program 
includes about 2,300 navigation projects 
with an estimated cost of' $4.3 billion. 
Appropriations· to . date have totaled 
about one-half of that amount, leaving 
the remaining half to complete the pro
gram. 

The benefits from the program have 
been tremendous. On the coastal har· 
bors, on the Great Lakes, and on the in
land waterways of the Nation, more than 

· 1 billion tons move each year. This 
figure was reached for the first time in 
history in 1955. In order to keep pace 
with the healthy growth of this essential 

.Mr. KEATING. Mr. Chairman, will element in the Nation's economy,. the 
the gentleman yield? country has wisely· provided for a live 

Mr. McGREGoR. I yield to the gen- program--one which has, and must con-
tleman from New York. tinue, to meet the challenge of changing 

Mr. KEATING. As I remember read- times. 
ing the report, when it came out, there At the coastal harbors, our facilities 
was about $300' million which was not . for moving waterborne commerce have 
approved by the Bureau of the Budget been improved over the years, from the 

relatively shallow depths necessary to 
serve sailing craft to the greater depths 
required with the advent of. steamship
ping, and finally, to the deep drafts 
needed for the :present-day mammoths 
of the ocean-the super tankers and the 
super ore carriers. As a result, depths 
of 3!> :feet generally prevail at major 
harbors on the Atlantic and gulf coasts, 
ranging up to 45 feet at New York Har
bor. Depths of from 30 to 40, feet are 
generally available along the west coast. 
The total commerce at coastal harbors 
has now reached a record high of about 
450 million tons, not including local 
tram c. 

Of the 106 cities in the United States 
with populations greater than 100,000 
people per city,, 63 of them are on har
bors and. navigable channels improved 
by the Federal Government. The popu
lation of these 63 cities is. more· than 35 
million people, almost 20 percent of the 
total population of the country. 

So much for the coastal harbor net
work. 

On the Great Lakes we find that here 
we have the world's largest and busiest 
inland waterway. These 'bemendous 
bodies of water have a total surface area 
of 95,000 square miles. Eight states 
border on the lakes and nine more are 
directly tributary to them. With the 
connecting channels and the great har
bors, the lakes provide a low-cost artery 
of transportation that permits the move
ment oi bulk materials and products of 
every description in huge quantities, to 
advantageously located manufacturing 
areas. The deepening of the connecting 
channels. to 27 feet has already been 
authorized by the Congress. Studies of 
a similar deepening of the harbors are 
now under way, in accordance with the 
express intent of Congress. When the 
St. Lawrence Seaway is finished, we will 
have a waterway serving the great 
heartland of the Nation that will sur
pass the wildest dreams of the early set
tlers. There are many projects for im
provement of the harbors of the Great 
Lakes in this bill, S. 497. Of these the 
three major ones are at Detroit, Cleve
land, and Toledo. 

On the Great Lakes we find that here 
we have the world's largest and busiest 
inland waterway. The Great Lakes sys
tem can be. easily called the lifeline of 
America. Eighty-five percent of all the 
steel made in the Nation is produced 
from ore transported down the lakes, 
through the locks and improved channels 
a.t the lowest transportation cost in all 
the worlcL 

I want to mention finally the third ele
ment in the navigation program. the im· 
provement of the inland and intracoastal 
waterways. In importance, this ranks 
with the other two. The inland water
way system has proved its worth in peace 
and war as a vital link in the Nation's 
transportation structure. The total 
length of this system can be visualized 
by thinking of it as a single channel 
stretching all the way around the world, 
and lacking a few miles of forming a 
continuous bank at the Equator. It is 
the most extensive inland waterway sys
tem. in the worl<L Traffic on this system 
has grown tremendously over the years 
and has now reached a record high of 
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approximately 100 billion ton-miles. The 
inland waterway system has been of 
great help in sparking the Nation's econ
omy, and is one of the most important 
tools we now need in fighting 'the growing 
recession and the mounting unemploy
ment. Industry recognizes the economic 
advantage of low-cost water transporta
tion and, taken together with the avail-

. ability of adequate water supplies for 
industrial processing, these factors are 
the prime reason why industry has, and 

• is, moving to the river banks. For exam
ple, investments in new industrial de
velopment along the Ohio River since 
World War II are approaching the $10 
billion mark. The resultant increase in 
Ohio River traffic since the end of the 
war has been outstanding-it now 
amounts to approximately 75 million 
tons. Many improvements of this kind 
will be authorized if S. 497 is enacted. 

So, to this impressive public works 
structure and improvement of our rivers 
and harbors and navigable streams and 
the inland and coastal systems we come 
up now with this additional authoriza
tion. Again I repeat that the items in 
dispute or controversy make up a narrow 
band of but 0.6 percent of the projects 
in S. 497 which are not recommended in 
whole or in part by the Corps of Engi
neers and only 3.6 percent objected to 
in whole or in part by the Bureau of the 
Budget. 

So, Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge 
favorable approval of S. 497 which has 
been given most thorough and con
scientious consideration over a period of 
many, many weeks during the past 2 
years. The question is going to be 
whether we in the Congress are going to 
pass upon these projects over which there 
is some question due to the peculiarities 
of their local situations and circum
stances or whether the Bureau of the 
Budget shall be the determining factor. 

Mr. Chairman, in closing I want to 
plead with all the earnestness I possess 
for passage of the pending bill-and for 
passage in its present form with com
mittee amendments-and not with the 
crippling modifications that will be at
tempted by those who do not agree that 
the committee should have the backbone 
and stamina to fight for its right to 
exercise its judgment, but who believe, 
on the contrary, that the word of the 
Bureau of the Budget is the highest law 
and that the Congress must go along 
with this agency of the executive branch 
all the way-not 50 percent--not 75 per
cent-not even 96 percent--but right 
down to the last period and semicolon-
tOO percent. . 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair
man, I ask unanimous consent to extend 
my remarks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. ·Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala
bama? 

There was no objection.· 
Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair

man, it is the historic policy of the United 
States to develop and maintain its.water
ways in order to promote the general 
economic welfare of the Nation and its 
military strength and defenses. This 
policy was forged on the anvil of impera
tive need in the early days of the Re• 
public; when our great inland rivers rep-

sented the lifelines of agriculture and 
commerce in the developing interior of 
the country. Stated in· another way, it 
is the American doctrine that the pro
vision of waterways suitable 'for naviga
tion is a sovereign function and respon
sibility of the Federal Government. In 
discharging this function, the Federal 
Government acts not as a proprietor but 
as a sovereign, for one of the most an
cient of all sovereign responsibilities is 
the provision of free common highways, 
accessible to all without restraint, tolls 
or charge. It was on March 14, 1818, 
that this House first formally determined 
that the Congress has power to appro
priate funds for waterways and other 
internal improvements when it adopted 

·a committee report stating: 
Resolved, That Congress has power under 

the Constitution to appropriate money for 
the construction of post roads, military and 

. other roads and of canals, and for the im
provement of water courses. 

Our greatest statesmen have consist
ently espoused the cause of waterway 

· improvement for navigation purposes as 
a Federal responsibility. George Wash
ington said he could not "but be struck 
with the immense diffusion and impor
tance <of) the vast inland navigation of 
these United States." And he added: 
"Would to God we may have the wisdom 
to improve them." Jefferson compared 
cur waterways with the free public 
schools as "our channels of communica
tion between the States-identifying 
their interest and cementing the Union." 
Madison believed that "no objects with
in the circle of political economy so 
richly repay the expense bestowed upon 
them" as roads and waterways. John 
Quincy Adams considered waterway im
provements "as treasures laid up in 
heaven from the contributions of the 
present age for the benefit of posterity." 

Andrew· Jackson said: 
Every member of the Union in peace and 

war will be benefited by the improvement 
of inland navigation and the construction of 
highways in the several States. 

Lincoln, after referring for purposes 
of comparison, to the general public 
benefits derived from the United States 
Navy, said: 

The next most general object I can think 
of would be improvements on the Missis
sippi River and its tributaries. 

Beginning with the appropriation of 
funds in 1824 for clearing snags and 
bars on the Ohio, this guiding principle 
reiterated by our elder statesmen has 
been consistently applied by successive 
Congresses. 

In the early days, our rivers and har
bors were used principally in their nat
ural state, aided by removal of obstruc
tions, limited dredging, the establish
ment of light stations and beacons. The 
Federal expenditures involved for these 
improvements were, of course, modest-
averaging about $350,000 per year from 
1824 to 1865. It is a familiar fact of 
our economic history that during the 
great age of railroad building in the last 
half of the 19th century the policy of 
Government, National, State, and local, 
shifted to an all-out effort through enor
mous land grants ·and other forms of 
public assistance to encourage railroad 

construction. The inland waterways, 
where commerce almost disappeared un
der the impact of unrestrained railroad 
competition, fell into neglect, and river 
communities stagnated and decayed. 
From 1866 to 1900 the bulk of the aver
age annual e·xpenditures of about $15 
million for rivers and harbors was con
centrated on seacoast and Great Lakes 
harbors and channels. 

After an exhaustive review of the con
dition of the Nation's inland waterways, 
the famous National Waterway Commis
sion reported to the Congress in 1912: 

Water transportation is in such a decadent 
condition on most of our rivers that there 
are few boat lines operating on regular 
schedules at published rates. 

Notwithstanding the black outlook for 
inland water commerce in the closing 
years of the last century, there were a few 
devoted men who never lost their confi
dence in the ultimate superiority of low
cost water transportation for bulk com
modities over all other forms of trans
port. They were joined by a new group 
of farm, labor, and business leaders who 
had awakened to the potentialities of 
water highways which would reduce the 
costs of moving the output of farms and 
factories to distant markets. Men of 
vision throughout the country, under 
such leaders as the immortal William 
Jennings Bryan, recognized the impera
tive need for waterway improvement as a 
means for stimulating the economic de
velopment of the Midwest and South, 
which had long been mere tributaries of 
the industrial and financial centers on 
the eastern seaboard. By the 1S90's a 
rising tide of public opinion expressing 
the irrepressible demands of farmers, 
workers, and small-business men, com
pelled the Nation's attention to the ur
gent task of rehabilitation of internal 
navigation. 

The public mind was articulated by 
President Theodore Roosevelt in 1907 at 
Memphis, Tenn., when he said: 

[The Missisf?ippi Valley] being literally 
the heart of the United States, all that con
cerns its welfare must concern likewise the 
whole country. Therefore, the Mississippi 
River and its tributaries ought by all means 
to be utilized to their utmost possibility. 
Facility of cheap transportation is an essen
tial in our modern civilization and we cannot 
afford any longer to neglect the great high
ways which nature has provided for us. 
These natural highways, the waterways, can 
never be monopolized by any corporation. 
They belong to an the people, and it is the 
power of no one to take them away. • • • 
Year by year transportation problems become 
more acute and the time has come when the 
rivers really fit to serve as arteries of trade 
should be provided with channels deep 
enough and wide enough to make the invest.
ment·of the necessary money profitable to the 
public. The National Government should 
undertake this work. 

The key to the achievement of these 
great aims of public policy lay in the es
tablishment of minimum stable depths 
for year-round navigation. -

Although some canalization work was 
authorized and begun before the turn of 
the century. the great public effort· com
menced for ·an practical purposes 
shortly. before the start of. the First 
World War. The war demonstrated the 
vital importance of · adequate ·inland 
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waterway transport as a part of the Na
tional Defense Establishment and post
war increases in overland transport 
costs intensified the public demand for 
efficient low-cost inland water trans
portation. 

The period between the two World 
Wars ~ saw major advances in channel 
improvement projects on the Ohio, the 
upper Mississippi, the Warrior-Tombig
bee, the Dlinois Waterway, the Tennes
see, the Intercoastal Canal, various At
lantic coastal rivers, and the Sacra
mento and Columbia Rivers on the Pa
ci:fic coast. All work was suspended 
during World War II. But it was during 
those critical years that the true value 
of inland navigation facilities was dem
onstrated beyond a shadow of a doubt. 

As President Truman's Water Re
sources Policy Commission said in its 
1950 report: 

The service rendered by inland waterway 
transportation during World War II dem
onstrated conclusively that it is of vital im
portance to national defense. Its perform
ance in contributing to th~ winning of the 
war more than justified the confidence of 
Congress in the Corps of Engineers water
way improvement program prosecuted for 
and sponsored by the people, and more than 
repaid the Federal - Government for all the 
expenditures of public funds for that pro
gram. 

At the close of World War II the Na
tion had just over 27,000 miles of im
proved inland waterways, exclusive of 
the Great Lakes and seacoast harbors, 
representing a total public expenditure 
since 1824 of $1,789,991,000. The great 
objective of connecting the Great Lakes 
to the Gulf of Mexico had been accom
plished. Stable navigation depths of 9 
feet had been established on the Ohio 
and the Mississippi and various smaller 
streams. In the aggregate, at the close 
of World War II the Nation had 9,700 
miles of waterways with an assured min
imum depth of 9 feet, 5,800 miles be
tween 6 and 9 feet, and 11,800 miles 
under 6 feet. 

Even on the basis of what by present 
standards must be considered relatively 
low trafilc volumes, the aggregate re
turns to the public in the form of trans
portation cost savings on our 15 largest 
and most active waterways had aggre
gated over $2 billion in the 20 years end
ed June 30, 1948. 

Beginning in 1946, the task of ex .. 
tending our improved waterways was 
slowly resumed and by 1955, we had 
28,996 miles of improved waterways, of 
which those of 9 feet or greater depth 
had been increased to 15,021 miles, an 
addition of more than 5,000 miles, to. the 
1945 mileage of minimum 9-foot chan
nels. It is estimated that the construc
tion costs of these navigation improve
ments over the 11 years from 1945 
through 1955 a'teraged approximately 
$100 million annually. 

Concurrently, the inland waterway 
industry entered a phase of remarkable 

. technological improvement and expan
sion. These developments have included 
the twin and triple screw diesel engines 
to replace the old steam-driven, stern 
wheelers, the use of radar, supersonic 
depth recorders, and ship-to-shore radio 
telephones, and a number of devices and 

arrangements for reducing water resist .. 
ance--all combining to increase cargo
carrying capacity, speeds and dependa
bility of service and to permit opera
tions under all weather conditions. To· 
day, powerful diesel towboats in inte .. 
grated tows bearing cargoes of 2,000 tons 
of coal, the equivalent of 200 railroad 
cars or 200,000 barrels of oil-as much 
as a supertanker-are a common sight 
on the inland waterways. To an increas· 
ing degree also, the river fleet is being 
utilized for the transportation not only 
of the conventional items of bulk 
freight, such as coal, sand and gravel, 
but for chemicals, petroleum products, 
finished steel, automobiles and other 
high-value commodities. This modern, 
efficient inland fleet, expanding in re
lation to rising demand, carried traffic 
of more than 97 billion ton miles on the 
inland waterways-exclusive of the 
Great Lakes and coastal harbors-in 
1955, and the volume is estimated to have 
passed the 100 billion ton-mile mark in 
1956. The 1955 volume represented 7 .. 7 
percent of all the ton miles of traffic 
carried by all modes of transportation in 
the United States, an increase of more 
than 150 percent over 1945 in the propor
tion of total traffic. This inland fleet, 
with some 4,300 towing vessels of more 
than 2 million aggregate horsepower and 
nearly 15,000 barges of more than 16 
million tons capacity, because of its 
flexibility, the economy in critical ma
terials and manpower required for its 
expansion, its enormous carrying capac
ity, and its relative immunity from en
emy action, is a national defense asset of 
the first importance. And because of 
the relatively low costs of equipment of 
equivalent carrying capacity as com
pared with railroads and pipelines, and 
the ease of entry into the business, the 
inland towing industry is predominantly 
made up of many hundreds of small 
businessmen in active competition and 
thereby constantly spurred to improve 
its efficiency and reduce costs. It thus 
represents an important competitive in· 
fluence in the transportation industry 
which, apart from the motor transport 
field, is generally characterized by enor
mous aggregations of capital organized 
as legalized quasi-monopolies. 

In the postwar period, therefore, as 
costs of overland transport were rising, 
American industry found in the inland 
waterway fleet a highly developed 
mechanism for efficient low-cost mass 
transportation. Under the further stim
ulus of vastly increased needs for abund
ant supplies of fresh water for processing, 
industry has literally flocked to the 
shores of our improved inland waterways. 
Chemical and metallurgical plants, 
thermal electric plants, automobile and 
steel fabricating plants, and countless 
others are eagerly seeking river sites. On 
the Gulf intracoastal waterway, the Mis
sissippi, the , Warrior-Tombigbee, the 
Ohio, and its great tributaries-the Ten .. 
nessee, the Cumberland, the Mononga .. 
bela, and the Kanawha, and many 
others-we are witnessing one of the 
greatest industrial booms of modern his
tory. 

These great manufacturing concerns 
are generating tremendously increased 

tonnages of river trafilc. Farm market
ing organizations and other grain ship
pers seeking reduced transport costs and 
higher realizations to the farmer are 
making increased use of cheap, efilcient 
inland waterway transportation. Grain 
shipments on the inland rivers increased 
more than 300 percent between 1946 and 
1951. 

All these factors have combined to in
crease inland waterway traffic more than 
220 percent in the 11 years from 1945 
through 1955. 

Already in 1956, inland waterway traf
fic passed 100 billion ton-miles, the figure 
predicted in 1950 by the President's Com
mission on Water Resources Policy as the 
level for 1975. Viewing the situation on 
the basis of the lower traffic volumes of 
1954 and finding a total Federal ex· 
penditure for construction and mainte .. 
nance since 1824 of $3.4 billion appli .. 
cable to navigation improvements, the 
Senate Public Works Committee, in its 
Report No. 108 of March 25, 1957, to ac
company S. 497, found that the system of 
inland and intercoastal waterways was 
returning in transportation cost savings 
to the public about $3 for every Federal 
dollar expended. 

On the basis of Army engineers' cal
culations of transportation cost savings 
of 6 mills per ton-mile from low-cost 
water transportation, the single year 
1956-when inland waterway trafilc ex
ceeded 100 billion ton-miles-reflected 
public benefits of $600 million. This, by 
any standards, is a handsome return on 
the Federal investment. 

But these calculations of benefits from 
waterway improvements take no account 
of the vastly increased employment, the 
regional rehabilitation, the improved 
standards of life, the renewed self-re· 
spect, the sense of optimism, confidence, 
and content that today measure the 
human returns upon the Federal pro· 
gram of waterway development. For it 
is precisely those regions of the country, 
the valleys of our great inland rivers
where the people had suffered most from 
the years of accumulated poverty, stag
nation and neglect-that are today 
the scene of an economic renaissance 
founded in large measure upon econom· 
ical and efficient water transportation. 
The sweep and scope of these benefits 
are quickly apparent from the fact that 
more than two-thirds of our population 
lives in counties at least half of whose 
area is within 50 miles of navigable 
water. The prophecy of Andrew Jack· 
son has b~en confirmed by history: 

Every member of the Union in peace and 
war will be benefited by the improvement 
of inland navigation. 

But in order to continue this great 
flow of benefits and to maintain the 
growth of prosperity based upon low· 
cost water transport, we must proceed 
with all possible dispatch to modernize 
and extend our system of improved 
waterways as an integral part of compre
hensive plans for water resource de· 
velopment. 

Already, many of our navigation fa
cilities completed in the twenties and 
thirties or even earlier, are outmoded 
and inadequate for the needs of mod· 
ern traffic. Indeed, some of the older 
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structures on the Warrior-Tombigbee, 
the Ohio and the Monongahela are in 
imminent danger of collapse. The short, 
narrow locks built 25 or 30 years ago 
are as unsuited to modern 1,000-foot 
diesel-driven . tows as the highway sys
tem of the twenties would be for modern 
high-speed vehicular traffic. Failure to 
push these modernization programs to 
early completion will deprive the public 
of the benefits of the improvements and 
bring to a halt the economic development 
based upon low:..cost water transporta
tion. Already, existing facilities are ap
proaching the saturation point through 
long stretches of the inland waterway 
system. The margin for the expanded 
traffic requirements that would surely 
confront us in the event of war or na
tional emergency is grossly deficient. By 
construction of modern locking facilities 
and high-lift dams the capacity of such 
vital waterways as the Ohio and the 
Warrior-Tombigbee can be quadrupled 
and transport costs sharply reduced. 

It is imperative also that the full po
tential benefits of our God-given re
sources be made available by means of 
suitable connecting channels such as the 
Cross Florida Barge Canal and the great 
Calumet Sag Channel iinprovement be
tween the Illinois Waterway and Lake 
Michigan, and the improvement of the 
New York State Barge Canal between 
the Hudson River and the Great Lakes
St. Lawrence Seaway. 

Again in our Federal democracy, it is 
fundamental that water resources de
velopment take place in accordance 
with comprehensive programs based 
upon need and appropriate standards of 
national interest and general applica
bility. Wherever suitable opportunities 
exist, they must · be exploited. For dis
crimination cannot be tolerated, nor can 
one region be developed at the expense 
of others where similar needs and re-

, sources are present. Thus the Gulf In
tracoastal Waterway should be extended 
to the Mexican border. The Missouri 
Channel improvement should be ex
tended to its practical limits. The At
lantic Intercoastal Waterway should be 
extended and improved. And all other 
navigable streams, when the expenditure 
can be justified on the basis of standards 
approved by the Congress, must be im
proved and developed. In the evaluation 
of such projects, their relationship to 
broad programs of water resource de
velopment must, of course, be taken into 
account. Rarely does a water resource 
project stand in isolation. Its true value 
is measured by its place as an element, 
supporting and supported by other 
elements in a broad pattern. Flood con
trol, low-flow regulation, navigation, 
water supply, recreational benefits, wild
life conservation-all these are closely 
interrelated. Each contributes to the 
others and enhances the value of the 
whole. Application of narrow mathe
matical rules to these great issues in
volving the development of our most im-
portant national resource will defeat our 
objectives and retard our economic 
growth. · 

In this time of unprecedented popu
lation pressures ·and economic expansion 
which demand the fullest utilization of . . -

our resources, we must act boldly and 
imaginatively. We can no longer a1ford 
the luxury of narrow conservatism and 
timidity. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. MAcK]. 

Mr. MACK of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, no man feels a higher regard 
for the integrity, the ability and the 
fairness of those on the majority side 
of this committee than I do. The Com
mittee on Public Works is one of the 
great committees of the House of Rep
resentatives. It has authorized every 
building project in this country except
ing, of course, the one to extend the 
front of the Capitol Building, and for the 
construction of the new House Office 
Building, 

In 1954, under the leadership of the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. McGREGOR], 
a bill was passed that expanded the 
highway program from $550 million a 
year in Federal contributions to $850 
millions, the biggest advance in high
way construction, which ilad ever been 
made up to that time. In 1956, under 
the able leadership of the distinguished 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. FALLON], 
there was developed the expanded high
way legislation, which, in my opinion, is 
the greatest legislation enacted by this 
Congress in the past 25 years. When 
the Fallon bill highway program is com
pleted by about 1970 it will provide for 
4-lane divided highways from the Cana
dian border in northern Maine to the 
Mexican border south of San Diego, 
there will be no crossroads and no stop
lights. East and west and north and 
south across the country there will be 
similar interstate highways to save the 
lives of people and provide more con
venient and faster transportation. 

In addition to these responsibilities 
the Committee on Public Works has had· 
the great responsibility of preserving and 
utilizing two of America's greatest natu
ral resources, its soil and its water; par
ticularly the water. This committee 
has made great strides in increasing the 
utilization of the Nation's water supply. 

In considering projects of such vast 
magnitude, it is natural that different 
men should have different opinions upon 
the same subject. In the consideration 
of this bill certain members of the com
mittee, 13 of us, in fact, have objections 
to certain provisions in the bill which 
now is confronting the House of Repre
sentatives. 

We, of the minority who seek amend
ments to this bill do not want or propose 
to destroy the bill. We propose to take 
out of the bill certain provisions which 
we on the minority side believe may re
sult in a Presidential veto of this bill. 

Patrick Henry once said that "I have 
but one lamp by which my feet are 
guided, and that is the lamp of experi
ence. I know no way to judge the future 
but by the past." 

we, the Members of the minority, feel 
that what has happened in the past, the 
veto of the President in 1956, may hap
pen again in another veto by the Presi
dent of this bill unless we delete from 
it some or all of the projects to which 
the administrative branch of the Gov
ernment raised objections in 1956. 

. It has been said that the committee 
bill, which is presented here today in
cludes 130 projects valued at $1,456,000,-
000 or $1.5 billion in round figures. That 
i.s an understatement. The Army Engi
neers testified before the House Com
mittee on Public Works that nearly all 
of these projects are based upon costs 
which prevailed on January 1, 1956. The 
Engineers said costs of construction in 
recent years has been increasing at the 
rate of about 5 percent a year. In short, 
the real cost of the projects in this bill 
are 10 percent higher than the figures 
on the bill. In other words, $145 million 
should be added to the estimated cost of 
these projects. In addition to that $145 
million in increased costs there should 
be the cost of the 19 new and additional 
projects which are not in the committee 
bill now, but will be added to it tomor
row by an amendment. The cost of these 
19 projects is an additional $87 million. 
Also in the committee bill three reser
voirs authorized for power, as part of 
valley projects, but not for specific 
sums of money. 

The 13 minority Members who signed 
the advice report on this bill, are endeav
oring to take out of the bill the projects 
to which there are objections by the ad
ministrative branch of the Government, 
objections by the Budget, by the Army 
Engineers, by the Secretary of the Army, 
and some, too, by the Interior Depart
ment. We want to take these projects 
out of the bill so the President will find 
the bill less objectionable and will be 
more likely to sign instead of vetoing it. 

What the minority wants is a bill that 
will meet the President's approval, not 
his objection. We want the 18 objec
tionable projects removed from the bill 
to the end that we will get a bill that will 
be signed, so that the 112 projects that 
are acceptable to everyone will · be sure 
to be approved, not vetoed, by the Presi
dent. In other words, we of the minor
ity by amendments are ·trying to save 
the 112 projects which are acceptable 
to the administration. We want to save 
the good projects by taking out of the 
bill some, or all, of the 18 projects to 
which the President has objections. 
Many of these are identical projects to 
those in the bill vetoed in 1956. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MACK of washington. I yield to 
the ge:qtleman from Florida. 

Mr. CRAMER. Further to clarify the 
good faith on the part of the minority 
and to make certain that a good bill is 
passed in the interests of these public 
works projects, is it not true with respect 
to the 18 projects which we are asking 
be clarified that only 5 of those 18 will 
actually be removed from the bill itself, 
and as to 13 of the 18 we are only asking 
that amendments be included to make 
the projects consistent with the recom
mendations of the Bureau of the Budget, 
the Army Engineers, and as to the water 
projects also the Department of the In.:. 
terior and the Federal Power Commis
sion? 

Mr. MACK of Washington. That is 
true. There' are only 4 or 5 projects the 
minority . substitute would strike out. 
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The other projects would modify but not 
take out of the bill. 

Mr. CRAMER. On those five projects 
which we are asking be stricken, we are 
asking that they be temporarily delayed 
consistent with the Army Engineers' 
recommendation on the basis that those 
five projects do not have a cost-benefit 
ratio favorable to making the projects 
feasible. 

Mr. MACK of Washington. These 
projects were not approved in most cases 
by the Chief of Army Engineers, by the 
Secretary of the Army, or by the Budget 
Bureau. If we send those projects back 
to the President, he may veto the bill 
again and thus kill the acceptable 
projects in this bill. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MACK of Washington. I yield 
to the gentleman from Oklahoma. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. If it is supported 
by the majority in this debate that only 
six-tenths of 1 percent of the value of 
this bill represents projects that do not 
have the approval of the Chief of En
gineers of the United States Army, 
would the gentleman still believe it 
likely that the President would veto this 
bill because of a difference over six
tenths of 1 percent of the value of the 
bill? 

Mr. MACK of Washington. The mi
nority does not agree· that only 6 per
cent of the money involved in this 
legislation is in dispute. There is con
siderably more than that. There are 
all these projects that relate to local 
interests, what the local people should 
pay as compared to the Federal contri
bution. Also, there are authorized by 
the committee bill three dams for power 
construction as party of overall river 
valley developments but which are not 
listed in monetary value, more than $150 
miilion in the carrying out of those dam 
projects is involved. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. I can see that 
there is a difference of opinion as to 
the amount actually involved on which · 
there has not been a full approval of 
the Bureau of the Budget and the En
gineers, but I ask the gentleman the 
question, If the majority establishes 
that this consists of only six-tenths of 
1 percent, does the gentleman believe a 
veto likely? 

Mr. MACK of Washington. We on 
the minority have gone carefully over 
these projects. We insist many times 6 
percent is involved in the dispute be
tween what the majority says is in the 
bill and what the minority says is in the 
bill. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 
· Mr. MACK of Washington. I yield 

to the gentleman from Ohio. 
Mr. McGREGOR. I might say in re

ply to the gentleman from Oklahoma 
about the six-tenths of 1 percent that 
there is a concrete example that certain 
individuals in this Congress want to 
jeopardize the $1,400,000,000 of projects 
by this six-tenths of 1 percent, where 
they will not agree to the rules and the 
formula that has been established here 
a· long time. I say it is unfair for any
one to jeopardize that big program be
cause you have a few individuals that 

want to get their projects in and break 
the rules and break the law, if you 
please. 

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? . 

Mr. MACK of Washington. I yield to 
the gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. FALLON. Did I correctly under
stand the gentleman to say that more 
than 6 percent of the total money is in 
dispute? Is it more than 6 percent? 

Mr. MACK of Washington. More 
than 6 percent of the money is in dis
pute. I do not think the gentleman has 
taken into consideration the land en
hancement projects. He certainly is not 
taking into consideration the three dams 
where power would be installed as valley 
propositions and that are not listed in the 
bill. 

Mr. FALLON. The gentleman used 
the figure of $1,450,000,000 as a total. 

Mr. MACK of Washington. Yes. 
Mr. FALLON. The figure the gentle

man used, or the figures that are in the 
committee report, had to be less than 4 
percent in dollars. 

Mr. MACK of Washington. The gen
tleman is not taking into consideration 
any one of the three power dams in 
which power is proposed. 

Mr. FALLON. The difference in opin
ion as to the enhancement of value 
might be a whole lot more than this, and 
we could run it up to 20 percent. It is 
according to what you have estimated the 
value to be. 

Mr. MACK of Washington. We think 
there is a greater difference. 
· Under the amending stage tomorrow, 

I will offer an amendment to the commit
tee bill. 

This amendment will accept the 112 
projects in the committee bill which are 
acceptable in almost all cases to admin
istrative agencies and to all, or nearly all, 
members of the House Public Works 
Committee. 

In addition, my substitute will carry 
the 19 projects which the Public Works 
Committee approved last week and on 
which approval came too late for their 
inclusion in the regular bill. 

My substitute will propose to delete 
4 projects from the committee bill and 
modify 14 others in accordance with rec
ommendations of various administrative 
agencies, the opposing agencies in most 
cases being the United States Army En
gineers, the Budget Bureau, and the 
Secretary of the Army. 

· A number of the projects which my 
substitute will endeavor to modify are 
flood-control projects involving land 
enhancement. 

We of the minority will insist on local 
interests paying the amount for land en
hancement which was determined as fair 
and just by the Army Engineers when the 
Engineers recommended the projects. 

President Eisenhower made it quite 
clear in his veto message of the 1956 bill 
that one reason for his veto was that 
many projects in the vetoed bill did not 
properly assess to local interests the full 
amount of the costs of these projects 
which Government agencies believed fair 
and equitable and which were charged 
by the committee to figures below what 

Governors of involved States previously 
had agreed to. 

As one of his reasons for his veto of the 
1956 bill the President's veto message 
said: 

In addition, other projects in this bill 
would be authorized on a basis which would 
result in a lesser degree of local participation 
than was agreed to by the local interests and 
recommended by the executive branch. I be
lleve that authorization of water-resources 
projects on such terms would represent a. 
serious backward step in the desirable devel
opment of the Nation's water resources, and 
would result in the loss of the best test yet 
devised for insuring that a project is sound
the willingness of local people to invest their 
own money in a joint enterprise with the 
Federal Government. 

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gen
tleman from Mississippi [Mr. SMITH]. 

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. Mr. 
Chairman, slightly more than two
thirds of the monetary authorization for 
this bill is for flood-control projects. I 
am very proud of the fact that the bill 
gives so much attention to this work that 
is a basic responsibility of the Federai 
Government and is essential to the pro
tection of the lives and property of the 
people ·of our country. 

The last bill was passed in 1954. IIi 
monetary terms alone since that time; 
including the projected expenditures 
for the fiscal year 1959, approximately 
$2% billion will have been appropri
ated for this work. Our bill, with pro
posed committee amendments, will add 
authorizations of approximately $1 ,500,-
000. In other words, the backlog of au
thorized projects since the last omnibus 
bill has been reduced by $2,500,000, and 
we propose to add $1,500,000 to the 
backlog. 

Very few of the projects in the bill are 
likely to remain part of the backlog for 
any great length of time. Most of them 
are vital and urgently needed in the 
areas concerned, and I think it likely 
that the Congress will see fit to begin to 
make appropriations for them at an 
early date. 

We all realize that this vast program 
cannot remain static. We have to au
thorize new programs, current and prop
erly evaluated, to meet present and fu
ture needs. If there is any major stepup 
in flood-control work · in the next year 
or so, I think it is obvious that we will 
have to follow this omnibus bill with 
another one during the ·a6th Congress. 

Our water respurces make perhaps the 
greatest single contribution of any re
source to the progress of our great econ
omy. As an example, in the period since 
the last omnibus bill there have been 
major flood disasters in New England, 
California, and in the Southwestern
States, in addition to highly destructive, 
more individualized, floods in all sections 
of the country. This bill contains items 
absolutely essential for the protection of 
these areas from additional floods in the 
future. 

Three basin flood-control projects are 
already short of authorized funds, the. 
Los Angeles County project in Cali
fornia, the Success and Terminus Rivers 
project in California, and the central and 
southern Florida flood-control project. 
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Unless this bill is enacted into law, funds 
appropriated for these projects last year 
cannot be used. In addition, other rna· 
jor projects are approaching the limit 
of authorization. 

The last over.all bill that we passed in 
relation to :flood-control projects was in 
1954. The bill contained, in any way 
that you estimate, these items that are 
objected to, approximately three times 
as many items as were opposed by the 
Bureau of the Budget as compared to the 
current bill. It was signed by the same 
President who sits in the White House 
today. At the time the bill was up for 
consideration, the gentleman from 
Washington thoroughly endorsed the bill 
and all of the projects involved in it. In 
1948, we passed the rivers and harbors 
bill in which one-fourth of the projects 
contained therein were objected to by 
the Bureau of the Budget. The gentle· 
man from Washington was a member 
of the committee then. He said, "I com· 
mend every project that has gone into 
this bill." I do not expect anybody to try 
to assume that consistency must be fol· 
lowed completely, but I do object when 
this principle of consistency is adopted in 
1954 when in 1948, none of the projects 
involved the Columbia Valley or the Co
lumbia Basin. 

Mr. MACK of Washington. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 
. Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. I yield. 

Mr. MACK of Washington. The gen
tleman is talking about the previous bill. 
He is talking about projects objected to 
by the Bureau of the Budget. Most of 
the projects that we are objecting to in 
this bill are projects which are disap
proved not only by the Bureau of the 
Budget and the Army Engineers and by 
the Chief of the Army Engineers but also 
by the Secretary of the Army. 
· Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. I would 
like to point out that that is another 
part of the inconsistency of the argu
ment here. Everyone of the objections 
involved here by the Army Engineers is 
the result not of some action by the En
gineers because they believe there is 
some error in the concept of the proj
ect or that it is not feasible from an en
gineering standpoint, but their objec
tions rather come about as the result of 
their having to carry out a directive by 
the Bureau of the Budget known as cir· 
cular A-47. They are directed to carry 
that out, and as a result we see these ob
jections by the Engineers which apply to 
only six projects in the bill. Therefore, 
as I say, these objections come about as 
a result of the action of the Bureau of 
the Budget. 

Mr. Chairman, I will not elaborate on 
this question because the only issue in
volved in this bill is whether or not the 
House of Representatives and the Con
gress of the United States is going to let 
the Bureau of the Budget write the leg
islation for you. That is the sole issue 
in question here. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. I yield. 
· Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I would 
like to point out pr-obably one other is· 
sue and that is the question of whether 
or not these reclamation States west of 

the 98th meridian are adequately pro· 
tected. 

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. The Ian· 
guage involved in regard to the recla· 
mation problem has nothing to do with 
the projects that we are arguing about 
with the Bureau of the Budget, and in 
relation to the problem of the reclama
tion States I think we can arrive at 
some satisfactory solution concerning 
that language, if the reclamation peo
ple who represent the reclamation States 
indicate any interest whatsoever to do 
so. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Our great 
danger, as the committee report indi
cates in explanation of 205, is that it 
gives to the Army Engineers a plan on 
a river. Out our way most of the rivers 
come from the Rocky Mountains, as the 
gentleman knows. Most of those States 
have an appropriation system, contra
distinguished from the riparian rights, 
that is exercised in other parts of the 
United States. We have heretofore in 
the Flood Control Act provided that they 
:>hould comply with the State law. All 
we are interested in is compliance with 
our State laws. 

I appreciate the gentleman yielding to · 
me, and I will not take any more of 
.his time. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. I yield. 
Mr. DIXON. The gentleman inti

mated that possibly the committee 
might be willing to consider some 
amendment that would protect the 
States water rights, as the gentleman 
from Colorado [Mr. RoGERS] just men
tioned. Is that correct? 

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. That is 
correct. I would like to point out in 
that matter, however, that the commit
tee took no action to disregard States 
water rights. The language that was 
changed in the bill had purely to do 
with Interior Department operations. It 
was stricken out, not because of any 
change in the concept of the law, but we 
felt the committee should not change 
the law in regard to Interior Depart
ment projects. It was entirely a mis
understanding-this idea that we at
tempted to change anything in the West. 
We hope we can make it clear by work
ing out some better language when we 
come to that section. 

Mr. DIXON. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. The crux 

of the matter, as the gentleman on the 
minority side said, is the question con· 
cerning whether we in the Congress 
should come up and say that we have 
a right to make the laws. The idea of 
those who oppose this is to say that we 
do not have the right to make the laws; 
that we can only write what the Bureau 
of the Budget says we can write. As I 
said, that is the issue that is involved. 
It is an issue that goes far beyond this 
matter of water projects. It is a ques
tion of whether or not we are going to 
have a referendum title government. If 
we have got to the point where we can 
say only "yes" or "no" to what the Presi
dent or the Bureau of the Budget send 
down, we should shut up our service and 
have plebiscites like they have in Egypt 
arid Syria. 

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. I yield. 
Mr. GEORGE. Does the gentleman 

not think we ought to take technical ad
vice from the Army Engineers? 

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. We should 
take technical advance from the Board of 
Army Engineers. There is not one proj
ect in which the Engineers have indi
cated any technical objection. If there 
is any, I would like to see it. 

Mr. GEORGE. Do you not have a 
project in this bill that has not been 
0. K.'d by the Army Engineers? 

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. Oh, I say 
there are six. 

Mr. GEORGE. And one is yours? 
Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. In all cases 

the reason for their objection is because 
they have been following the directive 
of the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. GEORGE. One of them is yours 
that has not been 0. K.'d by the Army 
Engineers? 

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. Of course. 
There is no secrecy about it. There are 
many _projects involved in this situation 
where 2 years ago, when the President 
vetoed it they were wild projects. They 
were utterly objected to by the Bureau 
of the Budget. But since then the Bu
reau of the Budget has acted upon them. 
Not one line in the authorization has 
been changed. It is simply that the Bu
reau of the Budget has finally gotten 
around to acting on them. The mem
bers of our committee who have acted 
in such fashion that they feel that no 
project is entitled to their vote unless 
they receive instructions from the Bu .. 
reau of the Budget to vote for it, they 
have found that those projects that they 
voted against originally are all right 
now, simply because a letter came from 
the Bureau of the Budget. 

I hope the Congress does not adopt the 
idea that we must be put in the position 
where we can only pass on these "yes" 
or "no" to something sent to us by the 
Bureau of the Budget 

If any Member has a question in re
gard to any specific project on :flood 
control in the bill, technical details and 
so forth, I will be glad to explain it to 
the best of my ability in regard to the 
situation involved; but I defy any Mem
ber who objects to any of these items to 
indicate any technical fault with any 
of the projects that have been disa_p
proved by the Engineers or the Bureau 
of the Budget. 

I wish to make it clear also that even 
by that statement I do not accept this 
deification of the Corps of Engineers; I 
do not accept the deification of any other 
bureau of the Government in regard to 
matters like this, and I do not believe 
Congress does either. I believe the Con
gress accepts the responsibility to act on 
its own. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. I yield. 
Mr. EDMONDSON. On the question 

of projects that are not approved, is it 
not an accurate statement to say that 
practicallY every one of these projects 
under minority attack is one that has 
been studied and reported on by the 
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Corps of Army Engineers and that the 
committee has simply differed with the 
Engineers or with the Bureau of the 
Budget on tl:le proposition of how much 
local reimbursement should be given to 
the Government for factors such as land 
enhancement. 

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. The gen
tleman is correct; in fact, the question 
involved in these projects is. as has been 
stated on this floor and as was stated in 
the committee by those who offered the 
propositions. that we in the Congress 
have no right to raise any objection to 
anything that the Bureau of the . Budget 
does not approve. I do not think the 
Congress will follow that. I think the 
House will want to act for itself on these 
propositions. 

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield 1 

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. I yield. 
Mr. WRIGHT. Does the gentleman 

believe, in view of the fact of this pres
ent economic downturn and with the 
President of the United States trying to 
find ways in which to accelerate public 
works that there is any likelihood that 
he will veto the bill just because we have 
used our own judgment on six-tenths of 1 
percent of the total amount of the bill? 

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. It is incon
ceivable to me that the President would 
veto the bill. The only circumstance 
under which I could conceive of his 
vetoing it would be under the mistaken 
assumption that he had to give support 
to these members of.his party who have 
opposed the bill. 

Mr. MACK of Washington. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. I yield to 
the gentleman from Washington. 

Mr. MACK of Washington. The gen
tleman from Mississippi has said time, 
and time, and time again during the 
testimony that the only bureau that is 
opposing a great many of these projects 
is the Bureau of the Budget. I ask the 
gentleman from Mississippi if it is not a 
fact that in the case of nearly all these 
projects the reports of the Corps of 
Army Engineers state that they are op
posed to the projects, that the report 
of the Secretary of the Army says he is 
opposed to the projects, and the report 
of the Bureau of the Budget says they 
are opposed to the projects? 

Mr. SMITH of Mississippi. The gen
tleman is absolutely incorrect. I want to 
be polite in my qualification of his 
statement. 

There are 18 projects in the bill, as 
I understand, which are objected to 
by the minority group. Only one-third 
of these projects were objected to by the 
Corps of Engineers, or 6 out of 18, and, 
as I have said before, the basis of the 
objection by the Corps of Engineers 
is not the cost of these projects but 
that the Engineers had to object in 
following out this Circular E-47 of the 
Bureau of the Budget. That circular 
has no basis in law; it is an admin
istration operation by people in the Bu
reau of the Budget who are not re
sponsible to the Congress in their writ
ing of it, and which in my mind has no 
validity and should not be put into 
effect. I t!Iink that we can take action 

on this bill and reject the proposition 
presented by t_he minority group over 
here making it clear that we shall not 
accept this dictation from the Bureau 
of the Budget, from the administrative 
branch of the Government, from the 
President or whatever you want to term 
it. . 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 8 minutes to the gentleman from 
Ohio [Mr. SCHERER]. . 

Mr. SCHERER. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
at this time to discuss one individual 
project and I want to direct my remarks 
chiefly to the majority members of the 
committee. I discuss this individual 
project at. the present time because it is 
one of the projects to which the minor
ity objected but which it now agrees 
should be a part of this bill provided 
there is adopted an amendment which I 
shall offer when the bill is read for 
amendment. 

We objected to the inclusion of the 
Kaskaskia River project, known as the 
Shelbyville Dam, because there was not 
information available at the time as to 
the share of the cost that was to be 
borne by the local communities. That 
information has now been made avail
able; therefore, the minority of the com
mittee will agree to the insertion of this 
project. That will only leave 17 in dis
pute if, as I say, we adopt my proposed 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to explain 
the amendment in the hope that the ma
jority during the recess this evening will 
consider the amendment and then per
haps we can agree on it tomorrow. Let 
me explain it briefly. 

The Shelbyville Dam and Resorvoir is 
the project in dispute, located on the 
Kaskaskia River in . Illinois. Twenty 
years ago the Carlyle Dam and Reservoir 
was authorized by the Congress. The 
Carlyle Dam and Reservoir is part and 
parcel of this same project. It is about 
100 miles south of the proposed Shel
byville Dam. The Carlyle project has 
not as yet been built. It is merely a pro
posal. At the time the Carlyle project 
was authorized the formula we now use 
and the policy we now follow with ref
erence to local contributions for bene
fits received by local communities were 
not in vogue. If we adopt and put into 
this bill the ShelbyVille Dam, the local 
communities that benefit from this proj
ect will pay a certain share of the cost as 
related to the benefits they receive. Be
cause the present policy was not in effect 
20 years ago, the local communities 
which receive benefits from the Carlyle 
Dam project are not going to be required 
to pay the cost for the benefits they re
ceive. 

Since this is all one project now and will 
be built possibly at the same time, the 
amendment I shall offer provides that 
the local communities which benefit 
from the construction of the Carlyle 
project and reservoir shall pay in the 
same proportion and under the same 
formula and policy that their neighbors 
up the-river are going to have to pay. 

The position taken by the minority in 
respect to this individual project indi
cates that the minority is attempting at 
least to pass upon these projects on the 

basis of merit. It is not, as the majority 
has charged, a rubber stamp for Bureau 
of the Budget and the Army Engineers. 

The minority is attempting to evaluate 
each project on the basis of information 
and testimony offered by the Army en
gineers and other witnesses. We want 
to eliminate the projects that cannot be 
justified under the standards that have 
been set up. We merely want to elimi
nate the pork in this bill. 

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
such time as he may desire to the gen
tleman from Dlinois [Mr. KLUCZYNSKI]. 

Mr. KLUCZ"YNSKI. Mr. Chairman, 
for 133 years the United States has fol
lowed the philosophy that the develop .. 
ment of the Nation's harbors and naviga-

-ble waterways is vital to the interests 
of the Nation as a whole. For 40 years 
the Federal Government has been en
gaged in :flood control: First in 1917 on 
the Sacramento River in California; next 
in 1928 which saw the beginning of the 
vast project for the alluvial valley of 
the Mississippi River; and finally in 1936 
which saw the passage of the first na
tional flood-control act. Some 2,200 
projects costing in excess of $3.4 billion 
have been authorized by the Congress 
and completed by the Corps of Engineers. 
An approximately equivalent amount is 
invested in projects under construction. 
The projects now in operation have not 
only yielded important benefits from 
their primary purposes of navigation and 
flood control, but have also produced sig
nificant associated benefits from hydro
electric power, municipal and industrial 
water supply, recreational development, 
pollution abatement, fish and wildlife 
conservation, and other related tangible 
benefits. 'I·he program has equally im
portant intangible effects in the develop
ment of the Nation's economy and in the 
protection of the Nation's assets. These 
last cannot be evaluated in monetary 
terms but they include, for navigation, 
the unmeasurable value of creating ar
teries of commerce connecting the great 
ports and the inland cities and, for flood 
control, the protection of lives against 
one of the most violently destructive 
forces of nature. 

Included in this bill are projects for the 
improvement of all three navigation 
categories: the coastal ports, the Great 
Lakes, and the inland waterways. 
Coastal harbor improvements include 
projects for Boston, New York, Balti
more, and ports on the Atlantic sea
board; a number of projects at harboi·s 
along the gulf coast; and projects on 
the west coast as far north as Alaska. 
With respect to the Great Lakes, proj
ects are included at ports such as Cleve
land and Toledo and at other localities 
bordering this great inland sea. Finally, 
there are projects for improvements and 
various points on the inland waterway 
system of the Mississippi and Ohio 
Rivers and their tributaries. All these 
projects will fit into the framework of 
the greatest navigation program ever de
veloped by one country. The committee 
feels that they are essential to this pro
gram. 

With respect to flood control, 343 proj
ects having a total cost of $933 million 
have been completed since the national 
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program began in 1936, 96 projects hav
ing a total estimated cost of $3.2 billion 
are under construction, and the re
mainder of the active program consist
ing of 327 projects estimated to cost $2.2 
billion has not been started. The com
mittee has learned that a recent analy
sis of the effe·cts of the flood-control 
program indicates that Federal projects 
completed or in partial operation now 
prevent flood damages estimated to av
erage about one-half billion dollars an
nually. 

The committee wishes to point out 
that the flood-control program has been 
in operation for a relatively short period 
of time in comparison to the navigation 
program and has not progressed so far 
toward its goal. In most areas even a 
minimum amount of adequate protec
tion from floods is not available, and in 
many areas lives and property are highly 
vulnerable to severe flood damage, such 
as occurred in the last 2 years in the 
Northeast, on the west coast, and in the 
Southwest, as described in the general 
statement at the beginning of this re
port. The goal of reasonably adequate 
flood control may be reached only 
through orderly prosecution of existing 
flood-control plans expanded from time 
to time, as in this bill, on the basis of 
up-to-date engineering and economic 
studies which take into account more re
cent flood experiences and the expanded 
economic development that has taken, or 
is taking, place in the flood plains. The 
projects in this bill are important in the 

. achievement of this goal. 
In closing, I wish to emphasize its 

:firm belief that the projects in this bill 
should be authorized at this time. They 
have already been delayed 1 year and 
their· need becomes more vital with the 
passage of time. In addition to individual 
projects and river basins, there are vari
ous other matters of a general legislative 
nature in this bill which are necessary to 
the general civil-works program. These 
items -of legislation are important and 
their authorization should no longer be 
delayed. 

As a member of the Public Works 
Committee I take pride in its part in the 
accomplishment of the nationwide flood
control and navigation program. In the 
development and control of water re
sources, the committee has made valu
able contributions, the Congress in the 
authorization of the projects and plans, 
the Corps of Engineers in the engineer
ing and economic investigations and in 
the actual construction of the works and, 
most of all, the people of the United 
States in their foresightedness in recog
nizing the need for the program and in 
their unflagging zeal in cooperating to
ward its fulfillment. 

I urge passage of S. 497, as reported, 
as a major step toward the comprehen
sive development and control of the Na
tion's. water resources. 

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may desire to the 
gentleman from Alaska [Mr. BARTLETT]. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Chairman, the 
bill before the committee contains nine 
projects vital to the economic develop
ment of Alaska. An authorization of 
$1,394,000 for improvements at Douglas 

and Juneau harbors has ·been recom- according to the Department of the 
mended. Specifically the authorization Army's Chief of Engineers, "depends on 
would provide for dredging small boat water transportation for 90 percent ·of 
basins at Douglas and Juneau, with pro- its foods and supplies." The bill calls 
tective jetties, plus a breakwater at for an adequate small-boat basin at Bel
Juneau. Among the benefits expected dovia, fish-processing center on the west 
from this combined project are reduced coast of the Kenai Peninsula, at a cost 
damages to fishing craft and other small of $514,200. Authorization for the basin 
boats, increased fish catch and improved at Homer Spit of $498,000 would permit 
recreational :"acilities. a longer fishing season and substantially 

Through the recommended improve- reduce present costs. At Ninilchik, 
ments at Dillingham which include an where supplies are generally unloaded on 
excavated basin, dredging, a timber the beach under existing conditions, a 
sheet-piling sill, and improved entrance proposed basin accommodating 32 boats 
to the bal)in, facilitated entrance and would require $176,600, authorization for 
exit would be promoted and boat dam- which is included in the overall $5,
age would. be reduced. In addition, the 199,200 authorization for Cook Inlet in 
efficiency of operations in this fishing the bill. 
community would be increased and the Finally, the bill contains an author
handling of cargo could b.,. performed ization of $60,000 for flood control to 
more expeditiously. The authorization protect the town of Talkeetna. Rip
proposed for the improvements at Dil- rapping the river would obviate the ne
lingham is $372,000. cessity of moving buildings in the town 

S. 497 contains an authorization of to higher ground and would prevent 
$19,000 for improvement of the Naknek property damage and loss of rental in
River channel through removal of come. 
boulders in the reach of the channel. There is clear need for the projects 

A very important provision for flood proposed because they affect the econ
control at Fairbanks is included. Exten- omy of the Territory, they reduce the 
sive local cooperation is envisioned, and · costs of fishing operations, the reeurrent 
the Federal · contribution authorized in problem of boat damage, the . unusual 
the bill would be $9,727,000. The plan is transportation expenses in the areas con
to proviCie for the diversion of the waters cerned, and the harassment of commu
of the Chena River, along whose banks nities by flood. I urge the approval of 
the city of Fairbanks lies. This would these Alasl_{a projects. 
be accomplished by the erection of an Mr. MACK of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
earth-fill dam, control works, a 200-foot I ask unanimous consent to extend my 
bottom-width diversion channel some remarks at this point in the RECORD . 
5 miles in length, and a levee. The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection to 

Another group of projects authorized the request of the gentleman from Illi
in the bill reported by the committee re- . no is? 
lates to the development of the Cook There was no objection. 
Inlet area, the fastest growing area in SHELBYVILLE, ILL., RESERVOIR 

Alaska. The overall authorization Mr. MACK of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, 
amounts to $5,199,200 for four projects. the bill reported by the House Public 
The largest project recommended is for Works Committee authorizes a flood 
improvements at Anchorage Harbor. control project for the Kaskaskia River 
The figure for necessary improvements in Illinois. This project is authorized 
would amount to $4,010,000, as recom- substantially as recommended by the 
mended by the Army Engineers. In ad- Chief of Engineers in his report of April 
dition, the townspeople of Anchorage, 19, 1957. The Engineers' plan calls for 
All-America City for 1957, have gone to construction of a large reservoir on the 
the polls and voted favorably for a bond Kaskaskia River at Shelbyville, Ill. 
issue which will be used in part for the The Engineers have recommended this 
development of the wharves in the har- project as necessary for flood control in 
bor. In addition, the people of Anchor- the Kaskaskia Basin. Construction of a 
age have spent approximately $60,000 for dam and lake at Carlyle, Ill., down
professional surveys. stream from Shelbyville, was authorized 

These actions by the community testify by Congress in 1938. President Eisen
to the importance of water transporta- bower has asked Congress for an appro
tion to Anchorage. At the present time, priation to start work on the Carlyle 
high transportation costs plague the en- project during the 1959 fiscal year. 
tire Cook Inlet area of which Anchorage The Shelbyville project also has the 
is a part. Of course, the national inter- approval of the Budget Bureau. If I un
est would be promoted by improvements derstood the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
which would make the harbor service- ScHERER] correctly, the minority mem
able at least 8 months out of the year; bers of the Public Works Committee 
in particular I point out that the major have withdrawn the objection they had a 
portion of the cargo handled for Anchor- year ago to the Shelbyville project. The 
age is military cargo. only controversy is over the Bureau's 

The fishing communities of Seldovia, recommendation concerning the extent 
Homer, and Ninilchik require small boat of local contribution to be required in 
basins in order to reduce boat losses, the construction of the Carlyle project. 
damages, and operation costs. Improved The Shelbyville project carries provi
navigation facilities are needed to pro- sions for local cooperation in line with 
mote development of the fishing indus- the present policies of the Budget 
try. Furthermore, Seldovia and Homer Bureau. 
are food-producing areas, and Homer is Shelbyville is in the 21st Congressional 
a potential agriculture locality of con- District which I represent. · Carlyle lies 
siderable importance in a region which, outside that District. Thus, my con-
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~tituents are not directly affected. by the tribute to .flood. damage. That is a new 
dispute over local cooperation in the concept that we are trying to introduce 
Carlyle project. However, I support the into the bill, and it is a sound and con
committee's view that the local cooperS:· structive forward step. It is in recogni· 
tion requirement for the Carlyle project tion of the great flood in New England 
should not be changed. I feel that logic which occurred very recently and of the 
is on the side of the committe.e majority. terrible flood conditions which occurred 
Since the Carlyle project was authorized along the gulf coast of Texas. And, in 
20 years ago, there is no more reason an endeavor to do something construe
to apply the current policy retroactively tive for the first time in this Congress to 
in this case than there would be to meet the condition of flood damage fi
change the local cooperation require- nally we provide as a third new major 
ment for every project in the United step that there shall be a new policy in 
States that does not meet the Budget regard to water storage, and that is in 
Bureau's present policy. I hope that the section 205. Section 205 is a major for
substitute offered by the committee ward step in the development and the 
minority will be voted down. use of the water resources, and when 

I am pleased that the Budget Bureau we go into the full House I am going to 
has given its approval to the Shelbyville ask permission at this point to insert 
project. This project is greatly needed material in regard to section 205 and its 
by the people in this section of Illinois. import upon the water policy of the 
There is considerable unemployment in . United States. 
the . Shelbyville area. During recent JUsTIFicATioN FOR INCLUDING sECTION 2os <B> 
yearS this Section Of IllinOis Was a de- AUTHORIZING STORAGE FOR LOW FLOW REGULA• 
pressed area while much of the Nation 
enjoyed unprecedented prosperity. 

President Eisenhower said at his news 
conference on February 26 that "of 
course, there will be new starts" on pub
lic works projects in the coming fiscal 
year. I hope the Shelbyville reservoir 
will be one of these new starts. You 
could not find a better place to start lick
ing the recession that grips the country. 

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield .5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Oklahoma [Mr. EDMONDSON]. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Chairman, I 
think this· is one of the most important 
bills which this House will have before it 
in this session. It is aimed directly at 
meeting one of the growing needs of the 
United States and its people. 

Since 1900 the need of the American 
people for water, in good and usable 
form, has increased three times over. 
We require today 346 billion gallonS of 
water each year for our different uses of 
water. For irrigation we require 46 per
cent of the total; for industrial uses an
other 46 percent, and for consumptive 
uses 8 percent more, and that makes up 
the 246 billion gallons of water use of 
the United States. But, water experts 
have told our committee that during the 
next 17 years, by 1975, the need of our 
Nation for water will redouble once 
again. 

Now, this bill is an attempt to meet 
the need of our country for additional 
water in the future, and I do not think, 
from the standpoint of building a strong 
and expanding economy, that we will 
have a more important bill before us in 
this session. 

There are several major steps which 
we put forward in regard to the control 
of water and the use of water. In the 
first place, we provide a number of new 
authorizations for projects to go forward 
in different parts of our country to meet 
the problem of floods, to meet the prob
lem of water storage, to meet the prob
lem of our Nation for additional reliable 
supplies of water for irrigation, indus
trial, and consumptive use. 

In the second place, we have also pro
vided that some of these projects which 
we set up are going to provide :flood pro
tection in areas where hurricanes con-

TION 
Section 205 (b) authorizes storage to be 

included in reservoir projects without re
imbursement to increase low flows down
stream to the extent warranted by wide·
spread, general, and nonexclusive bene
fits. 

This is an extremely important addi
tion to water resource legislation, look
ing forward many years into the future 
as we visualize how our rivers and 
streams should be to take care of our 
expanding social and economic needs. 
The patterns that are now emerging
tremendous population growth, increas
ing necessity for millions of our citizens 
to find attractive outdoor areas for rec
reation use such as could be provided 
by many of our rivers and streams, ex
panding economic developments of all 
types and varieties in the valleys, and de
cline in fish and wildlife resources-make 
it imperative that we look ahead and 
provide now for our future needs. 

The low flow regulation to be provided 
by reservoir storage is not intended to be 
used, and will not be used, as a substitute 
for needed sewage treatment works re:.. 
quired by State authority or contem
plated in comprehensive pollution con
trol plans prepared under the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act. This point 
was made clear by Mr. Mark Hollis of 
the Public Health Service in his testi
mony last year before the Senate Public 
Works Subcommittee, and General Per
son of the Army Engineers stated that 
this was fully in accord with his views. 

The important point is that even with 
full treatment of the sewage and indus
trial wastes there will still be a very large 
problem. The rivers must still carry the 
products away, even after full treatment 
of the wastes. There is no other means 
of removal, and it is increasing all the 
time and will increase vastly in the 
future as the population and industries 
grow. The treatment works simply do 
not and cannot do a complete job; aug
mentation of low flows will be needed to 
di:ffuse and dilute the products of the 
disposal plants. 

This is not a problem during high river 
flows; it becomes a problem during low 
flows, in the summer after the spring 
rises have flushed the rivers of the prod-

· ·~-"\ 

ucts of man. Then, concentrations begin 
to increase as the flows d~cline; the sum· 
mer temperature vitalizes remaining bio .. 
logical processes, odors increase, the pub
lic is offended, the recreational value 
of an outing along the river is lost, and 
esthetic and scenic values no longer exist. 
Low flow regulation is needed to increase 
the flows during the hot summer months, 
to dilute the wastes, to reduce the odors, 
to make recreational use pleasurable at 
the time it is most needed, to restore 
esthetic and scenic values, and to increase 
fish and wildlife resources. 

The augmentation of low flows will 
provide widespread, general, and nonex
clusive benefits to a large segment of our 
population for these and other purposes, 
and will greatly enhance the character of 
our streams for later generations. It will 
be analogous to :flood control in that 
where a :flood-control reservoir contrib
utes widespread downstream benefits 
then the cost of construction is a Federal 
cost, but where, on the other hand, con
struction is for the primary benefit of a 
particular community which requires 
rights to the storage, then obviously that 
community will pay the cost. 

The larger prolonged summer flows 
resulting from flow regulation will dis
sipate the temperature effects of indus
trial plants using the water from the 
river for cooling purposes, which in it
self will be a very large benefit. This has 
been demonstrated conclusively in the 
Pittsburgh area, where even very small 
decreases in river temperature made pos
sible by upstream reservoirs result in 
large savings in costs to industry. 

The many important beneficial effects 
of low flow regulation are very real and 
substantial, and will be of ever-increas·
ing value to our social and economic wel
fare as our civilization grows. We must 
provide the means of accomplishing these 
many beneficial purposes to the end that 
we may ·pass on ever-increasing values 
and opportunities to succeeding genera
tions. The time has arrived when meas
ures to increase low flows in our rivers 
are of equal or greater importance than 
the reduction of flood flows. 

In addition, Mr. Chairman, section 
205 (c) contains the authorization for 
water storage in reservoirs already con
structed, as well as those yet to be con
structed, where practical storage agree.
ments can be effected with water-hungry 
communities-subject, of course, to 
equitable reimbursement of the United 
States. This authorization is an abso
lute must if we are to meet today's 
water needs. 

Now, the onJy significant objection that 
is made by · some minority members on 
the committee in regard to this bill is the 
fact that there are some items on which 
we do not have the combined approval of 
the Chief of Engineers and the Bureau of 
the Budget. And, when we come on down 
to a consideration of those items to which 
they object, they cannot deny the fact 
that some of those items have been ap- _ 
proved in part, at least, by the Bureau of 
the Budget and by the Corps of Engi
neers. But, we have parted company 
with the Bureau of the Budget and the 
Corps of Engineers in regard to certain 
specific parts of those projects. 
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Let me give you an illustration. of where 
we have differed with the .Bureau of the 
Budget and the Corps of Engineers on 
a project, and that is the Millwood proj
ect, or the Millwood system, which I am 
sure is one of the five or six which the mi
nority will seek to strike from this bill. 
The Millwood project has already been 
authorized in part by the United States 
Congress with the approval of the Army 
Engineers and the Bureau of the Budget 
in a previous administration. The other 
body undertook to amend in a certain 
respect the Millwood project by the addi· 
tion of certain reservoirs to it. 

They had the testimony of the States 
. of Arkansas and Oklahoma that those 
States would not agree to the construc
tion of the Millwood Reservoir as it had 
been authorized in law unless those 
changes were made and those additional 
reservoirs made possible. They consid
ered those things. They considered also 
the fact, when the Bureau of the Budget 
and the Engineers came before them 
that, as they said, "We will go for six of 
those additional reservoirs if you will 
provide for certain things, such as local 
contributions for land enhancement." 

The other .body looked at what had 
happened with the previously author-

-ized part of the system. They saw that 
the Millwood Reservoir, the biggest dam 
in the system, did not provide reim
burse for land enhancement downstream 
although it gave more significant flood 
protection downstream and most of the 
86,000 acres benefited by this . system's 
flood protection were downstream from 
Millwood. But no land enhancement 
was provided for, no local contributions 
by the beneficiaries below Millwood. So 

· the committee said, both in the House 
and in the other body, "We do not 
think we should put land enhancement 
into effect for the upstream dams of the 
Millwood system when the major bene
ficiaries of this system under previous 
authorization are not required to pay 

·for land enhancement." And so we dif
fered from the Budget Bureau and some 
minority members on this. Now they 
say that this project should be taken out 
because it is not approved by the Bureau 
of the Budget and the Army EnginE;!ers. 
We say to you that this is a necessary 
and desirable project in the opinion of 
a majority of this committee and that 
this project, along with the other de
sirable ones in the bill, should be ap
proved by this House. 
· Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may require 
to the gentleman from California [Mr. 
ENGLE]. 

Mr. ENGLE. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend · my re
marks at this point in the RECORD. 

The CHAffiMAN. ·Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali
fornia? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ENGLE. Mr. Chairman, I would 

like to first congratulate the Public Works 
Committee for bringing this bill out at 
this time when emphasis is being placed 
on the need for a public-works program 
to stimulate our national economy, · In 
considering the type of publjc-works pro
gram which will best serve . the Nation, 
it is my opinion that the emphasis should 

·be placed on those projects which con• 
trol and develop our water resources-
projects such as those includ~d .in this 
bill, which strengthen and stabilize our 
national economy. 

I am particularly glad that the com
mittee has included in this bill two items 
which · are covered by legislation that I 
have introduced. In order to give all 
Members a better understanding of these 
two items and perhaps answer some 
questions that may arise, I would like , 
to discuss them very briefly. The first 
is the provision in section 204 of the 
bill, authorizing a monetary contribution 
tor the flood-control accomplishments of 
the multiple-purpose Oroville Dam and 
Reservoir proposed to be constructed on 
the Feather River by the State of Cali
fornia. The procedure involved here, 
whereby the Federal Government con
tributes to the cost of a non-Federal 
project for the flood-control benefits 

·therefrom, is not new. Such participa
tion by the Federal Government was au
thorized for the Markham Ferry project 
in Oklahoma, which was constructed by 
an agency of that State, for the Cherry 
Valley project in California, constructed 

. by the city of San Francisco, and others. 
The amount of the contribution will be 
determined by the Secretary of the Army 
in cooperation with the State of Cali
fornia and under the language of the bill 
must be approved by the President. The 
State of California will be required to 
enter into an agreement with the Fed
eral Government providing for the oper-

. ation of the Oroville Dam and Reservoir 
in such a manner as to accomplish the 
flood-control benefits upon which the 
monetary contribution is predicated. 
Operation of the dam for flood control 
must be in accordance with rules pre
. scribed by the Secretary of the Army the 
same as Federal flood-control projects. 

I first introduced the legislation, which 
now is section 204 of this bill, in Janu
ary 1956, following the disastrous floods 
in California. I believe that there is 
general agreement among all State 
water and flood control agencies that 
this is the most constructive single thing 
that the Federal Government can do to 
prevent a repetition of the heavy toll of 
life and property damage which occutred 
in the December 1955 floods. During 
those floods, I visited the Feather River 
area with several members of the Public 
Works Committee to make a visual in
spection of the flood damage. It is 
hardly necessary for ·me to go into de
tail on that subject as I am sure those 
members recall the damage and devasta
tion which we saw. The important thing 
is that if this dam had been constructed 
and in operation at that time, the heavy 
toll of life and property along the 
Feather River in the vicinity of Marys
ville and Yuma City would not have oc
curred. I want to emphasize that the 
construction of this dam and reservoir 
will prevent future repetitions of this 
great tragedy and that the Federal par
~icip_ation proyid~d . in this bill will as
sure the completion of construction at 
the earliest possible time. 
· Federal . participa..tion in the Oroville 
project not only has the endorsement of 
the state of California but has the ap
proval of the Department of the Army 

and the Bureau of the Budget. In my 
opinion, Mr. Chairman, there is no more 
economical method of providing the nec
essary flood control than that which is 
here proposed, either by separate, single
purpose flood-control dams or levees 
or by any other means. This proposal 
for a monetary contribution actually 

· minimizes the cost to the Federal Gov
ernment for the flood protection and 
gives such protection sooner than would 
otherwise be possible. 

The next item I want to refer to very 
briefly is the provision authorizing the 
construction of bank protection and inci
dental channel improvements along the 
Sacramento River between Chico Land
ing and Red Bluff, Calif. This work has 
been recommended by the Corps of En
gineers and has the full approval of 
everyone concerned. The completion of 
this program would resolve a very trou
blesome problem that has existed along 
this stretch of the Sacramento River for 
many years. Along the Sacramento 
River in this area, there are extensive, 
rich agricultural lands. However, much 
of the land is underdeveloped because of 
the threat of erosion. There is frequent 
erosion both summer and winter due to 
floods and due to water releases from 
Shasta Dam. 

There is a definite view on the part of 
many of the landowners affected that 
the major part -of this damage is caused 
by the water releases from Shasta Dam. 
Regard_less of whether this is the major 
cause, the fact remains that it is there
sponsibility of the Federal Government 
to correct this situation. The channel 
maintenance and bank protection works 
herein authorized would provide a satis- · 
factory solution, and I am very happy 
that the committee has approved this 
much-needed work . 

I would just like to mention a few 
other items that ·we in California are 

. grateful to the committee for including, 
Among these are the authorizations for 
additional funds to continue the compre
hensive plans for the Sacramento, San 
Joaquin, Los Angeles, and Santa Ana 
River Basins previously authorized. We 
are also grateful for the authorizations 
to construct the Terminus and Success 
Reservoirs on the Kaweah and Tule Riv
ers. The water situation in California is 
becoming more and more critical because 
of the ever-expanding population and 
the increased needs for municipal and 
industrial water supplies. I believe that 
the solution of California's water prob
lems will require the best efforts of both 
Federal and State agencies, and this in
cludes the works being constructed by 
the Corps of Engineers. 

Again let me congratulate the commit
tee and express appreciation to the com
mittee in behalf of the people of Cali
fornia for including these items . . 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
California, a member of the committee 
[Mr. SCUDDER]. 

Mr. SCUDDER. Mr. Chairman, we 
have before us for discussion today s. 
497 which was reported by the Public 
Works Committee during the latter part 
of the 1957 session. The committee has 
worked long hours and studied the proj
ects which you have before you today. 
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During 1955 and 1956, we worked on an
other bill that would have authorized 
many worthy projects throughout the 
entire country. It is the opinion of many 
of us that in the consideration of these 
projects that the committee was too lib
eral in the conclusions they reached as 
to .local participation of many of the 
projects contained in the bill and they 
were not in conformity with the direc
tive of 1952 issued by President Truman 
and referred to as A-47 whereby Federal 
projects where land enhancement was 
provided that local interests should pay 
at least 50 percent of the cost of the 
improvement. 

In his veto of H. R. 12080 on August 
10, 1956, President Eisenhower pointed 
out that section '202 of the Rivers and 
Harbors and Flood Control Act of 1954 
declares it to be the policy of Congress 
that: 

No project or any modification not au
thorized, of a project for flood control or 
rivers and harbors, shall be authorized by 
the Congress unless a report for such project 
or modification has been previously sub
mitted by the Chief of Engineers, United 
States Army, in conformity with existing 
law. 

The President went on further to 
state: 

I regard this as being a wise policy, and 
I believe that it is very unfortunate that this 
traditional statement was not followed in 
H. R. 12080. . 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr: SCUDDER. ·I yield to the gentle
ma.n from Ohio. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Is it correct to say 
that the quotation the gentleman refers 
to is section 202 of the Rivers and Har
bors and Flood-Control Act of 1954, and 
it is a law? 

Mr. SCUDDER. That is right. I be
lieve the President was within his rights 
in vetoing the bill. We worked long and 
hard in an effort to bring out a bill that 
did meet pretty generally the feeling of 
our committee, which made this expan
sive investiga.tion. On 112 of the ~roj
ects we all agree. Eighteen projects are 
in dispute. There are two projects in 
this bill to which I should like to call 
your attention. 
. Mr. FALLON. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SCUDDER. I yield to the gentle
man from Maryland. 

Mr. FALLON. Can the-gentleman tell 
us how many of the 18 projects are 
House projects and how many of them 
were put in by the other body? 

Mr. SCUDDER. I could not break 
that down, but I do feel tha.t we could 
have taken action on them. If they are 
Senate projects, there is the possibility 
that a conference might be able to work 
out some of these problems. 

Mr. FALLON. The gentleman, of 
course, realizes that many of the proj
ects that were put in the bill last year 
were projects that were not authorized 
·or recommended by the Army Engineers 
or the Bureau of the Budget? 

Mr. SCUDDER. That is right. 
Mr. FALLON. We will find ourselves 

in a. very confused position when we go 
·to conference and the Senate insists on 

those projects. It means there will 
either be no bill for the President to veto 
or he will be in the same position he was 
2 years ago. 

Mr. SCUDDER. I am very hopeful 
that we can make some amendments to 
some of these projects that might make 
the bill a little more palatable for the 
President when it is brought before him 
for signature. At least he will know 
tha.t some of the committee tried to 
comply with his wishes. 

The hyacinth project that has been 
developed in this program is something 
entirely new, and I believe we should 
have a better understanding of financial 
responsibility in this program. 

Mr. FALLON. I do not think there is 
anything new about the water hyacinth 
program. We also have a program for 
the wa.ter chestnut, and it is almost the 
same kind of program. 

Mr. SCUDDER. We are expanding 
the program and getting into a field 
where I feel we are laying ourselves 
open for a great expenditure of Federal 
money in areas where the responsibility 
is largely that of the local community. I 
believe a 50-50 basis for arriving at the 
cost of the project is fair. I think this 
is something to which we should give 
more attention. 

I would like to proceed with my 
statement. 

During the hearings on S. 497, many 
of us on the committee endeavored to 
bring all the projects contained in this 
bill in line with previous policy in order 
that we might have a bill that would 
meet the requirements laid down by the 
.Executive. We were quite successful in 
developing this legislation inasmuch as 
that of the 130 projects contained in this 
bill only 18 of them are contrary to the 
policy requirements and I believe that 
with the slight modifications which we 
will offer to these various .projects and 
if accepted by the Congress, they will 
eliminate the possibility of a Presidential 
veto and give a go-ahead signal to the 
many highly important and desirable 
projects. 

One of the projects to which I shall 
offer an amendment appears on page 61, 
line 10 of S. 497 under title I, Rivers 
and Harbors. It is the La Quinta Chan
nel in the Port Aransas-Corpus Christi 
Waterway. The purpose of .my amend
ment is to delete from the bill the pro
vision reimbursing local interests in the 
amount of $954,000 for the deepening of 
the channel for a distance of about 6 
miles to the. turning basin at La Quinta. 
This channel is used almost exclusively 
·by one company of ore carriers for the 
transportation of raw materials and 
other products to the company's plant 
at La Quinta. 

The original report of the Corps of 
Engineers recommended the deepening 
of this channel to 32 feet and the re
port was accepted by the committee and 
the project was authorized for the deep
ening of the channel to 32 feet. Sub
sequently, the company involved in 
imports, obtained larger ore carrying 
vessels which required a channel depth 
of 36 feet. Without authorization from 
the Federal Government, local interests 
went ahead on their own with the ad .. 

ditional deepening and paying for the 
·additional costs. 

The proposal in this bill is an unusual 
one and without precedent and if fol
lowed, could be a very dangerous prece
dent. It provides for the authoriza
tion of a 36-foot depth that has already 
been completed and provides for the 
reimbursement to the community by the 
Federal Government of the money it has 
expended in the deepening of this chan
nel to 36 feet. 

The provision in the bill requesting 
reimbursement does not carry the ap
proval of the Secretary of the Army or 
the Bureau of the Budget. It can es
tablish a precedent whereby any com
munity could request the Congress to 
reimburse them for work on a Federal 
project where such work was expanded 
beyond the Federal authorization. 

Again, I desire to quote the President 
in his veto message of August 10, 1956, 
when he said: 

No project or any modification not author
Ized, of a project for flood control or rivers 
and harbors, shall be authorized by the Con
gress unless a report for such project or 
modification has been previously submitted 
by the Chief of Engineers, United States 
Army, in conformity with existing law. 

Mr. Chairman, I desire to point out to 
the Committee another amendment 
which I shall propose to s. 497 which 
appears on page 68, lines 4 to 6, inclusive. 

I propose to delete ''75 percent, pres
ently estimated at $1,012,500, shall be 
·borne by the United States and 25 per
cent, presently estimated at $337,500, by 
local interests" and substitute the fol
lowing: ''50 percent, presently estimated 
at $675,000, shall be borne by the United 
States, and 50 percent, presently esti
mated at $675,000, by local interests,'' 
and in line 14 substitute "50" for "25." 

The purpose of this amendment is to 
reduce the amount of Federal participa
tion in a program for the elimination 
and control of the water hyacinth plant 
on certain navigable waters. 

Again, this project does not comply 
with the Executive Order No. 9384 nor 
the provisions set out in directive A-47. 

The communities where this plant has 
run rampant originally imported it for 
the purpose of beautifying their water
ways. After the first planting, the plant 
multiplied in such quantity that it was 
uncontrollable. Without a doubt, it is a 
distinct hazard to shipping and its in
fectious nature has created similar 
problems in other States where its seeds 
have spread. 

There is no questiqn but that action 
should be taken to eliminate this hazard. 

However, the proposal in the bill pro
vides for 75 percent of Federal participa
tion against 25 percent local participa
tion. 

Again, such authorizing action by 
Congress would not be consistent with 
prior policies and would establish a 
precedent that might apply to any nox
ious weed growing in any body of water 
used for navigation or even for pleasure 
boating. The Committee has already 
had programs proposed to it for the 
eradication of waterchestnuts and other 
plants. Where Federal use of such 
waterways is apparent, assistance should 
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well be extended. However, local inter
ests also have a responsibility to them
selves and their participation should be 
on an equal basis with the Federal Gov
ernment. 

President Eisenhower spelled this out 
very clearly in his veto message of the 
omnibus bill in 19li6, and I quote: 

I believe that authorization of water re· 
sources projects on such terms would repre· 
sent a serious backward step in the desir· 
able development of the Nation's water re· 
sources, and would result in the loss of the 
best test yet devised for insuring that a 
project is sound-the willingness of local 
people to invest their own money in a joint 
enterprise with the Federal Government. 

Mr. Chairman, I am a firm believer in 
investing as much of the taxpayers' dol
lars as is possible in the development of 
the internal conditions of our country. 
This authorization bill, is, I feel, ex
tremely important to the welfare of our 
people and particuiarly ~o the people 
who are located in the areas that will be 
affected through these projects. I hope 
that this Committee will give serious 
consideration to the report of the mi
nority and amend this bill so that it will 
receive Presidential approval. 

Many of the improvements that will 
be made possible through the passage of 
this bill will have a stimulating effect on 
the general economy of our country. Let 
us work together in the develoument of a 
bill that will serve the best interests of 
the great majority of our country. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I yield such time as he may desire 
to the gentleman from ,Mississippi [Mr. 
ABERNETHY]. 

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, 
this is a very important bill. I shall sup
port it and will vote against amendments 
to delete any project. All of them are 
worthy and needed. They are needed 
irom the standpoint of developing the 
areas to be served and from the further 
standpoint of providing employment 
during these days of recession. 

It amazes me, Mr. Chairman, that 
some Members of the House have planned 
an attack on any segment of the bill. 
It amazes me that they are willing to 
surrender the prerogatives of the Con
gress to the Bureau of the ·Budget. The 
Bureau may be a fine agency and it may 
serve a fine purpose. On the other hand, 
it is not for the Bureau to say what the 
Congress can and cannot do. The in
tegrity of the Congress should not be 
subordinated to that of one of its own 
creatures, of which the Bureau of the 
Budget happens to be one. 

It also amazes me that Members of 
this body will make such an attack on 
projects carried in the bill, all sorely 
needed, and then turn right around and 
support an all-encompassing foreign aid 
bill filled with giveaway gravy-train mil
lions for the construction of similar 
projects in foreign lands all over the 
world. We build highways, power proj
ects, flood-control dams, and innumer
able other projects in foreign lands with 
foreign-aid dollars; yet, when our own 
people are beset with :floods and disaster 
we quibble over technicalities or the 
question of whether or not the project 
has the approval of the Bureau· of the 
Dudget. 

I am for this bill, every part of it, the 
opposition of the· Bureau of the Budg
et to the contrary notwithstanding. 
Furthermore, I shall not be disturbed 
with the veiled threat of a Presidential 
veto. The Congress should work its will 
no matter what the will of the President 
might be. 

The bill authorizes the construction of 
many projects needed for the develop
ment of the water resources of our coun
try and for :Hood-control protection, par
ticularly in the Tombigbee Valley. 

The history of :floods in the Tombigbee 
Valley is long. The :floods have been vio
lent. They have been very damaging. 
The losses have run into millions upon 
millions of dollars. It seems to me, Mr. 
Speaker, that this particular section has 
long been the forgotten area in the sub
mission of :Hood-control legislation. 

The Tombigbee River and its tribu
taries serve as a water outlet for about 
20 counties in northeast Mississippi and 
northwest Alabama. The main stem is 
served by 22 tributaries. The area is 
almost completely agricultural. The 
largest city is Columbus, Miss., with a 
population of approximately 20,000. The 
total population according to the last 
census is 594,000, of which 127,000 is ur
ban; 319,000, farm rural; and 146,000 
nonfarm rural. 

Seventy-three percent of the area is in 
active agricultural production and has 
been for a century or more. Income 
from agriculture is approximately $75 
million per year. Asswning that the av
erage family consists of four, the average 
annual agricultural income is only about 
$936 per year. One of the principal rea
sons for the low income per family is the 
annual damage which occurs to crops as 
a result of :flood waters along the tribu
taries and the main stem of the Tombig
bee River. 

Cotton is the principal crop. The av
erage cotton allotment is only about 8 
acres to the farm or 8 acres to the family. 
Because of controlled production, acre
-age has been cut and cut until the aver
age family allotment is now below a sub
sistence level. The farmers have not 
only been compelled to bear damaging 
annual :floods but they have likewise been 
compelled to bear ":floods" of acreage 
cuts. 

The other principal crops are cattle, 
grain, and milk. 

The average annual rainfall in the 
area is between 50 and 60 inches per 
year, sometimes even higher. Rainfall is 
often very heavy in the spring-planting 
time-and through the month of July. 
As a result of these rains, heavy :floods 
are frequently visited upon the area at 
the very time when the crops are in the 
young development stage. Time after 
time I have driven through sections of 
the Tombigbee Valley and seen acre after 
acre of cotton, corn, and other crops in
undated and completely washed away. 
it is not an extraordinary thing for the 
farmers to have to plant and replant 
their crops as often as three times a year. 
For the' last quarter of a century they 
have been compelled to endure these 
damaging :floods. The necessity for the 
projects as recommended in the pending 
bill is obvious; · 

In support of this project, I w.ould like 
to quote from the letter from the Secre
tary of the· Army, House Document 167 
84th Congress, 1st session, as follows: ' 

General floods in the basin occur on an 
il.verage of once in about 10 years and are 
usually caused by widespread winter rainfall. 
Intense local rainfall produces flooding on 
the tributaries several times a year. Floods 
may occur at any time over any part of the 
basin, but are more frequent in winter and 
spring. At Columbus, flood stage on the 
Tombigbee River has been equaled or ex
ceeded 87 times in 60 years of record, an aver
age of 1.5 per year. Twenty-five of the floods 
were in the cropping season and 5 were major 
floods. Flooding occurs on the principal 
tributaries on the average of 2 to a times a 
year and on minor tributaries on an aver
age of 5 to 14 times a year. 

On page 20 of the report in section 49 
the Secretary had the following to say; 

Flood-producing storms usually last from 
2 to 4 days, and may center >aver any portion 
of the basin. With normal runoff condi
tions, about 5 to 6 inches of intense and gen
eral rainfall are usually required to produce 
an extensive flood. However, on many of 
the minor tributaries 1 to 3 inches of intense 
rainfall, which may occur several times a 
year, are sufficient to produce local floods 
Winter and spring floods often cover a larg~ 
portion of the basin and produce most of the 
major inundations, while summer storms are 
usually very intense over much smaller areas 
producing serious local floods. ' 

The Secretary's letter contains numer
ous references to violent storms which 
are very common in the area and par
ticularly to the storm of February 1948; 
to that of January 1949; and to the 
storm of March 1951, where the center 
of the heaviest rainfall was in the im
mediate community where I reside. A 
total of 15.07 inches was recorded, all 
of which fell within the period of a very 
short time. It completely inundated 
very nearly all crops in this section 
drowned many cattle, destroyed high~ 
ways, barns, homes, and other fixtures. 

The storm which occurred in the 
spring of 1955 was one of the most seri
ous ever experienced. Actually it was 
this particular storm which brought 
about numerous :flash :floods that re
sulted in this project receiving approval 
by the Bureau of the Budget. 

. In the aforesaid document, the Secre
tary of the Army also reported as 
follows: 

During the 43-year period of record, 
1909-52, flood stage has been equaled or ex
ceeded 109 times, or an average of 2.5 times 
a year. The majority of these floods 
occurred 1n the winter and early spring 
causing only slight damage. However, 37 
floods occurred in the cropping season be
tween April and November with the averaooe 
frequency being less than once a ye;r. 
Thus, farmers in certain parts of the flood 
plain can expect to lose at least part of their 
crops every year due to flood conditions. 

Continuing, the Secretary reported 
further: · 

The upper tributaries of the ·Tomblgbee 
River, the East and West Forks, are fre
quently flooded. During the period of rec
ord at Fulton, Miss., on the East Fork, 1929 
through 1952, flood stage o! 12 feet has been 
equaled or exceeded. 194 times in the 24 
years, an average of 8.1 times a year. Floods 
during the cropping season, Aprll through 
November, have occurred 84 times, an aver
age of 3.5 times a year. 
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And from section 71: 
The Tombigbee River 1s joined by three 

major tributaries, the Buttahatchie and 
Tibbee Rivers and Luxapalila Creek, near 
Columbus. Studies indicate that damaging 
floods of relatively short duration occur 4 
to 7 times a year with about 2 floods occur
ring during each growing ·and harvesting 
season. 

interests undertook to bring about the 
savings by making available the funds 
to complete the entire project. 

On August 24, 1956, General Services 
Administration urged local interests to 
proceed with this project in order to 
obviate the necessity of hauling 1,750,000 
tons of ore by truck 14 miles from the 

so, the necessity for a major flood main turning basin at the Corpus Christi 
control project is most impressively set Port to its stockpile site on La Quinta 
forth by the Secretary of the Army in Channel. This program is now in prog
recommending approval of the tributary ress, and is saving the Federal Govern
projects as outlined in House Document ment more than $5 million, or about 
No. 167. double the cost of the entire project. 

Flood control has long been recog- The entire project eventually cost $2,-
nized as a Federal responsibility. It has 979,200, which amount was to have been 
been authorized by statute and accepted borne equally by local interests and by 
generally by the people of our country, the United States, or $1,489,600 by each. 
I am glad that the time has at long last Local interests, however-by advancing 
come when the people of the Tombigbee funds in order to effectuate substantial 
Valley are about to, and I hope will, savings to both the Federal Government 
receive the merited benefits under the and local interests-had actually con
policy of our Government to control tributed $2,443,000, or $953,400 more than 
damaging floods. the amount of their fair and equal con .. 

I sincerely hope that this bill will be tribution. It is this sum which should 
approved in the manner and form as rightfully be. reimbursed by the Federal 
submitted by the Committee on Public Government. 
Works. The Chief of Engineers, in his formal 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair- report to the Secretary of the Army dated 
man, I yield such time as he may de- March 6, 1957, stated that the procedure 
sire to the gentleman from Texas [Mr. proposed and prosecuted by local inter
YouNG]. ests was "a sound businesslike under-

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Chairman this taking," adding that "the usually high 
project-extending from the main 'chan- benefit-ratio of approximately 12 to 1 
nel of the waterway a distance of 5% substantiates this conclusion." 
miles to a turning basin near La Quin- Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
to-was authorized in 1954 to a depth of man, I yield 6 minutes to the gentleman 
32 feet and width of 150 feet, at an. esti- from Texas [Mr. WRIGHT]. 
mated cost of $1,800,000. The authoriza- Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, this is 
tion provided that the Federal Govern- a day of unusual significance in the 
ment and local interests would each as- House of Representatives. It is not every 
sume half the construction cost. year that we can enact an omnibus 

The need for this channel was so ur- authorization bill for improvement and 
gent, however, that local interests im- development of our Nation's water re
mediately constructed it with local sources. Nor is it often that we have 
funds-to a width of 125 feet instead the opportunity to consider something of 
of the 150 feet provided in the author- such far-reaching importance to our 
ization-at a cost in excess of $1,350,- Nation. 
000. Local interests thus spent not only The last Omnibus Authorization Act 
the $900,000 to which they were com- involving flood control, navigation and 
mitted under the authorization, but also allied works became law in 1954. For 
more than $400,000 of the Federal Gov- the past 4 years we have had no new law 
ernment's share of $900,000. 

Since commerce using this branch of general authorizations. The need for 
channel became considerably greater such an updating has become increas
than anticipated, and since many costly ingly critical. Work on several river 
groundings resulted from the inade- basins has had to be halted at a time 
quate 125-foot width, local interests then when much of this work is most desper
beseeched the Federal Government to ately needed because the formerly au
appropriate its remaining $500,000 to thorized expenditure ceilings have been 
complete the project to its authorized reached. 
width of 150 feet. This sum was appro- In addition to this, new needs have 
priated in 1956. been forcefully thrust upon us in many 

Before this appropriation of $500,000 areas of the country, due both to our 
could ~e expended, however, the Corps Nation's spectacular economic growth 
of Engmeers, responsive to a resolution and to the unusual severity of both 
of the Senate Public Works Committee 
was completing a survey which disclosed droughts and floods occurring over the 
the need of a further increase in dimen- past 4 years. 
SiOnS. THE BILL 

It became evident to both Federal The bill itself is the product of ex-
agencies and local interests that con- . tremely long labors and much careful 
siderable money could be saved if the consideration on the part of your Public 
dredging of the new proposed dimensions Works Committee. I know of no other 
c~uld be acco~plished simultaneously legislation likely to come before this ses
With the dredgmg provided for by the sion of the Congress in which the in
$500,000 appropriation. Though the dividual expenditures authorized have 
new. dimensions had not yet been au- been more thoroughly scrutinized or 
t~onzed, the need for the deeper and more carefully studied than the item
Wider channel was so urgen,t that local by-item projects contained in this bill. 

During the past 4 years, each indi
vidual item has been subjected to the 
microscope of searching inquiry and dis
cussion by the House Committee on 
Public Works and its subcommittees. 
On each of the items we have heard the 
recommendations of the Corps of Engi
neers and the Bureau of the Budget, 
and often of the individual Members 
of Congress most familiar with the areas 
affected and their needs. 

In all, your committee has devoted 
1101h hours of its formal sessions during 
the past 3 years to the examination and 
consideration of the matters contained 
in this bill. When we take into account 
the number of members in attendance at 
each of these committee hearings we 
realize t.hat this bill is the produ~t of 
2,200 man-hours of productive thought 
and labor. 

In other words, if an individual mem
ber were to undertake to devote himself 
exc~usively to the study of this bill, dedi
catmg 40 hours a week to this single 
task, it would take that member 385 
days, or 1 year and 3 weeks on a full
t~me basis, to give this bill the equivalent 
time and effort that it has received at 
the hands of the Public Works Commit
tee of the House and its formal sessions 

And this does not take into considera~ 
tion the countless hours of research 
spent by members of the committee staff 
and by individual. members of the com
mittee outside the session. Nor does it 
touch upon the vast amount of pains
taking .labor .on the part of the Corps 
of Engmeers m the preparation of some 
130 detailed reports, the average one of 
which required the efforts of five mEm 
to assist the committee in its delibera~ 
tions. 

I mention this in order for you to know 
that nothing contained in this authoriz
i..~g legislation has been lightly con
sidered. 

THE TOTAL PROJECTS 

There is a grand total of 130 dif
ferent construction projects embodied in 
this legislation. They are located 
throu?:hout the United States, Alaska, 
Hawan, and Puerto Rico. Seventy-one 
of these involve flood control and allied 
purposes; 48 are to facilitate navigation, 
and 11 are concerned with hurricane 
protection and beach erosion. 

In addition to these, the committee 
has considered some 19 projects during 
the current year which it has voted to 
recommend for inclusion and which will 
be offered by committee amendment. 

The total financial authorizations con
tail_led in the bill come to $1,456,637,800. 
It Is anticipated that these works will 
extend over a period of years. The 
Corps of Engineers has officially recom
mended all but six-tenths of 1 percent of 
the total expenditures authorized. And 
a full 96.4 percent· of all costs involved 
have the hard-to-please Budget Bureau's 
stamp of approval. 

THE ECONOMIC SITUATION 

As we contemplate the consequences 
of the economic downturn, with more 
than 5 million men and women pres
ently unemployed, there is hardly a more 
timely or fitting step that we could 
take to vitalize the economy of the United 
States than to pass this bill. Under 
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these circumstances, I find it very dif~ 
ficult to conceive of a Presidential veto 
of this legislation. 

Much has been said about an accel~ 
lerated public works program to arrest 
the present decline and promote eco .. 
nomic recovery. Here is a bill which au~ 
thorizes the soundest possible method of 
accelerating public works. For the proj
ects herein contemplated will pay for 
themselves. They create wealth and en~ 
rich the Nation's future economic life. 

Water-resource developments, alone 
among all of our public-works activities; 
are judged by stern criteria in which 
they are expected not only to pay for 
themselves, but to return dividends on 
the investment. This is exactly what 
they are. They are not expenses. They 
are investments. Whoever heard of ap~ 
plying a benefits-to-costs ratio in the au
thorization of any other Government 
construction-of a highway, a post office; 
or any other public building? But we 
do this in the case of water develop
ments. 

Only 10 days ago, the Joint Economic 
Committee of the Congress filed its an
nual report on the Nation's economy. 
That committee made six major recom
mendations. Recommendation No. 2 
contained the following language: 

Outlays for the development of the Na
tion's water resources • • • command a 
high priority. These programs have great 
merit in the pr.esent circumstances, both for 
the immediate employment opportunities 
they create and because of their contribu
tions to long-run economic development. 

That is just the point. While the 
water-development projects contained in 
this bill will create jobs and stimulate 
useful construction activity during their 
completion, this is not their only or even 
primary purpose. They are not make
work projects. Their principal virtue lies 
in the fact that flood control, naviga..; 
tion, and harbor improvements promote 
the growth ()f industry and stimulate the 
fiow of commerce which in turn will en
rich th.e free American economy and cre
ate ever more job opportunities for 
American men and women for years and 
years to come. 

THE SOVIET CHALLENGE 

Let us look at the challenge ahead· of 
us. Much of the world wavers between 
two ways of life-ours and Russia's. ~he 
competition between our opposing eco
nomic philosophies will not be settled 
overnight. While we race to meet the 
Communist challenge in the field of mis
siles and military might, we must meet 
the Soviet threat on the economic front 
as well. · 

This titanic competition may be de
termined, over the long span, by adem
onstration of which country and which 
social · and economic system can best 
withstand the strain of heavy and con
tinuous cold war. This is not to be looked 
upon as a hundred-yard dash, but as a 
marathon. 

This is what Maj. Gen. E. C. Itschner, 
Chief of Engineers for the United States 
Army, had in mind when he pointed out 
recently that meeting Russia's challenge 
and supporting our growing population 
1n the years that lie immediately ahead 
will result in ·.an . unprecedented . demand 

upon our ·-resources, particularly our 
water resources. 

The demands for water-resource develop
ment and flood control that we may expect 
in the near future are formidable--

Said General Itschner-
and our present state of development is 
wholly inadequate to meet them. 

Russia's river-basin projects, this emi
nent authority stressed, are big, bold, 
and imaginative. Comprehensive de
yelopment of the Volga River, about the 
size of our Mississippi, already has pro
vided the Soviet Union with a 3,000-mile 
integrated main-stem waterway serving 
European Russia from the Arctic Ocean 
to the Mediterranean and from the foot
hills of the Urals to the Baltic. 

They have been moving with amazing 
speed in the development of Russian 
waterways. While the use of river 
transportation is a relatively new fac
tor in their economy, our Chief of Engi
neers states that Soviet efforts have 
already built up commercial navigation 
to about two-thirds of the 110 billion 
ton-miles of commerce carried on the 
inland waterways of the United States) 
exclusive of the Great Lakes, in 1955. 

We cannot expect to win the eventual 
victory in this cold war competition by 
stalling the development of our Nation's 
resources or retarding the expansion of 
our own national economy. And to 
.adopt a penurious, gimlet-eyed attitude 
toward our program of water resource 
development would be to do just that. 

THE CRITICS ANSWERED 

Notwithstanding these facts, there has 
persisted in certain quarters a disposi
tion to skimp in the matter of water de
velopments. It would be difficult to 
imagine a more shortsighted attitude, or 
a more costly one in the long run. I am 
happy to observe the diminution in the 
ranks of those who have not yet awak
ened to the vast scope and importance of 
this water problem. 

Yet there still remeins an uneasy rem~ 
nant of people who have a sort of vague 
impression that maybe this might be a 
good place to save money by cutting 
down on our water development pro
gram. A favorite epithet among such 
misguided critics is the completely in
appropriate and entirely inaccurate 
slogan of "pork barrel" which is even 
yet occasiona1ly applied to this program. 

I have never understood exactly what 
they meant, or thought they meant, by 
the use of this term. Nobody who has 
ever seen the human wreckage of brokeri 
dreams and shattered hopes which lie in 
the wake of a flood can call flood control 
"pork barrel." Nobody who has seen the 
booming industry and thriving com
merce and economic strength created by 
navigation can call navigation "pork 
parrel." 

What, then, do they mean? Does any
one actually feel that this type of legis
'ation has been used by the Congress as 
a means of bestowing partisan reward to 
certain politically favored Members by 
authorizing projects in their particular 
districts? On occasion I have heard this 
rather sinister suspicion hinted by the 
cynical and the uninformed. But I can 
prove in one very simple. illustration that 

this is not so. In this bill presently be· 
fore you; a· Democratic majority has 
presented legislation which authorizes 
projects in 67 Republican districts as 
compared with 55 Democratic districts. 

I realize the point has been raised 
that a few of these projects have not 
been formally approved by the Bureau 
of the Budget. That Bureau has taken 
exception to 3.6 percerit of the total au
thorizations in this bill. The Army 
Engineers significantly enough have 
agreed to all except six-tenths of 1 per
cent of the amount of money in this bill. 
That makes it as pure as Ivory. soap.-
99.4 percent pure. I do not know how 
you can get much better than that. 

This is the issue we are going to be 
called upon to decide tomorrow. Let us 
face it frankly. Are . we going to suffer 
usurpation of our legislative preroga
tives by an appointed bureau? Shall 
we meekly surrender the responsibility 
of making our own decision to some 
nameless cleric with a slide rule who has 
never seen the sites of the projects, who 
has never had the opportunity to under
stand. anything of the human aspects 
involved, but who sits behind closed 
doors in an air-conditioned office in the 
Bureau of the Budget and deals exclu.;. 
sively with .impersonal statistics? Are 
we to say that the people's elected Rep .. 
resentatives in the Congress of the 
United States are incapable of exercis.;. 
ing any judgment? Or shall we assert 
our responsibility for making our own 
decisions which is vested in the Con.:. 
gress by the Constitution of the United 
States? That is the issue that you and 
I are going to decide tomorrow. 
· To say that the Congress should not 
have the right to enact a program 
unless we have the permission of this 
appointed Bureau, is to suggest a radical 
departure from the fundamental theory 
.of constitutional government. For if 
the approval or disapproval of the Budg
et Bureau were to be a final criteria, 
·as some would make it, then there would 
be no need for a Congress. There 
would be no need for a public works 
-committee except to act as a perfunc .. 
tory rubberstamp meekly ratifying de.;. 
cision5 already made by this appointed 
Bureau and doing only what they told 
us we could do. If this great legislative 
committee were ever to be so reduced, 
and if that were to be its only function~ 
then I, for one, would not desire to serve 
on it. 

We have the suggestion here that yout 
Committee on Public Works did not know 
what it was doing and that we should not 
have the · right to exercise our own dis
cretion as a committee of the Congress 
.and as the Congress of the United States 
on a meager 3.6 percent of the total 
money in this bill, but that· we should 
bow our knees to the sacrosanct Bureau 
of the Budget and say, "All right, you 
write the law. You tell us what we can 
pass. You pass the dictum down to us 
and we will meekly and supinely accept 
tho~e decisions you tell us to make.'' 
Shall we say we dare not trust our own 
judgment and the judgment of our legis
lative committee on even 3.6 percent of 
our financial decisions ·without the writ
ten permission of an appointive bureau? 
Or shall w.e say. to the Bureau of the 
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Budget and other appointive agencies
that we expect them to stay within the. 
bounds set out by Congress, and that the_ 
Congress will enact the laws? 

CONCLUSION 

I submit that this entire bill should be 
adopted, ex-actly as presented by your 
Public Works Committee, without the 
deletion of a single project. The Govern
ment spends no money more wisely than 
the amount it sets aside for the develop
ment of the water resources of our 
Nation. 

This bill has been carefully considered. 
It is timely. It is necessary. It is geared 
to the task ahead of us. It will return 
rich dividends to the Nation. It deserves 
to be enacted. 
· Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 8 minutes to the gentleman · from 
Florida, a member of our committee [Mr. 
CRAMER]. . 
- Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, about 
the best service I could render at this 
stage would be to attempt to clarify 
what this debate is all about. First, let 
me answer the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. WRIGHT] with regard to substitut
ing our judgment for that of the Bureau 
of the Budget. Fitst, I do not agree with 
this method of setting basic public-works 
policy by a hit-or-miss deviation from 
basic standards as they apply to certain 
projects and not to others. Second, 
the fact of the matter is-and the com
inittee should realize it-is that the Bu
reau of the Budget is exercising its dis
cretion as a result of an. instruction from 
this House, resulting from the Jones 
committee, 82d Congress, House Docu
ment No. 23, which was set up for the 
purpose of determining how allocations 
of costs of Federal water resources de
velopment projects should be made. 
.This was done in 1951. In January 1952 
this A-47 instruction came out from the 
Bureau of the Budget as the result of a 
request on the part of the Public Works 
Committee in this House, setting out cer
tain standards and criteria whereby this· 
Congress, the Public Works Committee, 
the Army Engineers, the Department of 
the Interior, and other departments in
volved could judge all of these projects 
on the same fair and equitable basis. 
Consistent with that and as a result of 
this regulation that was issued, inci
dentally under a Democrat Congress 
and signed by Harry Truman, and a res
olution by the Public Works Committee, 
the Jones report, ground rules were es
tablished whereby those projects would 
be judged. Those ground rules in Cir
cular No. A-47 read as follows: 

8. Benefits to be included in evaluation: 
The evaluation report prepared in accord-. 
ance with paragraph 7 shall include an esti
mate of the primary benefits of the program 
or project. Unless the report sets forth clear 
justification for considering other factors, 
:r;nain reliance on the review of project re
ports Will be placed on the following cate
gories of primary benefits: 

(a) Reduction of flood damage, including 
damage from water and sediment, to land 
and other public and private property; and. 
prevention of loss of life. 

(b) Increases in the expected net income 
obtained directly from changed use of the 
property made possible by any form of flood 
control. 
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(c) Increase!! in expected net income from.·· 
lands on which watershed. treatment meas
ures are to be installed. as part of the pro
gram or project. 
. (d) Increase in expected net farm income· 
from additional production or reduced cost 
of production of farm products as a result of 
reclamation o! land. 
. (e) In the case of navigation projects other 
than harbor improvements, the transporta
tion savings resulting from: 

( 1) The differential between expected 
costs of movement by nonwater transport 
and expected costs of movement by water 
transport for those commodities which will 
be carried by land transport if the project is 
not built, but which will move by water if 
the project is built. 

(2) For traffic which will not move with
out the waterway improvement, but which 
will move by water if the project is built, the 
differential between the cost of transporta
tion by waterway and the highest cost at 
which it would be feasible for the traffic to. 
move. 

(3) Where the project improves an already 
navigable waterway, the differential between 
expected costs with and without the project 
of moving on the waterway traffic expected 
to move on the waterway even if the project 
is not bull t. 

(f) Direct benefits of shore ·protection. 
(g) Direct benefits from harbor improve

ments, including those for small-boat traffic. 
(h) Value of electric energy to be pro

duced. This is equal to the lower of two 
figures: 

( 1) The cost of equivalent energy from 
the cheapest alternative source of energy
private, Federal, or other-that is available, 
or could be expected to develop in the ab
sence of the project, to meet the same power 
needs. Taxes and interest charges for this 
alternative source should be computed on a 
basis comparable with the project. 

NoTE.-Where the project plan includes 
the cost of constructing and operating the 
necessary facilities to transmit and distrib
ute the project power to load centers, the 
costs of the alternative source with which 
the project is compared should also include 
transmission and distribution costs to the 
same load centers. Where the project plan 
does not include transmission costs, the total 
costs incurred by the alternative source in 
providing power at load centers should, for 
purposes of determining power benefits, be 
reduced by the transmission costs incurred 
in bringing the project power to the same 
load centers. 
· (2) Value of power to users (considered 
as the highest price they would pay and ap
plicable especially where the cost of alterna
tive power would be prohibitive for particu
lar users). 

(i) Value of municipal, industrial, and 
(iomestic water supply to be furnished, 
measured by the cost of obtaining equiva
lent supply from the cheapest alternative. 
source that would most likely be used in the 
absence of the project, including the cost of 
development of the same source of water by 
the water users themselves as one of the 
alternatives. Taxes and interest charges for 
the alternative source should be computed· 
on a basis comparable with the project. 

(J) Increases in the value of re.creation. 
and fish and wildlife resources expected as 
a result of the project. Although such bene
fits are usually not subject to measurement 
in monetary terms, complete information, in· 
terms of the amount and type of expected 
use of recreation and fish and wildlife de
velopments is required as a basis for com
parison of the incremental costs and benefits 
of such developments referred to in para-. 
graphs llc and 19b. 

(k) Savings in the cost of water treatment 
or gains in the value of streams for indus-· 
trial, municipal, and domestic water supply; 
and other uses, through the abatem.ent of 
water pollution; and reduction in the coot· 

of · poliutlon ·abatement ·by ·streamflow aug
mentation. Such benefits should ~ cal
culated as the residual benefit possible after 
allowing for all direct measures to control 
pollution at the source that would normally 
be required or · considered necessary by the 
public health authorities concerned. 

The evaluation prepared in accordance 
with paragraph 7 shall also inc1ude an esti
mate of any secondary benefits which the 
program or project will provide. The evalua
tion shall include a separate showing of total 
primary and total secondary benefits. Until 
standards and procedures for measuring sec-· 
ondary benefits are approved by the Bureau 
of the Budget, the evaluation shall be based 
mainly upon primary benefits. 

The evaluation shall also include an ap
praisal of the general benefits which will 
accrue through such effects as safeguarding 
life .and public health, stabilizing national 
and regional food and raw materials produc
tion, ahd contributing directly to the im
provement of technically underdeveloped 
areas within the Nation's boundaries. 

9. Costs to be included in evaluation. The 
evaluation prepared in accordance with· 
paragraph 7 shall include an estimate of the 
total construction costs and the total opera
t ion and maintenance costs of the program 
or project, whether such costs are incurred. 
by the Federal Government, State, and local 
governments, or private interests. 

Such an evaluation shall also include a 
statement of economic costs expected to be 
induced by the program or project, such as 
the costs of: 

(a) Displacement of people. 
(b) Decreased value of lands, minerals. 

water, quantity, or quality, and other water 
or related land resources, where not reflected 
in market values. 

(c) Rectifying adverse effects upon sani
tation, transportation, highway construction 
or maintenance, or other activities reason
ably fores~en as being affected by the pro~ 
gram or project. 

{d) Business losses, such as disruption of 
trade or diversion of waterborne traffic from 
existing ports or channels. 

(e) Losses in State or local tax revenues. 
adjusted for changes in costs of State and 
local government services caused by the 
existence of program or project facilities. 
. (f) Unprevented and uncompensated 
losses of or damages to fish and wildlife 
resources; recreation resources; and scenic, 
archeological, or historical values. 

(g) Abandonment of economically useful 
structures, such as locks and bridges. 

Such an evaluation shall also include an 
appraisal of other detriments to the gen
eral welfare, whether or not they can be 
measured in monetary terms, and the groups 
which will suffer any substantial injury 
should be identified so far as feasible. 

10. Comparison of benefits and economic 
costs: Benefits to be obtained and economic 
costs to be incurred. throughout the assumed 
economic life of a program or project, as 
limited by paragraph 14 of this circular, 
where expressed in monetary terms, shall be 
converted to a common time basis to facili
tate the comparison called for in paragraph 
7a (2). Where benefits and economic costs 
are compared on an annual basis, interest on 
the construction costs should be included. 
in the. computation of average annual 
equivalents for total economic costs. Where 
the present net worth method of comparing 
benefits and economic costs is to be used. 
future benefits and economic costs should 
be discounted to present values. Using an 
interest rate to cumulate benefits and eco
nomic costs is necessitated where the net 
gain or loss at any given time during the 
operation of the program or project is to 
be computed. Determination of the appli
cable interest or discount rate shall be made 
in accordance with paragraph 15, except for 
the interest rate on project costs to be fl.· 
nanced by non-Federal sources. 
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The ground rules having been estab· 
lished, the majority of the committee 
consider that although we established 
those rules now we do not want to live by 
them. Why? Because it eliminates 
some of the projects they would like to 
have in the bill. 

We as minority members of the Public 
Works Committee do not think that they 
should change the elements that go into 
those standards. Let me indicate what 
some of those elements are. Some of 
those elements which have been accepted 
by the Bureau of the Budget as a result 
of this resolution are used in determin
ing whether a project is feasible. How 
do they do that? The benefit cost ratio. 
must be 1 to 1. The benefits must equal · 
the cost on an annual basis. Now, on 
the majority side they are saying, "Yes, 
but we do not like the formula they used 
in making up the benefit-cost ratio, even . 
though Congress instructed them tO 
make .it." . 

Some of the elements that were 
changed that we minority members do 
not like are decreases in amounts of the 
local contributions. ·Further, we do not 
think that in power projects taxes fore
gone should be included in computations 
under this formula. Als6, the question 
of whether or not the incremental meth
od should be used in determining the 
local contributions, which the majority 
·wants · to do contrary to established 
practice and which was discussed in ef..; 
feet by the gentleman from Oklahoma 
[Mr. EDMONDSON]. Also the question of 
whether, despite incomplete Army re
ports, projects should be approved. 
Those things are fundamental. 

To give an example of the seriousness 
of these fundamentals as applied to 
specific projects, I refer to two projects 
containing three reservoirs: Sherwood 
Reservoir, in Oklahoma, and the Gilbert 
and Lone Rock Reservoirs, in Arkansas. 

None of these projects are economical
ly feasible according to the Army Engi
neers-still they are included in the bill. 

In all of these projects, the majority 
says we should abandon the principle of 
taxes foregone in determining the cost
benefit ratio, a criteria laid down by the 
Bureau of the Budget, the Interior De
partment, and the Federal Power Com
mission after careful and lengthy con
sideration. Even the majority report 
admits that taxes forgone should be 
considered, otherwise the formula is not 
properly weighted, and I quote from that 
report: 

This project involves one of the most im
portant issues before the committee. It is 
the matter of the so-called taxes forgone. 
The committee has considered carefully the 
argument on both sides of · this question and 
wishes to bring to attention the following 
points: 

Projects involving hydroelectric power de
velopment were, in the past, evaluated on 
the basis of the cost of generating an equiv
alent amount of power, both with respect 
to capacity and energy, by a steam plant. 
It is generally conceded that the value of 
power, like water, is equivalent to what the 
consumer is willing to pay. Since this fig
ure is somewhat indeterminate, the device 
was used of measuring the value on the ba
sis of the cost of alternative thermal power. 
In computing this value, the cost of the 
equivalent thermal power was calculated o·n 
the same basis as Federal hydropower, that 

is, without taxes and with the same interest 
rate. This method of measuring the value 
of power led inevitably to the point that 
power values were not measured correctly 
unless the element of taxes, interest rates, 
and all other factors were included in the 
computation. As a result, the major Fed
eral agencies concerned with this matter
the Federal Power Commission, the Depart
ment of the Interior, and the Corps of Engi
neers-reached an agreement that taxes for
gone would be included as a part of the 
value of power on the benefit side of the 
ledger or subtracted from the cost side. 

To determine the benefit of power in 
setting out the benefit of the project 
for power purposes the Engineers must 
determine the value of the new power 
based on the cost of alternative available 
power-and in determining the alterna
tive available power, since feasibility as 
well as value of the project is to pro
vide salable, cheaper power as well as 
adequate power, the question is whether 
the taxes that are paid for alternative 
power and not paid by the Federal Gov
ernment should be included in determin
ing the benefit of the Federal power as 
compared to the cost of alternative 
power. 
. The majority wants to delete consider
ation of taxes forgone in determining 
the benefits of Federal power projects in 
determining the benefits of the project 
on the annual basis in order to result in 
a more favorable cost-benefit ratio. 
Thus, projects that would otherwise be 
economically not feasible obtain a 1-1 
ratio or better-1.1 to 1 in these specific 
instances of these reservoirs-and a 
pr_esently bad project becomes a good 
one. 
.. A discussion of this one aspect of the 
problem involved in these three reser
voirs alone I believe indicate why it is 
unwise to deviate from set standards in 
the manner attempted iq "this bill-py . 
applying different criteria to each proj
ect instead of establishing uniform 
standards and adhering to them. If any 
change in the criteria is justified then 
it should be made as a change in basic 
policy and so included in the bill rather 
than applying the change to some proj
ects and not others. The result will be 
chaos in the departments in the future. 

Also, land enhancement and increased 
land usage and value will be eliminated 
in these three projects, contrary to the 
Engineers' reports, if the majority posi
tion is permitted to stand. It is elim
inated entirely in these projects, but in· 
eluded in others even in this bill. This 
does not lead to equitable or uniform 
treatment. 

The second fundamental question in
volved in the Sherwood project dealing 
with local contributions is clearly shown 
by the Engineers summarization of this 
project as submitted to our Committee 
on Public Works. The majority in its 
bill decided to change the formula set 
out for determining the local contribu
tions, and thus requiring the Feder-al 
Government to increase its contribu· 
tion, and the local interests to decrease 
theirs by some $15,027,000. This was 
decided upon despite the fact that in 
multiple-purpose projects the separable 
costs-remaining . benefits method is used 
rather than . the incremental ~osts 

method invariably. The Army Engineers' 
summarization follows: 
INCREMENTAL METHOD OF COST ALLOCATION 

As APPLIED TO MILLWOOD RESERVOIR AND 
ALTERNATIVE RESERVOIRS, RED RIVER BASIN, 
OKLAHOMA AND ARKANSAS 

Provisions contained in S. 497 for authori
zation of the alternative reservoirs to Mill
wood Reservoir would provide for allocating 
costs to hydroelectric-power and water-supply 
purposes by the incremental method. By the 
use of this method the costs allocated to 
power and water supply · would be limited 
to the incremental cost of adding power and 
water supply as purposes to the project, with 
all of the joint costs of the reservoir all~cated 
to flood control, resulting in a minimum al
location to hydroelectric power. This con
trasts with the separable costs-remaining 
benefits method of cost allocation recom
mended by the Chief of Engineers for these 
projects which would provide for an equi
table sharing of the joint costs of the project 
among all purposes served. 

Comparison of the actual cost allocations 
under the two methods is somewhat com
plicated by the fact that S. 497 would author
ize the Sherwbod Reservoir and, presumable, ' 
power featutes at Broken Bow Reservoir in 
addition to the reservoirs recommended by 
the Chief of Engineers. This adds $56,245;ooo 
to the cost of the project. Allocations under 
the two methods are as follows: 

Millwood Reservoir--alternative reservoirs as 
recommended by Chief of Engineers 

Federal costs (fiood control) ___ $44, 973, 000 
Non-Federal costs (water sup-

ply and land enhancement) __ 58, 062, 000 

Total cost of work rec-
()mme~ded by Chief of 
Engineers ----------:--- 103, 0351 000 

(This exceeds the cost of- the presently 
authorized Millwood Reservoir by $53,235,000, . 
which is the cost figure inS. :497.) 

MillwooJL Reservoir--alternative reservoirs 
· plus ~hf}rtt?ood, as called for by s. 497 . 
Federal costs: . . 

Flood controL ______________ $60, 000, 000 
Power (reimbursable from 

power revenues)---------- ·sa, 245, ooo 

Subtotal ________________ 116,245,000 

Non-Federal costs (water sup
ply)------------------------ 43,035,000 

Total cost of work which 
would be authorized by s. 497 _________________ 159,280,000 

The net result thus is to increase the non
reimbursable Federal costs by $15,027,000 and 
to decrease the share borne by locai inter
ests by the same amount. Presumably, the 
power could be sold at rates to reimburse 
the Federal Government's investment in this 
purpose, although this has not always been 
the case. 

For a detailed comparison of the various 
methods of cost allocation see House Public 
Works Committee Print No. 23, 82d Con
gress, 2d session, The Allocation of Costs of 
F'ederal Water Resources Development Proj
ects, put out by the Jones Subcommittee 
To SttJ.dy Civil Works. More recently this 
subject was discussed in 1956 during hearings 
of the 84th Congress before the Senate Pub
lic Works Committee on Power Rates
Southwestern Power Administration. (See 
p. 756 of Senate hearings which contains 
comparison of power allocations of a. number 
of projects, computed by various methods.) 

The results of applying different for· 
mulas to situations for which they were 
not intended can readily be seen in the 
example of the Sherwood Reservoir 
above. · 
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To indicate the ·problem involved in 

allocation of costs -of multiple-purpose ~ 
water resource development projects 
and how important it is that the proper 
formula be applied, as well as that there 
must be some uniformity of its applica
tion, as well as .to indicate further how 
complicated this subject is and how fool- 
hardy it is to write new regulations for 
the agencies by changing the criteria es- . 
tablished by deviating markedly from it 
in this bill as suggested by the majority 
in its report, I submit the following 
statement on the purposes of having ap
plicable formulas and the results of ap
plying-or misapplying them: 
.ALLOCATION OF COSTS OF MULTIPLE-PuRPOSE 

WATER RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS 

PENDING LEGISLATION 

Section 203 of the pending Flood Control 
Act provides for the authorization of the 
construction of certain reservoirs in the Red
Ouachita River Basin, Tex., Okla., Ark., and 
La., subject to a limitation that "the basis 
for determining the cost allocated to hydro
electric power and water-supply purposes 
shall be the incremental method of alloca
tion whereby the cost allocated to power and 
water supply should be limited to the cost 
of adding power and water as purposes in the 
project, and - all flood-control and 'land
enhancement benefits shall be nonreimburs
able!' 

PWOSE OF THIS STATEMENT 

This statement is intended to set forth 
background rna t erial on the question of allo
cation of costs of multiple-purpose water-re
source development projects with particular 
reference to the probal>le consequences of 
the adoption of a procedure such as that 
proposed in the quoted language. 

- BACKGROUND 

The problem of allocation of costs of Fed
eral water-resources development projects 
first received major attention in connection 
with the Tennessee Valley Authority opera
tions. The enabling act required that the 
board of directors submit to the Congress 
by January 1, 1937, a report allocating the 
costs of multiple-purpose structures built 
among the several purposes authorized in 
the act. The allocations were to become 
final upon determination by the board and 
approval by the President of the United 
States. TVA's study led to the conclusion 
that the costs should be allocated solely to 
direct uses of water and so the costs were 
allocated .to flood control, navigation, and 
hydroelectric-power development. (H. Doc. 
No. 709, 75th Cong., 3d sess.) No amounts 
were allocated to national defense or to man
ufacture of chemicals. It was considered 
that the costs properly chargeable to these 
latter two functions would be adequately met 
if those two functions were charged for the 
electric energy consumed by them. 

The method used in allocating the costs 
was named the "alternative justifiable ex
penditure" method. . 

At the request of the Senate Committee on 
Public Works, the Federal Power Commission 
in 1948 reviewed and approved the TV A cost 
allocations. 

Subsequent to the enactment of the Flood 
Control Act of 1936 and the Reclamation Act 
of 1939, it became increasingly apparent to 
the Federal agencies concerned that the cost 
allocation .problem was an important one. 
This is particularly true when some of the 
purposes of a structure are nonreimbursable 
and costs of other purposes are to be reim
bursed by the users or beneficiaries. 

Starting in April 1946 representatives of 
the Army Corps of Engineers, the Depart
ment of the Interior, the Federal Power 
Commission, and the · Department of Agri
culture undertook a joint study on the ques
tion of economic analysis of river-basin 

projects. ·rn.· May 1950 that ·group (by that
time including a -representative of the De- · 
partment of Commerce) published its report 
and recommendations which included a sec
tion devoted to the allocation of costs of 
multiple-purpose water resource develop-· 
ment projects. This group recommended 
the adoption of a procedure designated as 
separable-costs-remaining-benefits method, 
This method is essentially a refinement of 
the one developed by TV A. 

In December 1952 the Bureau of the 
Budget issued a directive (Budget Circular 
A-47) to the agencies of the executive 
branch of Government in which it was 
stated that the costs of facilities or features 
of a program or project used jointly by more 
than one purpose of water-resource develop
ment should be allocated among the pur
poses served in such a way that each purpose 
would share equitably in the savings result
ing from combining the purposes in the mul
tiple-purpose development. 

This directive was issued less than a 
month following the public release of a re
port by a subcommittee of the House Com
mittee on Public Works entitled "Allocation 
of Costs of Federal Water Resource Develop
ment Projects" (House Committee Print 23, 
82d Cong., 2d sess.). This report, a basic 
document on the subject, includes this para
graph: 

"The conclusions of the subcommittee 
may be simply stated. All costs directly in
curred for specific purposes should be 
charged to those purposes. The joint costs 
should then be so allocated that each pur
pose will share equitably in the savings and 
economies resulting from the multiple-pur
pose approach." 

On March 12, 1954, an agreement was 
entered into among the Department of the 
Interior, the Department of the Army, and 
the Federal Power Commission ln which it 
was stated that three methods of cost allo
cation were acceptable. That considered 
preferable for general application was the 
one designated "separable costs-remaining 
benefits." The second method considered 
acceptable was that designated "alternative 
justifiable expenditure," and the third was 
called "use of facilities." The three agencie~;~ 
agreed on the basic principle w~ich stated: 

"Costs of a multiple-purpose project shall 
be allocated among the purposes served in 
such a manner that each purpose will share 
equitably in the savings resulting from com
bining the purposes in a multiple-purpose 
development." 

While both reports considered the subject, 
nothing basically new was added to litera
ture on the problem in either the report of 
the second Hoover Commission Task Force 
on Water Resources and Power (1955) or the 
1956 Report of the Presidential Advisory 
Committee on Water Resources Policy. The 
most recent Congressional statement on the 
overall issue appears to be that set forth in 
connection with a comment of three Sen
ators published in a report entitled, "Con
servation and Development of Water Re
sources" (Committee Print No.5, 85th Cong., 
1st sess.) of the Senate Committees on In
terior and Insular Affairs and Public Works 
1n connection with Senate Resolution 148. 
This statement presents no new material but 
refers to most of the documents and reports 
already cited in this memorandum. 

CURRENT PROBLEM 

It does not appear to be necessary or de
sirable to discuss all of the methods con
sidered in the literature. The following 
paragraphs compare the incremental method 
proposed in the cited amendment with the 
separable-costs-remaining-benefits method, 
considered most acceptable by the operating 
agencies of the executive branch, and with 
the basic principle, already quoted, recom
mended by the Bureau of the Budget, the 
executive agencies concerned, and by the 
House Subcommittee To Study Civil Works. 

• The separable-costs-rema.thing-benefits 
method attempts to divide the savings re-: 
sul ting from the mwtiple purpose approach 
in water resource development equitably 
among the various purposes. Costs that are . 
clearly separable because of their identifica
tion as serving exclusively one particular _ 
purpose are allocated as costs chargeable 
against that purpose. Joint costs, or costs of 
common features of the project, are allo
cated among the purposes proportionately 
to remaining benefits-those estimated as 
creditable to the various purposes over and 
above the benefits already balan~d by the 
separable costs. This method meets the gen-. 
eralized requirement recommended by the 
House Subcommittee To Study Civil Works 
and the subsequent positions adopted by the 
executive agencies. 

The incremental method of allocation as
sumes that a structure is built for one or 
more basic purposes and that one or more 
other purposes are added somewhat in the 
nature of afterthoughts to the original pur-_ 
poses. Under this consideration the basic 
costs, including joint costs, are allocated to 
the basic purposes, and the separable costs 
added because of the so-called subordinate, 
secondary, additional, or incremental pur
poses are the only costs allocated to those 
purposes. 

As a general rule a minimum cost wlll b~ 
allocated to any one purpose if only the 
direct costs allocable to that purpose were 
considered. The highest costs will be allo
cated to a specific purpose if that purpose is 
considered basic, and all other purposes in
cremental. If the purpose in question is 
considered incremental to some other basic 
purpose, then the costs allocable to that 
purpose, while probably somewhat greater 
than the direct costs, will be less than those 
that would be allocated under any other 
method. 

If it is desired to minimize costs to be 
reimbursed by local beneficiaries, then some 
nonreimbursable function or functions can 
be considered basic and the reimbursable 
functions supplemental so that the costs al-:' 
located to the reimbursable functions are 
either only -the direct costs or the incre
mental costs. This procedure will not spread 
the savings (and costs) equitably among the 
various functions. It will tend to overload 
the nonreimbursable functions and, in effect, 
subsidize the reimbursable features. 

There are instances in which the legisla
tive history indicates that an incremental 
allocation for some purpose or another is in 
order. The Denison Reservoir on the Red 
Riv.er in Texas, authorized by the Flood Con
trol Act of 1938 was, by the Flood Control 
Act of 1940, specifically declared to be for the 
purpose of improving navigation, regulating 
the flow of the Red River, controlling floods 
and for other beneficial uses. Costs allo
cated to power, and still later to water sup
ply, were based on an incremental type 
computation. 

Lavon Reservoir in the Trinity River Basin 
was built for flood control, but prior to its 
completion legislation authorized its use for 
storage of municipal water. Costs allocated 
to this latter purpose were computed on the 
incremental basis. 

On the other hand mo~t projects, Includ
ing most of those in the Southwest area, 
have had costs allocated under separable
costs-remaining-benefits method because 
the. original authorization of the proje,cts 
contemplated that hydroelectric power would 
be generated as an incident to the develop
ment. 

The Senate report (No. 168, 85th Congress) 
on the bill S. 497, from which the quotation 
at the head of this memorandum was taken, 
makes no comment on the reason the lan
guage wa~ proposed to apply to the specific 
projects intended to provide flood control, 
hydroelectric power, and water supply. It . 
does not seem out of order, therefore, to as• 
sume that the intent of the language antici
pates the obvious result, that is, that the 
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costs allocated to the reimbursable features
water supply and hydroelectric power devel· 
opment--would approach a minimum and 
that other costs equitably allocable to those 
features would be borne by the nonreim• 
bursable features financed from the general 
fund of the Treasury. 

In the House report (No. 1122, 85th 
Cong.) on the pending legislation, in the 
minority views, the consequences are point· 
edly stated: 

"The incremental method called for in this 
provision would result in favored treatment 
for local beneficiaries of the power and water 
supply features of the project at the expense 
of the general taxpayers. Extension of this 
method of allocation to other projects would 
greatly reduce Federal revenues from the 
sale of electric power generated at other 
projects." · 

But I say to you, as far as our objec· 
tions relate to the projects involved in 
this bill, there are only 18 projects to 
which they apply. The value . of those 
projects as stated today is not six-tenths 
of 1 percent. The value of those proj
ects, authorizationwise, either in addi
tional money or in putting the new 
project in the bill, is $303 million, as 
you will find in the minority report. 
$303 million is not six-tenths of 1 per
cent. It is 20 percent of the total bill. 
That is the amount the President will 
have to consider in deciding whether 
or not he is going to be consistent and 
veto this bill, because the same basis 
for veto applies at the present time to 
this 20 percent of these projects, as ap
plied to the bill passed in the 84th Con
gress. There is no doubt in my mind 
about that. There is not any question-

. about it as a reading of the veto message 
in the minority report will show. There 
is far more than six-tenths of 1 percent. 
There is actually 20 percent in contra· 
versy in the bill. 

I will insert in the RECORD figures to 
substantiate that position. 

From the committee minority report, 
the projects objected to by the minority, 
on the basis of adverse recommendations 
of the Bureau of the Budget and the 
Corps of Engineers, are listed as: 

Estimated project 
costs 

Title !-Rivers and Harbors-: 
La Quinta Channel, Tex______ $954,000 
Water-hyacinth controL_____ 5_, 062, 500 

Title II-Flood Control: 
Mohawk River at Rome, N.Y.. 240, 000 
Hendry County, Fla _________ · 3, 172, 000 
Tombigbee River Basin, Ala, 

and Miss-----------------· 19, 199, 000 
White River Backwater, Ark__ 2, 380, 000 
Boeuf, Tensas, and. Bayou, 

Macon, Ark--------------- 1, 212, 000 
Greenville Harbor, Miss______ 2, 530,000 
Red-Ouachita River Basin, Ark. 

and Okla., Millwood and al-
ternatives ---------------- 109, 480, 000 

White River Basin, Gilbert 
and Lone Rock Reservoirs, 
Ark----------------------- 57,000,000 

Pecos River at Carlsbad, N. Mex ______________ ._________ 2, 066, 000 
Rio Grande at Socorro, N. Mex_ 3, 152,000 
Saylorvllle Reservoir, Iowa___ 44,500,000 
Kaskaskia River, Ill_________ 23, 000, 000 
Saline River and tributaries, 

IlL----------------------- 5, 970, 000 
Oahe Dam, S. Dak., damages__ 42, 000 
Buchanan Reservoir, Calif___ 10, 900, 000 
Hidden Reservoir, Calif------- 12,500 000 

Grand total--------------303,359,500 

The total amount in the bill is $1,457 
million plus $88 million added by the 
committee last week or a total of $1,545 
million, and $303 million is thus 20 per
cent of the total. 

Incidentally, on the question of the 18 
projects being objected to, only four proj
ects are being eliminated in flood con
trol and one in rivers and harbors by the 
minority substitute. The flood control 
projects that have been found not eco
nomically justified at present are Bu
chanan and Hidden Reservoirs in Cali
fornia, Gilbert and Lone Rock Reser
voirs on White River in Arkansas <one 
project) and Sherwood Reservoir in Ok
lahoma. The rivers and harbors proj
ect objected to because it is not econom
ically feasible is Greenville Harbor, 
Miss. The balance of the projects, 
13, that are objected to are objected to 
only in part and the substitute bill will 
bring these projects in line with the ob
jections of the departments. 

Moneywise, the minority substitute re
moves only $25.9 million in money au
thorization within the above five projects 
because the balance of $123 million is 
contained in the bill as not money au
thorizations but project authorizations 
without increases proportionately in the 
money authorizations and therefore this 
is a hidden cost in the future that must 
be recognized as such. 

Moneywise, beyond these five projects, 
with regards to the 13 projects in the 
balarice of the bill, the minority substi
tute deletes some $80 million in Federal 
contributions and requires these con
tributions to be borne locally consistent 
with established rules · and procedures. 

Thus, moneywise there is a deletion by 
the minority bill of only $80 million plus 
$25.9 million or a total of only $105.9 
million. Authorizationwise an addi
tional $123 million of the unsound proj
ects are being completely removed. 

The minority has worked diligently in 
trying to bring out a bill that we feel the 
President will sign. That is all there is 
to this question. We want a bill which 
the President will sign. We are just as 
concerned with the President's recom
mendation of Saturday for carrying out 
these projects as a hedge against a pos
sible temporary slump, that these public 
works projects should go forward. 

If you take the other position of six
tenths of 1 percent as suggested by the 
majority we are asked to jeopardize this 
bill for six-tenths of 1 percent of the 
total value of the bill. This makes little 
sense. I am trying to point out though 
that Congress is being asked by the ma
jority to vote on certain basic funda
mental concepts underlying our public 
works program by approving the major
ity bill and the minority is taking the 
position that this is not the manner, on 
the floor, to hammer out fundamental 
policy by applying changes to individual 
projects. These fundamental changes 
should be considered as was the Jones 
report, after hearings and due delibera
tions of all the effects of these changes of 
policy and the need for them. 

What we are arguing about, even if 
you accept the majority position, is six
tenths of 1 percent of the total of the bill. 
We are jeopardizing $1,457,000,000 worth 
of projects by technical arguments about 

the application of the rules by the Bu
reau of the Budget and other Govern
ment agencies which Congress itself said 
should be applied at the direction of the 
Bureau of the Budget. The Jones com
mittee report itself makes this finding in 
its report, Report No. 23. Their finding 
No. 3 deals with the Bureau of the Budg
et, the Bureau that is being made the 
whipping boy here today. Finding No. 
3 states "that the Bureau of the Budget, 
in the Executive Office of the President, 
shall be designated as the executive 
agency to approve these tentative and 
final allocations." This sets up the 
ground rules. Now in the middle of the 
game the majority wants to change the 
ground rules on 18 of these projects, and 
put them in the bill despite the fact they 
do not conform to the ground rules. 

These are fundamental questions we 
are deciding on. It is not, for example, 
by any means only a matter of new proj
ects for which new money authorization 
is involved, but it is a matter as well of 
continuing old projects that need addi
tional appropriations to permit work to 
go ahead on them. On flood control, as 
an example, in the Central and Southern 
Flood Control District there will be $40 
million more needed in Florida because 
appropriations have used up all avail
able authorized money. And there are 
many small projects around the country 
as well as major projects of this nature. 
To delay further these projects that 
have already been handicapped through 
lack of funds will be to defeat in part 
the objective of the great public-works 
program at this time when we are faced 
with the possibility of a degree of a re
cession. 

Therefore, if we do not pass this bill, 
if we do not accept the substitute that 
is being proposed that involves 18 proj· 
ects, a total of 20 percent of the amount 
involved, I say to you that we are run
ning the risk of the President's vetoing 
the bill; and I say it to you seriously be
cause I believe the President will be con
sistent in his position. 

We have heard a lot about the Bu
reau of the Budget being the whipping 
boy on this bill. In cases like the Gil
bert and Lone Rock Reservoir projects 
and the Sherwood Reservoir project and 
other projects that involve power and 
water supply other departments are in
volved than the Bureau of the Budget 
and have concurred in the unfavorable 
findings in many instances. There is 
the Corps of Army Engineers, also the 
Department of the Interior, also the 
Federal Power Commission and the Sec
retary of the Army. Therefore all the 
blame is not to be saddled on the Bu
reau of the Budget. And to condemn 
the Budget Bureau, after giving them 
this job to do, for doing it, is to try to 
avoid the fundamentals involved in an 
effort to get the House to vote for proj
ects that are objectionable and subject 
to the President's veto, thus jeopardiz
ing the entire bill. 

I am for adequate and needed public 
works projects and have worked in com
mittee for such projects. I believe in 
our great Public Works Committee and 
the purposes it is supposed to serve. 
But, I do not favor judging one project 
by one standard and the same type 
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project in another area by another The Ohio River is much larger and 
standard. To repeat the pertinent por- more impressive than many people be
tion of the President's veto message: . lieve. Gallipolis is a large thriving town 

In various messages to the congress, I located down in southeastern Ohio. It 
liave clearly stated my view that our vital is the oldest city along the southeastern 
water. resources can best be conserved and border of the State and is the city and 
utilized in the public interest if the Federal is the place on which the first large 
Government cooperates with State and local group of French settlers coming in that 
governments and with private interests in section decided to locate. The river 
the development of those resources, and does continues on its southwesterly course 
not undertake such development as though t to 
it were· a matter of of exclusive Federal in- for about 80 miles until i comes my 
terest. In order to carry out such a policy, home city of Ironton, Ohio, and from 
properly and effectively, it 1s necessary that there continues on its way and serves 
the views of affected States be given adequate the people in. Portsmouth, Cincinnati, 
consideration in formulating proposals for Louisville, and on and on it fiows until 
water-resources projects. This has not been it empties in the Mississippi. 
accomplished for a number of projects in- When the French chose this site for 
eluded in this bill. their location, they appreciated that it 

In addition, other projects in this bill was a beautiful location and they nat
would be authorized on a basis which would 
result in a lesser degree of local participa- urally hoped that they could control 
tion than was agreed to by the local inter- the river, or at least, could so manage 
ests and recommended by the executive as to keep themselves outside of the 
branch. I believe that authorization of reach of the river. While Gallipolis was 
water resources projects on such terms prospering on the Ohio side, the settlers 
would represent a serious backward step in were fast filling up the Kentucky and 
the desirable development of the Nation's West Virginia side of the beautiful Ohio. 
water resources, and would result in the loss The builders of Gallipolis left a beautiful 

. of the best test yet devised for insuring that space which they have always used as a 
a project is sound-the willingness of local 
people to invest their own money in a joint park. This space comprises probably 
enterprise with the Federal Government. 20 acres or more. The shores of the 

river at this point and for some distance 
Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I further up on the river were rather high 

yield such time as he may desire to the _ and invited settlers to live there. In the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. JENKINs]. middle of the river at that place is a 

Mr. JENKINS. Mr. Chairman, I large island. Across the river is what 
thank our distinguished colleague, the is now part of West Virginia and reach
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. McGREGOR] ing on further down they reach the 
for giving to me the privilege of extend- upper stretches of Kentucky. Coming 
ing my remarks at this point in the to the point, as I have already stated, 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. I wanted this the Ohio River ran along for a number 
space because it fits in so nicely into of miles in a southwesterly direction. 
what has been a long struggle and what It then turned in a westerly direction. 
I hope is the last day of the long struggle. At fiood times the water would encroach 

People who have never lived along upon this territory. A few years ago a 
any of our large lakes or . river~ have heavy fiood came along and swept out 
dimculty in appreciating how dangerous two or three houses that had been located 
it is sometimes to be living alon_g some close in to the north side of the river. 
of our big rivers. We who live along This was followed later by a number of 
the Ohio River think it is magnificent fioods which have been very threatening 
and wouid not want to give up the bless- to real estate in that immediate section 
ings it brings to us through its big supply and even further down. The wharf was 
of fresh water which we and most of the located further down and was also in 
large cities use as our drinking water. that same threatened location. 

· But there is another side of this mat- The citizens of Gallipolis appealed to 
ter that is . very interesting and that is me and · of course their appeal was 

. the way the people must make the river listened to because I was very familiar 
· stay within its bounds so that it can with the dangers that were coming to 

yield to the . people its utmost capacity that city from the encroachment of the 
for all of the advantages that come from river. I, and those working with me, 
a constant supply of good water. I have took the matter up with the United 
lived along the majestic Ohio River States Army Engineers which have a 
nearly all my life. I have cooperated post there at Huntington, West Virginia, 
with many. groups in our efforts to get down the river about 40 Jlliles from 
the natural advantages that come from Gallipolis. 
this great river. I have been very active The c~operation ~etween all of us was 
in securing fiood walls for the protection very satisfactory with the result that we 

. of our cities and the great water supply . suc~e.eded in gett~ng from th~ 'Qni~ed 
for the use of the many large plants that States Army Engmeers a ruling Witn 

t 'thin the sight of the great reference to. the safety or th~ dang~r 
o~ra e WI . . connected with .the fiow of the nver as It 
~hio. So ~ctn:e have I been .m many came past the upriver p01tion of the ci~y 

· different directiOns. that the nver men ' of Gallipolis~ The United States Army 
call me Old Man ~Iver. . · Engineers had realized that this was a 

The matter I WISh to ~1scuss today, dangerous place and that something 
however, has been a senous one for should be done about it. We co·operated 
many years a~d I hope that after we together and did get · some improvement 
have passed this legislation we are now in the river and of the city, but this im-

. considering it will relieve at least one provement was not permanently satis
very serious situation. Let me give you factory and the big succeeding floods 
the det;:tils of this situation to which I became .more threatening. We again 
refer. rallied our forces and we got the United 

States Army Engineers and Washington 
authorities to make a most complete sur
vey of these requested improvements. 

· As a result, about 3 years ago the United 
States Army Engineers made a survey 
arid they indicated that accordfng to 
their estimate it would require about 
$66,000 to make the improvements that 
would be necessary to protect the upper 
end of Gallipolis against the fiow of the 

· fioods. With the United States Army 
Engineers I kept pressing this matter 
along for several years. It was no trouble 
for us to take our action from the stand
point of being deserving, but the United 
States of America is a big country and 
has expansive territory and of course we 
could not expect to get everything our 
way just for the asking. We have kept 
it up, however, and I am glad now that 
we not only have the approval of the 
United States Army Engineers, but we 
have the approval of the Committee on 
Public Works of the House of Represent
atives. We have previously gotten a 
favorable report from the Senate but we 
were required to take other steps iri order 
to secure what we had been trying to 
reach for years. 

So, today, we have taken up on the 
fioor of the House the bill designated 
as Senate bill 497: But it is in effect 
made up as a bill that has been pr~
pared to use in the House of Repre
sentatives in an effort to carry out the 
original program, some of which had 
been originated in the House. There
fore, we are in a position now where 

· the Senate would be satisfied and the 
Members of the House of Representa
tives should be satisfied and the United 

· States Army Engineers are abunJantly 
satisfied and I am sure I, as a repre
sentative of the people of Gallipolis, am 
thoroughly satisfied. Therefore, Mr. 
Chairman, and Members of the House, 
I hope we pass this legislation which 
is now before us and which will be in 
line with the sentiments of all of the 
people in the Ohio Valley who know 
the facts in this case and which will also 
meet the approval of that great organ
ization in our Government known as 
the United States Army Engineers and 
also will meet with the approval of the 
House committee before which the bill 
has been considered and I am sure that 
if the bill is passed and the $66,000 asked 
in the bill may be allowed to be used 
for the protection of Gallipolis that we 
will feel that we have finally won a vic
tory after a long fight. 

To those who have assisted me so 
loyally I want to give them the credit 
for the work and I hope that we can 
all see this beautiful work carried on to 
a granA and beautiful conclusion . 

I appreciate most profoundly the help 
I have received from the United States 
Army Engineers and from the members 
of the House Committee on Rivers and 
Harbors and also the help I have re
ceived from the citizens of Gallipolis and 
Gallia County and many others inter
ested. in this project. Again, I say I hope 
that we are successful in getting the 
Government to do this job because there 
is no question about the merits of the 
case and if this job is not done there is 
no question but thousands and thou
sands of dollars of damages will come 
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to Gallip-olis and that neighborhood as 
t1me rolls along. The next big flood 
may take away five or six small houses 
which are the homes of fine law-abid
ing Americans. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 8 minutes to -the gentleman from 
California [Mr. BALDWIN], a member of 
the committee. 

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to direct my remarks to sec
tion 205 of. the bill under discussion. 

Section 205 deals primarily with water 
laws. There has been a good deal of dis
cussion about this particular section, and 
we are coming close to the time when 
the House will vote upon this measure. 
I placed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD 
for Thursday of last week, at page 
3658, an amendment which if the par
liamentary situation allows, I intend to 
offer tomorrow. This same wording is 
contained in the Mack bill which will be 
offered tomorrow. 

As I understand, the Mack bill will 
probably be voted upon first. If the 
Mack bill is adopted then, of course, I 
will not have the opportunity to offer 
this as a separate amendment for it will 
already have been adopted. If the Mack 
bill is not adopted and we are left with 
the committee bill then, as I say, if the 
parliamentary situation permits, it is my 
intention to offer this as an amendment 
to section 205. 

The history of this is as follows: The 
wording which I would propose to offer 
as a substitute· is the exact wording that 
was adopted by the other body 2 years 
ago in the 84th Congress in the omnibus 
rivers and harbors and flood-control 
bill of that year-H. R. 12080. The word
ing of my proposed amendment will be 
exactly the same as the wording which 
WaS adopted by the other body at that 
tune. · 

The bill at that time went to confer
ence. It was revised to some extent, 
then later was vetoed; therefore the 
measure never became law. 
Ther~ have been two primary crit

icisms directed to section 205 in recent 
Q.ays. _One criticism has come from sonie 
of the Western States particularly with 
reference to the portion which deals with 
low flow. The objection is directed to it 
on the ground that section 205 (b) au
thorizes the Corps of Engineers with
out reimbursement to increase the low 
tlows downstream to the extent war
ranted at that time or anticipated to be 
warranted at that time or anticipated 
to be warranted during the economic life 
of the project by widespread, general and 
nonexclusive benefits from said increases 
in low flow. 

That provision has been objected to on 
the ground that it is too general, it does 
not lay down any ground rules and it may 
involve considerable additional cost to 
the United States because there would 
be no reimbursement for it and it might 
jeopardize the rights of people in the 
Western States who depend on water 
from some of these reservoirs for irriga
tion purposes. The amendment which I 
shall propose to submit would eliminate 
section <b) dealing with low :flow. So 
that would no longer be in the bill. 

Section (c) is the other one to which 
some objection has been raised. section 

<cY authorizes the Corps of Engineers to 
i_mpound water beyond the needs for 
flood control for municipal or industrial 
water or water for other beneficial com
munity use. It states that the Corps of 
Engineers will provide for such water for 
present or anticipated future demand. 
It does not define when that anticipated 
future demand may occur, whether, 10, 
20, 30, or 40 years in the future. Again, 
objection has been directed to that par
ticular provision because it is too general, 
it does not lay down specific enough 
ground rules. 

The amendment which I would offer, 
if opportunity permits, would define the 
situations under which the Corps of 
Engineers may make provision for water 
for domestic use. There will have to be 
a contract entered into with State or 
local interests by the time the project is 
completed. It will also provide that pay
ment will be made in one of two specific 
ways, either pay as you go by the local 
interests as that portion of the project 
is constructed, or repayment in 50 years 
at a rate to be computed by the Treasury. 
A maximum of 30 percent of the total 
cost of the project will be available for 
allocation to domestic water supply. 

The purpose of the amendment will be 
to endeavor to clarify and to make more 
specific a situation that is confused in 
section 205 as it now exists. 

A question has been raised a moment 
ago by the gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
RoGERS] as to a worry or danger as to 
State laws and the Federal law under 
section 205 and the effect of it. 

The original section 205 of S. 497 as 
passed by the other body this year had a 
provison in it which referred to reclama
tion. I would like to refer to it for a 
moment. Section 205 as passed by the 
other body was stricken by the House 
committee. 

There was section 205 (a) adopted by 
the other body in which there is the 
following sentence: 

Storage may likewise be included for the 
same purpose and· under the same conditions 
in any reservoir constructed by the Secretary 
of the Interior for irrigation, hydroelectric 
power, municipal and industrial water sup
ply, and allied purposes, under the Federal 
reclamation laws (act of June 17, 1902 (32 
Stat. 388) ) and acts amendatory thereof and 
supplementary thereto: Provided, That such 
storage be constructed and used 1n compli
ance with applicable State laws and inter
state compacts. 

The committee struck this particular 
sentence out because the Public Works 
Committee of this body does not have 
jurisdiction over :reclamation projects 
constructed by the Secretary of the In
terior. There was no intention whatso
ever . on the part of the committee by 
striking out that sentence to negate any 
existing or current laws as to compliance 
with State laws . . It was in the sentence 
dealing with construction to be made 
by the Secretary of the Interior. On 
that point we felt we did not have juris-
diction. · 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BALDWIN. I yield to the gentle
man from Colorado. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I would 
like to point out that in the original 

Flood Control Act of 1944 there is a pro
vision dealing with the Secretary of the 
Interior. I direct the gentleman's at
tention to section 1 and to section 8 of 
that act. I am fearful that the gen
tleman's proposed amendment to the 
Mack bill is not sumcient. 

Mr. BALDWIN. No; the wording of 
my amendment is in the Mack bill. If 
the Mack bill is adopted, it will auto
matically be adopted as the wording of 
my amendment is worded. If the Mack 
bill is not adopted and we are consider
ing the bill offered by the committee, 
it is my intention, if the parliamentary 
situation allows it, to offer my amend
ment as an amendment replacing section 
2(}5 in the committee bill. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Do you 
recognize that under the original Mack 
bill, especially . on page 48, section 205 
(F), the protection only applies where 
the city or State makes the application 
to utilize the water supply, that then 
they are compelled to comply with the 
State water law? As I analyze it, only 
in those cases where application is made 
are they compelled to comply with the 
State water law. Is your amendment di
rected to that part of the bill, that only 
on the application made by the State 
or city that they then comply with the 
State water law, or does it go further? 
Could you tell me whether it is limited 
to that application? 

Mr. BALDWIN. My amendment at 
present is worded exactly as the Mack 
bill. I will elaborate upon it when we 
get into the amendment under the 
5-minute rule. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from Colorado [Mr. ASPINALL]. 

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, I sirt
cerely regret that it is necessary for me 
to rise today in opposition to section 205 
of the bill as it is presented to us by the 
great Committee on Public Works. I op
pose section 205 because of the conflicts 
and confusion which I am certain will 
result especially in the reclamation West 
from enactment of this part of the bill. 
I must say that I find myself in opposi
tion only after what at this time appears 
to be failure to reach agreement with 
representatives of the Committee on 
Public Works on language which woUld 
minimize the conflicts and confusion. If 
section 205 is eliminated from the bill, or 
if language agreeable to both sides of the 
controversy can be found, then I shall 
be glad to give my unqualified support to 
the passage of s. 497. 

I do not object to the basic objective of 
this section, which as I understand the 
purpose of the legislation, is to provide 
flexibility in planning and permit opti
mum development of our water resources. 
However. such broad policy changes as 
are here involved must be given careful 
and detailed consideration by all those 
affected. It seems to me that it is not 
appropriate to incorporate in this omni
bus project bill g·eneral language which 
involves such $Weeping ~ha~ges in policy 
as does this section. I would like to see 
the matters involved in section 205 con
sidered in separate legislation with con
sideration given to making the policies 
applicable to all executive agencies in or-
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der to minimize conflicts and confusion 
and to establish consistant and uniform 
policies in the development of our water 
resources. If my information is correct, 
we do not have the views of the executive 
agencies on the provisions incorporated 
in this section. I think it is important 
that we do have such views and that we 
give to them consideration before we take 
final action regardless of whether such 
departmental recommendations are fol
lowed or not. 

Enactment of this section would widen 
the already obvious gap between the laws 
and policies presently applicable to the 
Corps of Engineers and those applicable 
to the Bureau of Reclamation. With
out question, such proposal moves in the 
direction away from what many of us 
had hoped to accomplish, and, that is, to 

. put all executive a.gencies under the simi
lar policies and requirements with re
spect to multiple-purpose water resource 
development projects. 

Basically, the authority provided in 
this section would do two things: First, 
it would permit the ·Corps of Engineers, 
in its planning and construction of proj
ects, to include storage on a nonreim
bursable 'basis to increase low flows 
downstream to the extent warranted by 
existing or anticipated future benefits. 
My first objection to this provision is that 
low flow .augmentation in itself is not a 
benefit. Low flow augmentation could 
serve several beneficial purposes. It 
might benefit municipal and industrial 
water users as well as irrigation water 
users who might be able to acquire wa
ter as a result of leases from storage. up-

. stream. It also mi!iht benefit fishlife. · lt 
might also very well result in pollutjon 
abatement and control. At the present 
time and under existing law, these prob
lems and purposes are handled in dif
ferent ways, especially with respect to re
imbursement. Most certainly, such 
proposal would result in confusion, par
ticularly in those areas where other ex
ecutive agencies have authority to han
dle these problems differently. 

My second objection to this provision 
is that it imposes no limitation on the 
size and scope of the projects which may 
be constructed, except perhaps physical 
limitations based on stream flows and _ 
storage sites. I am sure that I don't have _ 
to be a prophet to say that sometime in 
the future there will be a need for de
velopment of every drop of water in all 
our river basins. On the other hand, 
to proceed with such development at this 

. time without adequate justification is 

. just not economically sound. 
The second thing which the authori

ty in this section does it to permit storage 
to be included for present or anticipated 
future needs for municipal or industrial 
water-including water for other benefi
cial community use. As I understand the 
language, it would call for equitable re
imbursement as determined by the Sec
retary of the Army at such time as con· 
tracts were entered into to make use of 
the storage. This could be 20, 30, or even 
50 years from the time when the storage 
reservoir was completed. In the mean
time, the Federal Government would be 
required to carry the cost for the stor
·age with the interest which accumulates. 

In other words, for the first time there is 
established by the language of section 205 
the policy whereby the Federal Govern
ment would subsidize a municipal wa
ter supply. 

With respect to the term "water and 
other beneficial community use," it is my 
understanding from the committee that 
this is intended to cover agricultural 
uses. This being the case, I point out 
two very serious objections to it. First 
of all, it places two executive agencies 
under completely different policies. Un
der this language, the Corps of Engi
neers would be authorized to include 
storage without any assurance of reim
bursement, while the Bureau of Recla
mation must have repayment contracts 
before construction can be undertaken. 

• Second, this language seems to conflict 
with section 8 of the 1944 Flood Control 
Act, which makes reclamation laws ap
.plicable to irrigation operations of Corps 
of Engineers projects. 

Perhaps the most important aspect re· 
lating to this section is the absence of 
language requiring compliance with 
State laws relating to the appropria
tion and use of water. In my opinion, 
this omission would be an infringement 
upon the State water rights in the 17 
western reclamation States, where for 
a half century the Federal Government 
has recognized the States' jurisdiction 
over the storage and distribution of wa
ters within their borders. The commit
tee's report has omitted reference to 
State laws on the basis that "the com
mittee believes that the construction of 
Federal projects for flood control, navi
gation, hydroelectric power development, 
and other related water uses has been 
successfully carried on -for many years 
without any question of interference 
with State laws or interstate compaCts." 
First, I would like to point out that this 
section gives to the corps general au
thority which it has not previously had 
to store water for consumptive benefi
cial uses. It is this storage over which 
the States in reclamation West claim 
full jurisdiction. In the second place, 
I believe that it is inaccurate to con
tend that the Corps' past operations 
have been made without any question of 
interference with State laws or inter
state compacts. It is my information 
that the Corps is in trouble right now 
in several areas in this respect. What 
is going to happen when the Corps first 
proposes to increase low flows down
stream for which some local agency has 
established water right under the -State 
laws? Litigation, of course, will be the 

. result. So far as the western reclama
tion States- are concerned, I am abso
lutely certain that if the Corps of En
gineers is ·permitted to store and release 
water without regard for State water 
law and interstate compacts, only 
trouble and confusion can and must re
sult. The amendment which I pro
pose to offer reads as follows: 
PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO S. 497, AS REPORTED 

BY THE HoUSE PuBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE 

Pages 102 and 103, strike out all of pro
posed section 205 and insert in lieu thereof 
the following: 

"SEc. 205. (a) It ls hereby declared to be 
the policy of the Congress to recognize the 
primary responsib11ities of the States and 

local interests in developing water supplies 
for domestic, municipal, industrial, and other 
purposes and that the Federal Government 
should participate and cooperate with States 
and local interests in developing such water 
supplies in connection with the construe .. 
tion, maintenance, and operation of Federal 
navigation, :flood control, or reclamation 
projects. 

"(b) In prosecuting plans and projects 
for navigation, :flood control, irrigation, rec
lamation, or allied purposes heretofore or 
hereafter authorized, storage may be includ
ed in any reservoir project constructed or 
to be constructed by the Corps of Engineers 
or the Bureau of Reclamation without reim· 
bursement to increase low :flows downstream 
to the extent warranted at that time, or an
ticipated to be warranted at that time, or 
anticipated to be warranted ·during the eco· 
nomic life of the project, by widespread, 
general, and nonexclusive benefits from such 
increases in low :flow. 

" (c) In carrying out the policy set forth 
in this section, it is hereby provided that 
storage may also be included in any reser
voir project surveyed, planned, constructed, 
or to be planned, surveyed, and/or con· 
structed by the Corps of Engineers to im· 
pound water for present or anticipated fu
ture demand or need for municipal or in
dustrial water, or water for other beneficial 
community use, and the r-easonable value 
thereof may be taken into account in esti
mating the economic value of the . entire 
project: Provided, That when contract for 
the use of such impounded waters is made 
it shall be on the basis that will provide 
equitable reimbursement to the United 
States as determined by the Secretary of 
the Army or the Secretary of '!;he Interior, 
as appropriate, in a period not to exceed 
50 years: Provided, That the provisions of 
this_ subsection insofar as they relate to the 
Bureau of Reclamation and the Secretary of 
the In'terior shall be alternative to and not 
a substitute for the provisions of the Recla
mation Projects Act of 1939 (53 Stat. 1187) 
relating to the same subject. 

" (d) The provisions of this section shall 
not be construed to modify , the provisions 
of section 1 and section 8 of the Flood C<m· 
trol Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 890). 

" (e) The Secretary of the Army and the 
Secretary of the Interior ·shall: in the interest 
of comity between the United States and 
any State in which storage for beneficial 
consumptive use is provided pursuant to sub
sections (b) and (c) of this section and 
which lies wholly or partially west of the 
98th meridian, impound water therein and 
release it therefrom (i) without interfering 
with any prior valid, subsisting vested right 
to the use of water, (ii) in accordance with 
the applicable laws of the State in which 
the storage is located relating to the appro
priation of water for beneficial consumptive 
use, and (iii) in conformity with the appli
cable provisions of any interstate judicial 
decree or judgment or of any interstate com
pact to which the consent of Congress has 
been given. The term 'applicable laws of 
the State,' as used herein, does not include 
laws which discriminate against the United 
States as an appropriator of water or, if the 
place of use is· outside the State, against an 
appropriation for such outside use." 

In closing, let me say again that ii 
the objective of making the best use of 
our water resources is handled in sepa
rate legislation, I believe we can agree 
on policies that are sound and consist
ent in their application to ttll executive 
agencies. Since agreement on language 
to be included in this section does not 
seem possible at this time, I hope that 
the section will be deleted from the bill 
and, if necessary, I shall sponsor an 
amendment to that end. 
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Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. BROOMFIELD]. 

. Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, 
all of us are aware, I am certain, of the 
need for a return to full employment in 

.our Nation . . All of us, I am equally cer
tain, will do all in our power to accom
plish this purpose to insure that our 
Nation's economic future rests on the 
bedrock of firm fiscal poiicies. 

Among the measures proposed by both 
. the legislative and executive branches of 
. our Government has been an increase in 
, new public works construction. Many 
measures are being sought to increase 
the amount of this new construction as a 
necessary push to our economy and the 
creation of new jobs. 

There is no doubt of the need for many 
of these public works projects, whether 
we are in a position of full employment 

· or not. Nor is there much question as 
to the responsibility of the Federal Gov
ernment in most of these projects. 

But there is a question of the Federal 
Government going too far and too fast, 
bringing about a new condition which I 
am certain none of us wants again. 
That is the spector of inflation, which 
hangs over our heads like an avenging 

· spirit if we overreach ourselves. 
There has been some criticism of the 

Bureau of the Budget in its efforts to 
· . insure that Federal dollars are used in a 

wise and just manner in the matter of 
new construction. There have been 
charges that this Government agency is 
usurping the powers of Congress and 
that it is taking over some of the legis
lative duties · of our Nation. 

If the Bureau of the Budget has be
come strong, it is because Congress has 
become weak in showing the responsible 
leadership and the initiative to cope with 

·· the problems facing our Nation in the 
past, present, and future. 

Let us take the matter of public 
works, since that is the topic of discus
sion for today. We hear cries for a step
up in the Federal program and a blan
ket authorization of new projects, 
whether they are justified or not. 

But do we hear any cries to Congress 
to make funds available for pr.ojects 
which already .have been authorized in 
years past? Do we hear any clarion 
calls to duty from my distinguished col
leagues on the other side of the aisle to 

. get about the b:u,siness of authorizing 
money for what we have already ap
proved? So far, I have not heard them. 

An example is S. 497, a matter which 
is before us for consideration today. 
This measure, which-as it now stands-
certainly is not in the best interests of 
our Nation as a whole, has been delayed 
for many months before it was per-

. mitted to come to the floor of the House 

. of Representatives. 
The record of delay by Congress in 

the past is no better. Some $8 billion 
in Federal projects have been author
ized by Congress for which funds have 

' not yet been appropriated for their con
struction by Congress. 

Imagine, $8 billion, and they are try
ing to ram through this pork barrel bill 
which contains about 20 percent ·objec
tionable projects out of a total of $1.4 
billion. 

Of these projects, some $4.5 billion are 
considered "active" by the Corps of En
gineers, another _$1.4 billion are on the 
"deferred" list, while more than another 
billion dollars are labeled "inactive." 

Of the projects now in the construc
tion stage; some $8.7 billion has been au
thorized. But it will take $4.5 billion to 
complete these projects. So if the Ap
propriations Committee wants to prime 
the pump in the United States, all they 
have to do is appropriate $4.5 billion 
and you will have a great many projects 
under construction. 

From the available projects in which 
the Federal Government now has a re
sponsibility, it is quite evident that there 
is plenty of work to do and plenty of 
money to be spent. It is imperative that 
any questionable projects be deleted 
from our public-works program. There 
are enough worthwhile projects already 
authorized by Congress to keep our work 
force busy for years, if it had the money. 

Approval of all the projects in the 
world is not going to do our Nation's 
economy any good unless there are funds 
to help build these projects. 

We already have seen some of the pe
culiar workings of the majority in the 
House Committee on Public Works on 

· other measures. For instance, the lease
. purchase agreement was permitted to 
lapse last year after bipartisan passage 
by the Senate of this vital measure to 
insure a Federal building construction 
program. 

Instead, the majority me:qtbers of this 
committee wanted a return to the spoils 
system of direct appropriation which 

. would further increase our national debt 
and deprive many of our communities of 

. the local tax base they need to carry 'On 
their own governments. 

The fact remains that S. 497 will not 
put a single man to work if it is passed by 

· Congress and approved by the President. 
There still must be money appropriated 
to carry on construction of these proj
ects. 

It is in the interest of our Nation's 
taxpayers and the already heavy drain 
upon their pocketbooks that we insure 
that no unworthy projects are included 
in the rivers and harbors omnibus bill. 
We must take every precaution to insure 
that the Federal Government is paying 
its share, and only its share, for the con- · 
struction of needed facilities. 

Therefore, I propose that my distin
guished colleagues in the House approve 
a clean public-works bill, one in which 
there is no question as to the desirability 
of the projects themselves or in the cost 
to the Federal Government for their con
struction when money is made available 

·in the future. 
The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 

gentleman from Michigan has expired. 
. Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I 
·ask unanimous consent that the gentle
. man from Michigan [Mr. GRIFFIN] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

TP.ere was no objection. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 

to commend my distinguished colleague, 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 

BROOMFIELD] for · his diligent work and 
. his coW"ageous stand on this bill. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD has focused attention 
upon the fact that there are now about 
$8 billion worth of Federal projects here
tofore authorized for which Congress has 
not yet appropriated funds. In light 
thereof, there can be no excuse what
ever for throwing reason and principle 
aside to push through this "pork barrel" 
legislation. 

This is an authorization bill-not an 
appropriation bill. It cannot be justi
fied under a cloak or pretext that it will 
prime the pump of our economy. 

The Ho'!lse owes a great measure of 
appreciation to our colleague, the gen
tleman from ·Michigan [Mr. BR'OOMFIELD] 
who has contributed so much to a better 
understanding of this important bill. 

Unless this body deletes from the bill 
those 18 "pork barrel" projects, to which 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
BROOMFIELD] and the other minority 
Members object, I iritend to cast my 
vote against the bill. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle
woman from Ohio [Mrs. BoLTON] may 
extend her remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 

- ~~? . 
There was no objection. 
Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Chairman, the 

omnibus river and harbor bill, S. 497, is 
of deep interest to Clevelanders as it 
contains the authority-on page 63 of 
the bill and page 10 of the report-tore
place three bridges that are now a hin
drance to navigation at the port of 
Cleveland. 

The first of the bridges, Erie Railroad 
Bridge No. 19, · is located on the main 
stem of the Cuyahoga River. Its re
placement is essential if the larger ore 
boats are to move to the docks of theRe
public Steel Corp. and Jones & Laugh
lin Steel Corp. The other two bridges, 
Baltimore & Ohio' Bridge No. 32 and 
Willow Avenue Highway Bridge No. 33, 
are located on the Old River branch of 
the Cuyahoga River. These bridges 
prevent the larger ore boats from mov
ing to the Erie ore dock. 

Replacement of all three of these 
bridges is essential in the interest of 
national defense. The port of Cleve
land cannot function entirely . efficiently 
until all of these structures have been 
replaced. When that is done Cleveland 
will be able to take full advantage of the 
inner harbor-development program that 
has been going on for the last 20 years. 
The railroads, city of Cleveland, and in
dustries have all done their part on this 
project over the years . 

I am happy to speak in support of this 
section of the bill. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from Ohio [Mr. DENNISON] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
. to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? 

There was no obJection. 
Mr. D~ISON. Mr Chairman, I 

rise today in support of the authorized 
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projects in H. R. 11121. In that connec· 
tion I particularly desire to discuss with 
the Members of the House the project 
known as the West Branch Reservoir of 
the Mahoning River, Ohio. This proj· 
ect has been designed by the Corps of 
Engineers for the purposes of flood con
trol in the Mahoning River in the winter 
and spring and low flow augmentation 
during the summer and fall. 

It is proposed that the West Branch 
Reservoir, of which I speak, will be con
structed in an area to the west and south 
of Warren, Ohio, and to the east and 
south of Ravenna, Ohio, both of which 
are in my district. The entire project 
will lie within the 11th Congressional 
District of Ohio which I have the honor 
to represent. 

West Branch Reservoir will make a 
contribution to flood control in the en
tire area. I can remember year after 
year seeing Perkins Flats along the Ma
honing River in Warren, particularly in 
the springtime, covered with water. 
Those flats are where our children in the 
city of Warren play baseball, where we 
school and train our Little Leaguers. It 
is the place in the city of Warren the 
people are proud to call a park, when it 
is not under water. This condition which 
often still continues is but one isolated 
example of the· effect of seasonal rains 
and high water along the Mahoning 
River. With the construction of West 
Branch Reservoir to catch and store this 
surplus water, floods in such areas will 
be a thing of . the past. 

I need not remind the Members that 
northeastern Ohio contains within its 
bounds a tremendously dynamic indus
trial capacity and, although it is known, 
in the Mahoning Valley at least, prin
cipally as a basic steel producing area, 
I dare say that there is greater indus
trial activity in diversified fields such 
as electric lamps, steel fabricating, elec· 

. tric motors and cables and many other. 
All the industries in the valley require 

water for their operations and the only 
source of water is the Mahoning River 
itself. It is upon this river that the 
livelihood of thousands of working men 
and women depend. It is upon this river 
that the hopes and aspirations of many 
more thousands of working men and 
women in the future depend. For such 
job opportunities to be fully realized by 

·our people, it is, of course, a condition 
precedent that the factories themselves 
shall operate and operate successfully. 
They cannot do this without water. 

The West Branch Reservoir will give 
. a new incentiYe to industry to locate in 

the area and particularly a new hope 
to the people of Portage County where 
the dam will be constructed to seek more 
rewarding employment. The Corps of 
Engineers assures me that the water of 
the West Branch Reservoir will be avail
able for use by new industry which may 
desire to locate within the drainage area 
of the reservoir, a total of 80.5 square 
miles. Furthermore, the city of Ravenna 
may use the water from such reservoir 
if it so desires provided a suitable filtra· 
tion plant is located within the drainage 
area of the reservoir. This project then 
will mean much to the citizens of Trum
bull and Portage Counties. 

Some time ago and before I took office, 
a diversion on the Mahoning River was 
planned and authorized and is now in the 
process of construction. Its purpose is 
to increase the available water supply to 
the city of Youngstown, Ohio. Its effect 
-will be to divert usable water from the 
city of Warren, Ohio. An agreement 
entered into by the Corps of Engineers 
provides that up to 34 million gallons of 
water a day may be diverted to meet the 
needs of Youngstown. This means that 
34 million gallons which now flow in the 
·Mahoning River . through the city of 
Warren may ultimately be drawn off and 
bypass · Warren completely. 

You can readily see the effect on War
ren of this tremendous volume of water 
being taken away which the Corps of 
Engineers says is indispensable to the 
maintenance of stream conditions at 
Warren. 

In order to compensate for the po
·tentialloss of water in the Warren area, 
it is necessary that the ·west Branch 
Reservoir be constructed without delay. 
Even with the West Branch Reservoir 
which will provide an estimated maxi
mum of 27 million gallons per day, there 
will still be a net loss to the area which 

·I am honored to serve, of 7 million gal
·lons per day. West Branch will not solve 
the problems of the area, but it will at 
least put Warren back somewhere near 
the place it started. 

I am convinced from my study of the 
information given me by the Corps of 

·Engineers and my own personal knowl
edge of the area and from hearings 
which have been held on this matter, 
that the West Branch project is ex
tremely vital for the welfare and health 
of the citizens of perhaps the most dy
namic area in the country today. 

For these reasons I urge the House to 
approve this project without delay so 
that adequate flood control will be pro· 
vided in the wet seasons of the year to 
those along the Mahoning River, so that 
industrial development and employment 
in Trumbull County will increase, and 
so that residents of Portage County will 
enjoy the privilege of increased indus~ 
trial activity and greater job opportu
nities for all. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from Minnesota [Mr. O'HARA] may 
extend his remarks at this point in the 

. RECORD. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 

to the request of the gentleman from 
-Ohio? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. O'HARA of Minnesota. Mr. Chair

man, S. 497 contains many worthy proj· 
ects and I do wish to comment on three 
which affect my Congressional District. 

One which offers tremendous future 
benefits to Minnesota would authorize 
certain improvements on the Minnesota 
River. It provides for improvement of 
the channel on that river which would 
not only improve navigation, but afford 
a tremendous development for industrial 
purposes along the Minnesota River from 
the mouth of that river upstream to mile 
14.2, and with the channel further ex· 
tended five-tenths of a mile upstream to 
mile 14.7. 

A further project would provide flood 
protection on the Minnesota River at 
Mankato and North Mankato, Minn., 
where in 1951 the town of North 
Mankato was flooded and practically all 
of the population of 5,000 persons had to 
be removed to other locations. In addi· 
tion other homes and business places 
and industrial locations were flooded in 
Mankato and LeHillier. In all, the flood· 
ing caused the evacuation of about 6,000 
persons when emergency protective 
measures proved to be ineffective. The 
United States district engineer reported 
that a repeat of the 1951 flood would 
cause damages estimated at over $2,· 
600,000, based on 1953 price levels. 

A third worthy project, which will be 
included in a Committee amendment, is 
that of a flood-control project at South 
St. Paul, Minn., which is located on 

_the Mississippi River and which was sub· 
jected to flood conditions in both 1951 
and 1952. These floods were particularly 
damaging to the South St. Paul stock· 
yards and the packingplants located 
there, as well as having a very severe ef. 
feet upon several large trunk sewers and 
the sewage disposal plant in the flooded 
area. 

The United States Army Engineers 
made a formal report, recommending the 
_construction of levees between miles 
834.5 and 832.6 at South St. Paul, to· 
gether with improving interior drainage 
facilities for the protection of the indus· 
trial area of the city, exclusive of the 
South St. Paul sewage disposal plant. 

In each of these projects the Board 
of Engineers finds that the projects are 
economically justified and recommends 
their construction, subject to certain re· 
quirements of local cooperation. The 
construction of each of these projects is 
urgently needed and I sincerely hope 
that passage of this legislation will au· 
thorize this highly needed construction. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Utah [Mr. DIXON]. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Chairman, like the 
gentleman from Colorado [Mr. AsPI
NALL], for whom I have a great regard, I 
rise in opposition to section 205, which 
puts a cloud on State water rights. On 
page 56 of the commmittee report it is 
stated: 

The committee has also removed the pro· 
viso concerning compliance with State laws 
and interstate compacts since this is not con
sidered to be necessary for projects con· 
structed by the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Mr. Chair· 
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DIXON. I yield. 
Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. Directing 

the gentleman's attention to the so· 
called Mack substitute, that in effect pro
vides that before our water laws can be 
complied with there must be an applica· 
tion made by the State or county. Does 
not the gentleman think it is proper that 
in both the substitute and this bill we 
clarify the language so that the reclama· 
tion States laws shall be complied with? 

Mr. DIXON. The gentleman is ex
actly right, and I support the amend
ment which my colleague [Mr. AsPINALL] 
will submit, also the one to be offered by 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
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BALDWIN]. Either one of them will help 
correct our situation. 

The 17 Western States in the reclama
tion area are up in arms with the bill 
because it casts the cloud upon our water 
1·ights. We have enough things at this 
time to upset people without going out of 
our road to find them. So I plead with 
my colleagues here in the House to look 
with favor upon one or the other of these 
amendments, which will protect the 
States water rights. The water in many 
of our reclamation States is as valuable 
as the land. Conversely, the land is of 
no use without the water. When you 
cast a cloud upon the water rights it cre
ates more tension and apprehension. 

For these reasons, I hope we can get 
one or the other of these amendments to 
prQtect State water rights. 

A crucial problem facing Federal-land 
States is the preservation of State water 
rights against Federal ·invasion. If the 
Federal Government does not abide by 
State water laws, the water righ~s which 
have been long established under these 
laws will be threatened and their validity 
will be thrown into confusion. It would 
take decades of litigation in the courts 
to clarify the validity of existing water 
rights if the Federal Government is left 
free to encroach on them. 

There are 13 provisions of law enacted 
over a span of decades from 1866 to 1955 
which affirm and reaffirm . the position 
taken by Congress that the Federal Gov
ernment must observe and follow State 
water laws in the West. 

For example, the Desert Land Act of 
1877 severed water rights from Federal 
ownership of all public land so as to 
render the water subject to appropria.:: 
tion under State law. This position was 
accepted by the United States . Supreme 
Court which in a sweeping statement iii 
the case of California Oregon Power Co. 
v. Beaver Portland Cement Co. (295 
U.S., at 162-163), as follows: 

What we hold is that following the act of 
1877, if hot before, all nonnavigable waters 
then a part of the public domain became 
publici juris, subject to the plenary control 
of the designated States. · 

However, in a recent decision of the 
Supreme Court, doubt was injected into 
the generally accepted principles of 
water rights in the reclamation States. 
The case was Federal Power Commission 
v. Oregon (docket 367) decided June 6, 
1955. The applicant in the case did not 
acquire water rights for power genera
tion under the laws of Oregon, not
withstanding the provisions of section 
9 (b) and 27 of the Federal Water Power 
Act of 1920, as amended. The Supreme 
Court upheld the granting of the license 
to build the dam and produce power and 
declared that the Desert Land Act of 
1877 does not apply to the use of waters 
on lands reserved by the United States. 

This would work a revolutionary 
change, and Justice Douglas filed a dis
senting opinion in the case. He pointed 
out that the Court had departed from 
the ruling it previously made in Nebraska 
r..gainst Wyoming. He also _ cited other 
cases supporting his position. Justice 

Douglas then pointed out the importance 
of the decision: 

The rule adopted by the Court profoundly 
affects the economy of many States, 10 of 
whom are here in protest. In the West the 
United States owns a vast amount of land, 
in some States over 50 percent of all the land. 
If by mere Executive action the Federal lands 
may be reserved and all the water rights ap
purtenant to them returned to the United 
States, vast dislocations in the econo
mies of the Western States may follow. • • • 
Federal officials have long sought that au
thority (to reserve the water rights as well 
as withdraw the land). It has been con
sistently denied them. We should deny it 
again. Certainly the United States could 
not appropriate the water rights in defiance 
of Oregon law, if it built the dam. It should 
have no greater authority when it makes a 
grant to a private power group. 

Congress should attack the revolu
tionary rejection of established State 
water rights implicit in the Pelton Dam 
case. We should adopt either the Bald
win or the Aspinall amendment to re
quire that the Federal Government obey 
State water laws in the development of 
the projects in this public works authori
zation bill. 

In my State where the Federal Gov
ernment owns 72 percent of the land, 
the people want this amendment passed. 
The following is a telegram I received 
from Frank Shelly, director of the Utah 
State Farm Bureau: 

Strongly urge your vigorous support of 
action to restore requirement for compliance 
with State water law to S. 497. House Pub
lic Works Committee struck Senate approved 
proviso. Effect of deletion would be that 
Army Engineers could disregard State water 
law and rights thereunder. Extremely im
portant that rights under .state law be pro
tected. 

I would. also like to quote a resolution 
passed by the National Farm Bureau, 
which was recommended by most of the 
Western States especi~lly after votes had 
been taken in their State conventions, 
following votes taken in their county 
meetings: 

Water rights established by State law and 
State laws relating to the use of water should 
be respected by Federal agencies. We sup
port the enactment of legislation to provide 
for this. 

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to ·the gentleman from 
Indiana [Mr. WILSON]. 

Mr. WILSON of Indiana. Mr. Chair
man, as I rise in support of the worthy 
projects in this bill, I am reminded of the 
fact that 18 years ago, when I first be
came a Member of this body, I was as
signed to the Committee on Flood Con
trol. The chairman was Will Whitting
ton, of Mississippi, perhaps the best-in
formed man on rivers and flood-control 
matters of any civilian in the United 
States. He was indeed a fine chairman 
as many of you will recall. 

After the Reorganization Act, the 
Committees on Flood Control, Rivers and 
Harbors, and Roads were combined into 
the single Public Works Committee. It 
was my privilege and pleasure to serve 
as chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Flood Control during the 80th Congress. 
As I recall, the distinguished gentleman 
of the majority party on the present 

Public Works Committee, Mr. DAVIS of 
Tennessee, served with me on that sub
committee. I am sure he will remem
ber the rigid standards which guided our 
subcommittee on the selection of projects 
in the rivers and harbors omnibus bill. 

We had about $4 billion of authorized 
flood-control projects awaiting appro
priations at that time. I understand we 
have more than that now. Knowing, as 
we did, that there were enough authori
zations to take care of future appropria
tions for 10 years or more, we required 
each new project approveq by the sub
committee to have a ratio of benefit to 
cost of 2 to 1 or better. Furthermore, 
these projects were to have cleared all 
interested Government agencies such as 
the Corps of Engineers, Agriculture, In
terior, and Commerce Departments, and 
the Bureau of the Budget. 

Under such a procedure there were no 
contro·versial proposals in the bill.· It 
passed this House in about 45 minutes, if 
my memory serves me correctly. . 

This present Congress has many new 
Members who represent changing eco
nomic conditions, shifts in· population, 
and so forth. There are new and de.:. 
sirable projects in the bill before us at 
this time. Should they be alJ.thorized? 
I certainly . believe they should be, and 
that we should group them into a clean 
omnibus bill and send them on to the 
President. I emphasize the necessity of 
having none but clean projects-projects 
which have cleared the interested Fed
eral agencies, recommended by the Corps 
of Engineers and which have a high ratio 
of benefit to cost: 

Members who have offered uncleared 
projects for this bilfhave had a full year 
in- which · to get them cleared with the 
Corps of Engineers and the necessary 

· Federal agencies. It is regrettable that 
this has not been done. 

My own project, construction of a dam 
and creation of a reservoir in an impor
tant area in southern Indiana, was one 
of those which had not been given a 
cl~an bill · of health when the other 
Chamber passed the omnibus bill last 
year. In the interim, however, I have 
been able to contact all the interested 
agencies and received their approval. 
Therefore, this project, which is known 
in Indiana as the Monroe Reservoir 
project, is included in this bill with all 
necessary approval. 

I am hopeful that other projects are 
similarly approved before the bill goes 
on to the White House. I suggest, there
fore, adoption of the minority substitute 
which I understand is to be offered: 

M.r. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gentle
man from Colorado [Mr. CHENOWETH] 
may extend his remarks at this point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Ohio? · 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Chairman, I 

am happy to see this bill on the floor to
day. I am anxious to see an omnibus 
river and harbor and flood-control bill 
passed at this session. I was very disap
pointed when the bill passed in the 84th 
Congress was vetoed, and I h~pe that we 
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.can agree on-a bill which will have the 
approval of the President. 

There is only one project in this bill 
for the State of Colorado, and that is the 
Trinidad Dam on the Purgatoire River, 
located near Trinidad. The city of Trin
.idad suffered h~avy damages from a dev
astating flood in May 1955. I might 
.state that there have been recurrent 
floods on this river which have caused 
great damage in the city of Trinidad, and 
to the farms located below Trinidad on 
the river. It is important that this dam 
be constructed at the earliest possible 
date in order to prevent future damages 
to the property in this area. 
. This project was included in the previ
ous bill and there is no controversy over 
the s·ame·. ·There is a great deal of in
.terest in this -dam; which has been rec
ommended for construction by the Chief 
of Engineers as contained in House Doc
ument No. 325 -of the 84th Congress. 
There is an urgent need for this project 
in order to protect life and property in 
the city of Trinidad. This is a multiple
purpose project, and t:P,e farmers in the 
Trinidad area will purchase water for 
irrigation. No new land will be brought 
under cultivation, but there will be sup
plemental water for the land now being 
cultivated. 

Mr. Chairman, I have received anum
ber of communications from Colorado 
protesting against section 205 of this bill. 
There seems to be great concern over 
the languitge used in this section. There 
is a feeling that this section will jeopar
dize the water laws of the State of 
Colorado, an·d other western States. 

It is my understanding that it is not 
the intention of the committee to attack 
our State water laws, and I hope that 
this language can be revised so that 
there ·will be no doubt concerning the 
meaning of the same. It is essential 
that each State be permitted to regulate 
the water within its boundaries, without 
interference from the Federal Govern
ment. 

I will be happy to support an amend
ment which will remove all doubt con
cerning the interpretation of this sec
tion. I feel that language can be used 
which will clear up the confusion which 
now exists concerning the intent of this 
section. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I ask unanimous consent that the 
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. MouLDER] 
may extend his remarks at this point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentl~man from 
Tennessee? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. MOULDER. Mr. Chairman, today 

we are considering legislation which has 
for its purpose the development of our 
natural resources for the benefit of the 
peop~e~ S. 497 is a good bill, providing 
for the future improvement of our econ
omy and also employment opportunities 
for our own country and our own citi
zens instead of contributing billions of 
the American taxpayers' dollars to the 
economies of 60 foreign countries in 
every port of the world, at a cost of $4 
billion annually. 

I shall support and vote for S. 497. 
. Mr. Speaker, I include as a part of 

my remarks the following letter from 

.Julius Helm, of the Missottti State Rtiral 
Electrification Association: 

JEFFERSON CITY, Mo., March 8, 1958. 
.Bon. MoRGAN M. MOULDER, 

House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MoRGAN: This is to give you the 
thinking of the REA co-op officials in 
Missouri on Senate bill 497, which is the · 
omnibus public-works bill authorizing riv
ers and harbors, navigation, and flood-con
trol projects. 

In a meeting last Wednesday, March 5, 
with approximately 100 co-op officials 
representing every rural electric cooperative 
in the State, Senate blll 497 was thoroughly 
discussed and it was the unanimous opinion 
of those present that the bill should be 
passed by the Hou~e for the following rea
sons: ( 1) these projects will be beneficial 
to the general public in controlling floods 
and conserving ~ natural resources, and (2) 
construction of these projects would be of 
general economic aid to the present receding 
national economy. Furthermore, ·we feel 
that some of the projects will contain power 
that is going to be badly needed in the very 
near future. Therefore, unless there are rea
sons unknown to us which make the proj
ects undesirable, we would sincerely appre
ciate your support of Senate bill 497 when 
it comes up on the floor of the House for 

. passage. 
With kindest personal regards. 

Sincerely yours, 
JULIUS HELM, 

General Manager, Missouri State 
Rural Electrification Association. 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DENT. Mr. Chairman, I note that 

the week-end papers are filled with 
stories of a new and added proposal by 
the President concerning flood-control 
expenditures. In conjunction with this 
today we are presented with a new bill 
with $1% billion of the projects, both 
river and harbor and flood controls. I 
note that in the main most of the proj
ects are restricted to those recommended 
by the Secretary of the Army, the Chief 
of Engineers, and the Bureau of the 
Budget. 

Faced with an emergency need of 
quick and early activity in the matter of 
public works, I would recommend that 
this project be coupled with a new de
parture in a selection of projects. 

I would recommend that moneys be 
paid directly to the States through the 
various flood control, river and harbors 
departments for any projects that they 
now have and will have within a limited 
time which will be beneficial to the 
State's problems. 
. I have in mind, for instance, an im
mediate project requirement in West
moreland County, the District I repre
sent, calling for a 3-mile cleanup in a 
stream which vitally and seriously af
fects the community of Scottdale and 
surrounding areas. 

I have in mind the great need in the 
city of Philadelphia for harbor repairs 
which are all ready for immediate con
struction and contract. 

I have in mind the city of Pittsburgh 
with its great need in its river facilities 

with projects that are -now or c·an be 
made ready in a very short time. 
- I have in mind the city of Erie with 
.its lake-ports plans which are of great 
importance in the future planning for 
·the great St. Lawrence Seaway. 

I am thinking of the deepening of the 
·channels of the Delaware, the Schuylkill, 
and hundreds of other' streams in my own 
State of Pennsylvania which, I am sure, 
can be duplicated in every State in the 
Union. 

The States, in many instances, will 
have projects prepared, engineered, and 
ready to go. On projects that a State 
prepares, most have complete approval 
by the Federal agencies affected thereby 
so that there can be no argument that 
the projects will be harmful to the flood
control and river-and-harbors problems. 

I am sure that in the face of the im
mediate need for public works, this plan 
would expedite the contracting, con
struction, and repairs which, in turn, 
would give an immediate lift to the econ
omy of the Nation. It would not then 
be a waste .or a boondoggle, because these 
·projects have been prepared by the vari
ous States on the basis of need. The 
money can be made available directly to 
the various States of the Union and they, 
with proper clearance from the Federal 
agencies, can start to work almost imme
diately giving relief both to the affected 
areas as well as to the unemployed 
workers. 

I ask that the committee and the Con
gress give every consideration -to this 
proposal. 

In view of committee rules and the 
fact that S. 497 is on the calendar for ac
tion this week, I shall introduce a new 
bill to carry out the purpose outlined 
herein. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Texas. Mr. Chair
man, I ask unanimous consent to extend 
my remarks at this point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
· Mr. THOMPSON of Texas. Mr. 
Chairman, I find myself in a rather un
usual position. I have two projects in 
the original Public Works bill passed 
some 2 years ago and vetoed by the 
President. There is no question about 
their merit, and none has been raised at 
any stage of their progress. I want to 
see them passed, and under no circum
stances would I contribute to a move 
which would prejudice their successful 
conclusion. 

As I have listened to the debate on 
the measure today, I have been some
what puzzled to know just what projects 
are to be eliminated if the Republican 
substitute bill prevails. Some who have 
spoken have indicated that a measure 
which has the approval of the Chief of 
Engineers will be included in a commit
tee amendment which is acceptable to 
both sides of the aisle. If this is the 
case, I will have an additional project 
included-one which is very important 
to my District and particularly to Gal
veston County and the industrial city of 
Texas City. It provides for an $8 mil
lion seawall-and-dike project, some of 
which is to replace an inadequate struc
ture on which the city has depended for 
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many years. This measure has the 
complete approval of the Corps of Engi
neers. It was recommended to the 
committee by the Corps in last week's 
special meeting. This recommendation 
came in spite of the fact that the Bu
reau of the Budget gave it somewhat 
less than a wholehearted recommenda
tion. The Bureau said "there would be 
no objection to submission of the pro
posed report-by the Engineers-to the 
Congress at this time." It went on to 
say that they would recommend "that 
the project not be authorized until there 
has been an opportunity to review fur
ther the implications of the new pro
gram of hurricane flood protection pro
posed by the Chief of Engineers. In 
view of the predominantly local char
acter of the benefits anticipated from 
these projects. it is considered especially 
important that further study be given 
to the degree of non-Federal participa• 
tion in the cost of such projects." 

Thus, the Bureau gives a qualified ap
proval. The project meets every require
ment of the law which this Congress 
passed and of every policy it has estab
lished. The Bureau, in effect, tells us 
that maybe there will someday be a dif
ferent law and that therefore it should 
not be approved until it has been re
viewed further, and so forth. If this 
review is to be by the Congress, and I be
lieve that it is and should be, then the ac
tion of the committee last week has met 
the requirements of the Bureau of the 
Budget, and the project should be ap
proved. I can hardly believe that any
thing else was in the minds of the Bu
reau, particularly in the light of an 
article in yesterday's Washington Post 
reflecting that the President recom
mended a 3-year, $2.8 billion speedup in 
existing public works and housing pro
grams to recharge the slumping economy. 
It is my understanding that the Presi
dent has in mind flood-control projects 
of the exact nature of this Texas City 
project, of which I now speak. Ap
parently, therefore, the requirements of 
this Congress, and certainly of the Public 
Works Committee, have all been met; and 
it should be accepted by all here present. 
Should it be included in the final bill, 
there is nothing about it which should 
be objectionable to the President, since 
it has not been objected to by the Bureau 
for any reason of law whatsoever. As a 
matter of fact, I cannot find in the Bu
reau's letter of transmittal any objection 
whatsoever. Certainly, the Chief of 
Engineers has given his wholehearted 
recommendation. I hope the committee 
and the House will likewise approve it. 

Mr. "ELLIOTT. Mr . . Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. ELLIOTT.. Mr. Chairman, I want 

to take this opportunity to do two 
things: 

First, I want to express myself as be
ing squarely in support of the bill now 
being debated in the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union. 
I refer to S. 497. 

Secondly, I want to take this oppor
tunity to congratulate this committee 
upon the fine bill it has brought to us. 
It contains, as I understand it, a total of 
130 projects. 

Now, it is my understanding that the 
committee is in agreement as to most 
of these projects. I am told that of the 
130 projects that the committee is in 
complete agreement on 112 of them. As 
I understand it, there is some disagree
ment about 18 of the projects. 

Mr. Chairman, this country needs a 
bill authorizing the construction, repair, 
and preservation of public works on our 
rivers and in our harbors for navigation, 
flood control, and for other purposes. 

The country has waited too long, al
ready, I think, for such a bill. 

The committee is aware of the fact 
that the President vetoed the public
works authorization bill which we 
passed in 1946. 

Along with you, I have heard the 
rumblings that the President might veto 
S. 497. I have no way of knowing what 
his attitude about this bill is, or might 
be after we pass it. It is his responsi
bility to approve it, or veto it as he sees 
it. I believe he will sign the bill, even 
though he might, and even though mem
bers of his party might 'disagree on the 
merits of some of the projects. 

Here today we have heard the old 
arguments that this is pork-barrel leg
islation, that there is already several 
billion dollars worth of projects author
ized that have not yet been built. 

I say to you, Mr. Chairman, that this 
is good legislation. A project cannot be 
built until it is authorized. Once au
thorized, the Congress can again exer
cise its judgment as to· whether it will 
build a particular project in the appro
priations process. It is certain that no 
project can be built until it is first au
thorized. 

If the economy of this country contin
ues to slide, as it has done for the past 6 
months, then it may become necessary 
for the Government to go into the build
ing of public works projects on a wide 
scale in order to fight unemployment and 
its ravages. 

Mr. Chairman, I am for this bill. 
Mr. Chairman, most of the members 

of the legislative committee know of my 
interest in the Tombigbee River and 
tributaries project in Mississippi and 
Alabama. 

This project has long been before the 
Congress. 

It was approved by the Congress in 
1956 for a lesser amount of local con
tribution by almost one-third than that 
contained in the bill before us. 

I am glad that the committee has 
again recognized the value of this proj
ect. I have long thought it to be a 
worthwhile project. 

The project is situated in an area that 
cannot pay the amount of local con
tributions recommended by the Corps of 
Engineers. 

Tomorrow in the amending phase of 
the debate on this measure, I trust that 
the House will retain this project, and 
all of the other projects embodied in this 
bill. I feel that the House committee 
has done a most excellent job in writing 
the bill. 

The authorization of the projects con
tained in this bill by the Congress will 
make America richer. These projects 
will make America stronger. They 
should be authorized. 

Mr. SEIDEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. SELDEN. Mr. Chairman, I urge 

the Members of the House to retain in 
the omnibus rivers-and-harbors bill 
now under consideration the sum of 
$19,199,000 which has been recom
mended for the Tombigbee River Valley 
flood-control project. 

The first attempt to gain Congres
sional approval of a flood-control proj
ect for the Tombigbee River Valley area 
was made in 1939, but it was not until 
1956 that Congress passed legislation 
authorizing the project. However, the 
legislation containing the authorization 
was vetoed by the President on August 
10, 1956. 

The Board of Engineers for Rivers 
and Harbors has recommended im
provement of the Tombigbee River and 
its tributaries by means of channel 
clearing and rectification on 22 tribu
tary streams, generally in accordance 
with the plans of the district engineer. 
The district engineer's plan involves 
about 466 miles of streams and provides 
principally for clearing all growth ex
cept trees larger than 10 inches in di
ameter from within 20 feet of the top 
of the banks; clearing the channels of 
snags, debris, and drift jams; and ex
cavating channel cutoffs and enlarge
ments. 

Two of the tributaries of the 
Tombigbee River-the Noxubee River 
and the Sipsey River-are partially lo• 
cated in the Sixth Congressional Dis
trict of Alabama, which I have the privi
lege to represent. The Sipsey River flows 
through Tuscaloosa and Greene Coun
ties in my District,. The Noxubee River 
flows southeasterly 135 miles through 
Noxubee County, Miss., and Sumter 
County, Ala., also in the Sixth District, 
to join the Tombigbee River just above 
Gainesville in Sumter County. 

For nearly 25 years, this area has been 
hit by heavy rainfall several times each 
year, with the annual precipitation es
timated at approximately 55 inches. In 
addition, ruinous floods occur about 
once every 10 years . . The floods and 
high water conditions have become pro
gressively worse, due chiefly to the very 
poor drainage system in the basin. The 
resulting damage to agriculture, which 
is the main livelihood of the people who 
live in the area, is most severe. Crops 
on inundated land are either destroyed 
or the yields are greatly reduced. 

Although the greater part of the flood 
losses occur in the rural areas, urban 
sections in the region inundated by ma
jor floods also suffer considerable dam
age and inconvenience. 

The Corps of Engineers has stated 
that the flood-control improvements rec
ommended in its report are both war
ranted and econom_ically justified. 
Therefore, I respectfully urge the Mem-



1958 :CONGRESSIONAL -RECORD- HOUSE 3815 
bers of the House to support this ·im .. 
portant flood-control project. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Chairman, . I 
ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection . 
to the request of the gentleman from 
South Dakota? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. Chairman, I 

rise in supoort of the billS. 497. I have 
always believed that public funds in
vested in the improved usage of our water 
resources represent a sound investment 
of the tax dollar. 

This is especially true today with the 
Nation's demands for water accelerating 
at an almost unbelievable rate. Aside 
from the normal peacetime benefits of 
proper water control and us_age, t:t;e r~
markable strides of the Soviet Umon m 
development of river projects oft'ers a new 
challenge to us in this field. 

Sometimes, however, worthwhile river 
development projects cause temporary 
hardships to local citizens that· ought to 
be eased as much as possible by Federal 
assistance. Such a case involves the St. 
Joseph Indian School at Chamberlain, 
S.Dak. 

In this instance, construction of the 
Fort Randall Dam and Reservoir, has 
contributed to a sewage disposal problem 
for the Indian school at Chamberlain. 
This is a privately operated church 
school Which provides care and educa
tional instruction for nearly 300 Indian 
children at no cost to the Government. 
The school operates on a meager. budget 
which is provided by voluntary contribu
tions. It would be difficult to fully evalu
ate the tremendous contribution that 
such an institution makes to the edu
cational,. economic, social, and moral life 
of the Indian youth of the area. 

Prior to the construction of the Fort 
Randall Reservoir at Chamberlain, the 
St. Joseph school had for years disposed 
of its sewage in the Missouri River chan
nel. Today, . however, this practice is 
regarded as a health hazard to the city of 
Chamberlain because the sewage is going 
into the new reservoir from which the 
city now draws its water supply. 

Local engineers estimate that it would 
cost approximately $42,000 for the In
dian school to attach its sewer system 
to the existing municipal system of the 
nearby city of Chamberlain. This is not 
a large sum of money, but it represents 
an almost impossible burden for the 
school to add to its already strained 
budget. It is entirely possible that this 
additional load would force the school to 
close, thus throwing the burden of main
tenance and education for nearly 300 
Indian children on the Federal and State 
agencies. 

The Army Engineers have argued that 
the Federal Government cannot be held 
legally responsible for the sewage prob
·Jems of the school since these facilities 
·were inadequate even before construc-
tion of the Missouri River Reservoir. 
The fact remains, however, that there 
was no public objection to the sewage
disposal practice of the Indian school 
prior to the time when Missouri River 
const-ruction forced ,the· scho.ol to revamp 

its disposal system and begin emptying 
into the newly created reservoir. _ 

Mr. Chairman, we have supported 
many programs that are far more costly 
and of no greater merit than this modest 
request for assistance to a benevolent in
stitution that has been faced with a 
serious problem since the Congress au
thorized the building of the Fort Randall 
Dam. I strongly urge my colleagues on 
the Republican side who are objecting to 
the support for this $42,000 authoriza
tion recommended by the Democratic 
majority of the House Public Works 
Committee to reconsider their objections 
and give us their support for this worth
while project. I do not see how we can 
in good conscience turn our backs on this 
request. 

In a recent letter to me from Father 
George Pinger, of the St. Joseph Indian 
School, this dedicated educational direc
tor said: 

After all, over the years, St. Joseph's has 
poured many thousands of dollars into caring 
for the Indian children of this area at the 
same saving for our Government. We are 
now launching upon a building program 
that will almost double our present facilities 
for caring for Indian children. We do not 
ask help of our Government in carrying on 
this work. It has been supported by private 
charities until now, and our friends will con
tinue to support us. Are we asking too much 
of our Government to simply repair the dam
age which the Government project has 
caused to St. Joseph's? 

Mr. Chairman, I most strongly urge the 
House to sustain this recommended proj
ect for the St. Joseph Indian School. 

Mr. CHRISTOPHER. Mr. Chairman, 
I ask unanimous consent to extend my 
remarks at this point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Missouri? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. CHRISTOPHER. Mr. Chairman, 

a recent article by NEA Washington Cor
respondent Peter Edson in which he 
quotes Senator ELLENDER and General 
Itschner contains some very disturbing 
information. 

This article, which I am including 
herewith, brings out very graphically the 
fact that the near future is liable to find 
us trailing Russia in the production of 
hydroelectric power as well as sputniks 
and ICBM missiles. 

Mr. Edson's statement that the Rus
sian project on the Yenesey River will, 

· when completed, produce 6 million kilo
watts which he says is 75 million kilo
watts in excess of all the dams built by 
the United States Army Corps of Engi
neers in its entire history. 

Is it not high time that we began the 
utilization of all of our great water
power potential while we still have time. 

The article follows: · 
SEE U. S. S. R. SURPASSING UNITED STATES 

IN HYDROELECTRIC POWER 
(By Peter Edson) 

WASHINGTON.-8oviet Russia's hydroelec .. 
tric power production now approaches · and 
will soon surpass that of the United State~. 

Individual powerplants in Russia and Si
beria are far bigger than the largest installa· 
tions in America. 

Grand Coulee Dam on the Columbia, larg
est United States installation, has a capacity 
of 1.9 million kilowatts. 

The new United States-Canadian Niagara. 
powerplant .. on the St. Lawrence will have 'a. 
total capacity of 2.2 million kilowatts. 

But the U. S. S. R. has 10 plants ranging 
from 2 to 6 million kilowatts. One is almost 
complete, three more are under construction, 
six more are in advanced planning stage. · 

The 6 million kilowatts of the Yenesey 
River plant will be larger than the 5.25 mil
lion kilowatts capacity of all powerplants 
at all dams built by the United States Army 
Corps of Engineers in its history; 

Five Siberian plants will have a combined 
capacity 50 percent greater than all United 
States dams built by the Army, Bureau of 
Reclamation, and Tennessee River Valley 
Authority put together. 

This amazing picture of Russian power 
development comes from no less an au
thority than Maj. Gen. Emerson C. Itschner, 
Chief of United States Army Corps of En
gineers. It is based on Russian reports put 
together by Army intelligence. It is fully 
supported by Senator ALLEN J. ELLENDER, 
Democrat of Louisiana, who visite(l Russia. 
last year and was allowed to make movies of 
many installations. 

Testimony by Senator ELLENDER and Gen
eral Itschner before the Senate Interior and 
Public Works Committees have given Wash
ington a rude awakening on what was going 
on in Communist Boss Khrushchev's de
clared war to pass the United States in 
peaceful production. 

Only two new United States multiple-pur
pose water resources projects have been au
thorized during the Eisenhower. administra
tion. One is the Bureau of Reclamation's 
Colorado River development. The other is 
the St. Lawrence Seaway being built with 
Canada. 

General Itschner gives Russian engineers 
full credit for having developed construc
tion te<:hniques equal to America's. 

Since building materials are scarce, par .. 
ticularly concrete, the Russians go in for 
earth and rock-filled dams. 

Most Russian rivers flow through fiat 
country, so they .have few canyons or high 
dams. But they have four notable dams 
from 7 to 12 miles long. Fort Peck, longest 
in the United States, is 4 miles. Only one 
Russian dam failure has been reported: 

Total Russian hydroele<:tric power ca
pacity is put at 25.9 million kilowatts, but 
this does not include 44 powerplants whose 
size is unknown. Total United States hy- · 
droelectric capacity is 27.6 million kilowatt~. 

. This is about 16 percent of all United States 
electric power. Russian coal is of such in
ferior quality that more emphasis is put on 
hydroele<:tric power development than in 
this country. 

The Russians are building a . national 
transmission grid. Some of its lines carry 
400 kilovolts 500 to 600 miles. These are far 
heavier loads over greater distances than any 
United States lines. 

Russia is dispersing its powerplants, qe
veloping whole new e<:onomic areas, says 
General Itschner. This breaks up big in
dustrial concentrations like those in the 
United States Northeast and so reduces and 
scatters strategic bombing targets. 

Nearly all Russian water-resource develop .. 
menta are multipurpose, for power, irriga
tion, and navigation. They are financed by 
bond issues, says General Itschner. One 
such issue sold in 1952 was for the equivalent 
of $7 billion. . · 

Russia's inland waterways rival America's, 
though their traffic is less. Two Russian 
canals linking the Baltic and White Seas. 
The Caspian and Black Seas, permit inland 
construction and passage of submarines and 
destroyers to the ocean. Planned waterway 
development will link all these seas. 

Russian irrigation proje<:ts are also roughly 
-comparable to -America's, though some Rus
sian projects are larger. The biggest United 
States project irrigates a milllon acres. Th_e 
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Russians have five projects servicing from 
3.5 to 8.5 million acres. · 

Flood control i:s no particular problem to 
the Russians as spring floods_ have been 
regular and high for many years and people 
have not settled on bottom lands. Few 
levees have been built along river banks, 
though dikes are erected in cities. 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair
man, I yield the balance of the time re
maining to the gentleman from Alabama 
[Mr. JONES]. 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Cha~
man, I ask unanimous consent to reVlse 
and extend my remarks. 
- The CHAffiMAN. Is there obje~tion 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Alabama? 
~ere was no objection. 
Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Cha~r

man, this is the most important bill, 
probably that the Congress has eon
aidered in several years relating to 
water resources· development. During 
130 years-from 1824 through 1953-
the Federal Government bas invested 
about $14 Y3 billion on water-resources 
projects. Federal expenditures have 
improved an_d made available so~e 237 
improved harbors and 28,000 miles of 
navigable streams on the inland water
ways, and we have plact::d water on 7 
million acres of land, which have been 
put under irrigation. We have pro
vided in excess of 20 million kilowatts 
capa~ity through hydroelectric plants 
producing some 18 percent of the li?tal 
generated eleettic energy in the l!n1t~d 
states. Water resources are growmg 1n 
importance in every section of tbe United 
states. The committee was most care
ful · to give geographical distribution so 
that there would be uniform progress in 
the development of this most important 
natural resource. · 

I want to point out that section 205 
(b), which has been discus$ed by several 
members of the committee, will he a most 
valuable adjunct, a valuable new ad
venture of Federal responsibility in the 

. development of water resources as a 
policy of the Federal ~overnment. . . 

This is an extremely 1mportant addi
tion to water resource legislation, look
ing forward many years into the future 
as we visualize bow our rivers and 
streams should be to take care of our 
expanding social and economic needs. 
The patterns that are now emerging
tremendous population growth, increas
ing necessity for millions of our citizens 
to find attractive outdoor areas fur rec
reation use sueh ·as could be provided by 
many of our rivers and streams, expand
ing economic developments of all types 
and varieties in the valleys,, and decline 
in :fish and wildlife resources-make it 
imperative that we look ahead and pro• 
vide now for our future needs. 

The gentleman from Oklahoma fMr. 
EDMONDSON] touched on a very vital and 
important need of water resource devel
.opment . and what those ~eeds would be 
for the futuve. Geological Surveys esti
mate that we are now withdrawing from 
subterranean water sources, from our 
,streams and rivers, about 180 billion gal
lons of water daily. That is a tremen
dous amount of water that is required 
for our daily use: The divisions of water 
use are about 17 billion gallons _daily used 

in our cities and towns; 83 billion gal .. 
Ions used for industry; and about 80 bil
lion for irrigation. More than a trillion 
gallons of water are used every day in 
the generation of hydroelectric power. 
What will be our water requirements in . 
the future? They are reflected in some 
rather stupendous .figures. It is esti
mated that the per capita use of water, 
which is now approximately 140 gallons 
daily, will increase annually about 5 per
cent. The industrial need in our coun
try will increase by 1975 to 130 billion 
gallons of water. Domestic consumption 
by 1975 will be raised by 7 billion gallons 
a day. In 1975 the total increase in 
water., based on present consumption, 
will be increased by 145 percent. In 
other words, we will need in 1975 reser
voir capacities that would serve 145 cities 
of the size of New York City, or it would 
require 11 Colorado Rivers to supply the 
great need of water in this country. 
When we anticipate the great need of 
water it only seems wise and prudent 
that we would make careful plans, and 
see that reservoir .capacities are extended 
to hold the necessary water that all of us 
will demand later. Today we are see
ing competition develop in certain areas 
of our country for the use of water. We 
have a tremendous drop in water in the 
plateaus of Texas. We have seen the 
depletion of water in the Western States 
where additional projects are needed in 
order to develop water resources. We 
have .seen the erosion of our beaches and 
the great flood damages that have been 
caused in the eastern part of the United 
States. We see industrial competition 
in all sections of the United States for 
water and we see new industries being 
set up all the time, each requiring tre;.. 
mendous quantities of water. The en!"" 
largement of the capacity of our reser
voirs will in large measure reduce the 
great competitive forces now engaged in 
trying to control the use of that water. 

I now yield to the gentlemen from 
Colorado [Mr. ROGERS]. 

Mr. ROGERS of Colorado. I ap
preciate the gentleman's yielding, and 1 
appreciate also the kind attention he 
has given to us in the reclamation West 
to try to interpret section 205 of the 
billS. 497. 

First of all 1 would like to ask the 
gentleman a question in connection with 
this bill. 

Page 80, section 202 provides that the 
provisions of section 1 of the act of De
cember 22, 1944-Public Law No. 534, 
78th Congress, 2d session-shall govern 
with respect to projects authorized in 
this act. - . . 

Do I understand that language means 
that all these flood control acts will be 
cont~olled by Public Law 534 as set 
forth? Is tha.t the gentleman's under
standing? 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. It is not 
only my understanding, but also let me 
make· a statement in clarification of the 
intention, and the language in the re
port of the committee, that neither the 
substitute nor the committee bfll amends 
the flood--control provisions of the 1944 
act that relate to section 205, and it will 
not disturb the appropriation of water 
in any reclamation State or area. 

I want to make that as positive and 
clear a.S i can. 

Let me. proceed a little further because 
I want to make another statement in 
·connection with this bill that is very 
important. Complaints ·are made in 
connection with some of these projects 
simply because they have an amount of 
local contribution which is less than that 
recommended by the Bureau of the Budg
et. The Bureau of the Budget follows 
a rigid formula in computing land en
hancement benefits and in some cases 
the committee has seen fit in its judg
ment to reduce this amount of contribu
tion simply becauses local interests can
not pay these large cash amounts, and 
these areas. mostly farming and rural 
sections, would be denied the relief of 
1lood control which the Government has 
provided throughout the country. Every 
one of these projects was carefully 
studied by the committee and, where the 
Bureau of the Budget requirements were 
deviated from, there was in the judg
ment of the committee good and suf
:ficient reason for this deviation. The 
projects I am talking . about are majo_r 
drainage projects which come within 
the scope of the drainage provision of 
the Flood Control Act of 1944. I want 
tO point out that this act never con
templated that a fine technical · dis
tinction be made between getting water 
oft the land through drainage and get
ting water off the land through other 
types of flood-control improvements. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Alabama has expired, 
all time for general debate bas expired. 

Pursuant to the rule the Clerk will now 
read the substitute committee ·amend
ment as an (,)],"iginal bill for the purpose 
of amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
TITLE I-RIVERS AND HARBORS 

SEC. 101. That the following works of im
.Provement of rivers and harbors and c;>ther 
waterways for navigation, flood control, and 
other purposes are her~by adopted and au
thorized to be prosecuted under the direction 
of the Secretary of the Anny . and supervision 
o! the Chlet of Engineers, in accordance 
wlth the plans and subject to the conditions 
recommended by the Chief of Engineers in 
the respective reports hereinafter desig
nated; Provided, That the provisions of sec
tion 1 ofthe River and Harbor Act approved 
March 2, 1945 (Public Law No. 14, 79th 
Cong .• 1st sess.), shall govern with respect to 
projects authorized In this title; and the 
procedures therein set forth With respect to 
plans, proposals, or reports :for works of im
provement for navigation or .flood control 
and for irrigation and purposes incidental 
thereto, shall apply as lf herein set forth in 
full: 

Navigation 

Salem Harbor, Mass.: House Document No. 
31. 85th Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$1,100,000; 

Boston Harbor, Mass.~ House DoClltnent 
.No. 349, '84th Oongress, at an estimated cost 
of $720,000; 

East Boat Basin, Cape Cod Canal. Mass.: 
House Document No. 168, 85th Congress. at 
an estimated cost of $360,000; 

Bridgeport Harbor. Conn.; House Docu
ment No. 136, 55th Congress, at an estimated 
cost or $2,soo,ooo; 

New York Harbor, N.Y.': Senate Document 
No. 45, '84th Congress, at an estimated eost 
o! $1;678.000; 
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Baltimore Harbor and Channels, Md.: 

House Document No. 86, 85th Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $28,161,000; 

Herring Creek, Md.: House Document No. 
159, 84th Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$110,000; 

Betterton Harbor, Md.: House Document 
No. 333, 84th Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $78,000; 

Delaware River Anchorages: House Docu
ment No. 185, 85th Congress, at an estimated 
cost of $24,447,000; 

Morehead City Harbor, N. C.: Senate Doc
ument No. 54, 84th Congress, at an estimated 
cost of $1,197,000; 

Escambia River, Fla.: House Document No. 
75, 85th Congress, -at an estimated cost of 
$61,000; 
· Gulfport- Harbor, Miss.: Senate Document 

No. 123, 84th Congress, maintenance; 
Barataria Bay, La.: House Document No. 

82, 85th Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $1,647,000; 

Pass Cavallo to Port Lavaca, Tex.: House 
Document No. 131, 84th Congress, at an esti
mated cost of $413,000; 

Matagorda ship channel, Port Lavaca, 
Tex.: House Document No. 388, 84th Con
gress, at an estimated cost of $9,944,000; 

Port Aransas-Corpus Christi Waterway, 
Tex.: La Quinta Channel: senate Document 
No. 33, 85th Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $954,000; 

Freeport Harbor, Tex.: House Document 
No. 433, 84th Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $317,000; ' 

Mississippi River between Missouri River 
and Minneapolis, Minn., damage to levee and 
drainage districts: House Document No. 135, 
84th Congress, at an estimated cost of $2,-
476,000; ' 

Mississippi River at Alton, Ill., commercial 
harbor: House Document No. 136, 84th Con
gress, at an estimated cost of $246,000. 

Mississippi River .at Alton, Ill., small-boat 
harbor: House Document No. 136, 84th Con
gress, at an estimated cost of $62,000: Pro
vided, That Federal participation in the pro-

. vision of the general navigation facilities 
shall not exceed 50 percent of the cost there
of; 
- Mississippi River at Clinton, Iowa, Beaver 

Slough: House Document No. 345, 84th Con
gress, at an estimated cost of $241,000; 

Mississippi River at Clinton, Iowa, report 
on damages: House Document No. 412, 84th 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $147,000;. 

Mississippi River between St. Louis, Mo., 
and Lock and Dam No. 26: Senate Document 
No. 7, 85th Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $5,802,000; 

Mississippi River between the Missouri 
River and Minneapolis, Minn.: Modification 
of the existing project in the Mississippi 
River at St. Anthony Falls, Minneapolis, 
Minn., House Document No. 33, 85th Con
gress; 

Minnesota River, Minn.: Senate Docu
ment No. 144, 84th Congress, at an esti
mated cost of $2,539,000: Provided, That the 
channel may be extended five-tenths of a 
mile upstream to mile 14.7 at an estimated 
additional cost of $5,000; 

Ohio River at Gallipolis, Ohio: House Doc
. ument No. 423, 84th Congress, at an esti
mated cost of $66,000; 

Licking River, Ky.: House Document No. 
434, 84th Congress, maintenance; 

Saxon Harbor, Wis.: House Document No. 
169, 85th Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$393,500; 

Two Rivers Harbor, Wis.: House Document 
No. 362, 84th Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$66,000; 

Port Washington Harbor, Wis.: House 
Document No. 446, 83d Congress, at an esti
mated Federal cost of $1,760,000: Provided, 
That local interests shall continue 43Ya 
percent of the total cost of the project; 

St. Joseph Harbor, Mich.: Senate Docu
ment No. 95, 84th Congress, maintenance; 

Old Channel of·Rouge River, Mich.: House 
Document No. 135, 85th Congress, at an 
estimated cost of $101,500; 

Cleveland Harbor, Ohio: House Docu
ment No. 107, 85th Congress, at an estimated 
cost of $14,927,000; 

Toledo Harbor, Ohio: House Document No. 
436, 84th Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$859,000; 

Irondequoit Bay, N. Y.: House Document 
No. 332, 84th Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $1,865,000: Provided, That Federal partici
pation in the provision of the general naviga
tion facilities shall not exceed 50 percent of 
the cost thereof; 

Yaquina Bay and Harbor, Oreg.: Senate 
Document No. 8, 85th Congress, at an esti
mated cost of $19,800,000; 

Siuslaw River, Oreg.: House Document No. 
204, 85th Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$1,693,100; 

Port Townsend Harbor, Wash.: House 
Document No. 418, 84th-Congress, at an esti
mated cost of $387,000; 

Bellingham Harbor, Wash.: Senate Docu
ment No. 46, 85th Congress, at an estimated 
cost of $83,700; 

Douglas and Juneau Harbors, Alaska: 
House Document No. 286, 84th Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $1 ,394,000; 

Dillingham Harbor, Alaska: House Docu
ment No. 390, 84th Congress, at an estimated 
cost of $372,000; 

Naknek River, Alaska, House Document 
No. 390, 84th Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $19,000; 

Cook Inlet, navigation improvements, 
Alaska: House Document No. 34, 85th Con
gress, at an estimated cost of $5,199,200; . 

S ::m Juan Harbor, P. R.: House Document 
No. 38, 85th Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$6,476,000; 

Beach erosion 
:State of Connecticut, area 9, East River to 

New Haven Har-bor: House Document No. 395, 
84th Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$12,000; 

Connecticut shoreline, areas 8 and 11, 
Saugatuck River -to Byram River: House Doc
ument No. 174, 85th Congress, at an esti
mated cost of $229,000; 

Fire Island Inlet, Long Island, N. Y.: 
House Document No. 411, 84th Congress, at an 
estimated cost of $2,724,000; 

Asbury Park to Manasquan, N. J., ln ac
cordance with the plan and subject to the 
conditions for that portion of the shore of 
New· Jersey as recommended by the Chief of 
Engineers in his report on the shore of New 
Jersey from Sandy Hook to Barnegat Inlet, 
House Document No. 361, 84th Congress, as 
modified by the report of the Beach Erosion 
Board dated May 6, 1957, at an estimated cost 
of $1,823,000; 

Delaware Coast from Kitts Hummock to 
Fenwick Island, Del.: House Document No. 
216, 85th Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$28,000; 

Manitowoc County, Wis.: House Document 
No. 348, 84th Congress, · at an estimated cost 
of $50,000; . 

Fair Haven Beach State Park, N.Y.: House 
·Document No. 134, 84th Congress, at an esti
mated cost of $114,000; 

Hamlin Beach State Park, N. Y.: House 
Document No. 138, 84th Congress, an an esti
mated cost of $404,000; 

Santa Cruz County, Calif.: House Docu
ment No. 179, 85th Congress, at an estimated 
cost of $516,000; 

San Diego County, Calif.: House Document 
No. 399, 84th Congress, at an estimated cost 
Of $289,000; 

Waimea Beach and Hanapepe Bay, Island 
of Kauai, Territory of Hawaii: House Docu
ment No. 432, 84th Congress, at an estimated 
cost of $20,000. 

SEc. 102. That the Secretary of the Army 
is hereby authorized to reimburse local in
terests for such work done by them, on the 
beach erosion projects authorized in section 

101, subsequent to the inltlatlon of the co
operative studies which form the basis for the 
projects: Provided, That the work which may 
have been done on these projects is ap
proved by the Chief of Engineers as being in 
accordance with the projects hereby adopted: 
Provided further, That such reimbursement 
shall be subject to appropriations applicable 
thereto or funds available therefor and shall 
not take precedence over other pending proj
ects of higher priority for improvements. 

SEc. 103. That pending fulfillment of the 
conditions of local cooperation for the Gulf 
Intracoastal Waterway, Algiers Canal, as 
authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 
March 2, 1945, appropriations heretofore or 
hereafter made for maintenance of rivers and 
harbors may be used for operation and main
tenance of the railroad bridge over Algiers 
Canal for the period from September 1, 1956, 
to December 31, 1958. 

SEc. 104. That there is hereby authorized 
a comprehensive project to provide for con
trol and progressive eradication of the water 
hyacinth, alligator weed, and other obnox
ious aquatic plant growths from the nav
igable waters, tributary streams, connecting 
channels, and other allied waters in the 
States of North Carolina, South Carolina, 
Georgia, Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, Lou
isiana, and Texas, in the combined interest 
of navigation, flood control, drainage, ag
riculture, fish and wildlife conservation, 
public health, and related purposes, includ
ing continued research for development of 
the most effective and economic control 
measures, at an estimated additional cost 
for the expanded program over that now 
underway of $1,350,000 annually for 5 years, _ 
of which 75 percent, presently estimated at 
$1,012,500, shall be borne by the United 
States and 25 percent, presently estimated at 
$337,500, by local interests, to be adminis
tered by the Chief of Engineers, under the 
directipn· of the Secretary of the Army in 
cooperation with other Federal and State 
agencies in accordance with the report of 
the Chief of Engineers, published as House 
Document No. 37, 85th Congress: Provided, 
That local interests agree to hold and save 
the United States free from claims that niay 
occt1-r from such operations and participate 
to the extent of 25 percent of the cost of the 
additional program: Provided further, That 
Federal funds appropriated for this project 
shall be allocated by the Chief of Engineers 
on a priority basis, based upon the urgency 
and need of each area, and the availability 
of local funds. 

SEc. 105. That for preliminary examina
tions and surveys authorized in previous 
river and harbor and flood control acts, the 
Secretary of the Army is hereby directed to 
cause investigations and reports for naviga
tion and allied purposes to be prepared un
der the supervision of the Chief of Engineers 
in the form of survey reports, and that pre
liminary examination reports shall no longer 
be required to be prepared. 

SEc. 106. That the improvement of Apa.
lachicola Bay, Fla., authorized by the River 
and Harbor Act of 1954 in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engi
neers in House Document No. 156, 82d Con
gress;- and the improvement of Apalachicola 
Bay, Fla., channel across St. George Island, 
authorized by the River and Harbor Act of 
1954, in accordance with the recommenda
tions of the Chief of Engineers in House 
Document No. 557. 82d Congress, are hereby 
modified to provide that the Secretary of the 
Army shall reimburse local interests for such 
work as they may have done upon the proj
ects insofar as this work shall be approved 
by the Chief of Engineers and found to have 
been done in accordance with the projects 
adopted by the act of 1954: Provided, That 
reimbursement shall be based upon the re
duction, in the amount of material which 
will have to be removed to provide project 
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dimensions e.t .such time as Federal dredg
ing of the channels ls undertaken: Provided 
further, That such reimbursement shall be 
subject to appropriations applicable thereto 
and shall not take precedence over author
ized Federal improvements of higher prior• 
ity. 

SEC. 107. That the improvement of Pas
cagoula Harbor. Dog River Cutoff. Miss., 
authorized by the River and Harbor Act ·of 
1950, in accordance with the recommenda
tions of the Chief of Engineers in House 
Document No. 188, 81st Congress, ls hereby 
modified to provide that the Secretary of the 
Army shall reimburse local interests for such 
work as they may have done on this project, 
within the limits of the Federal portion of the 
project, over and above any .items r.equired 
as a part of the local cooperation for the 
project, insofar as the same shall be approved 
by the Chief of Engineers and found to have 
been done in accordance with project modifi
cation adopted in said act: Provided, That 
such payment shall not exceed the sum of 
$44,000: Provided further, T~t such reim
bursement shall be subject to appropriations 
therefor and shall not have precedence over 
authorized Federal improvements of higher 
priority: And provided further_, That no re
imbursement to local interests shall be made 
until they have met all the requirements of 
local cooperation in the recommendations of 
the Chief of Engineers in House Document 
No. 188, 81st Congress. 

SEC. 108. That the Federal project struc
tures, appurtenances, and real property of the 
Upper Fox River, Wis., .shall be disposed of in 
accordance with the provisions of this sec
tion: Provided,, That all or any part of 
the right, title, and interest of the United 
States to any portion of the said property 
may, regardless of any other provision of law, 
be conveyed, upon such terms and conditions 
as may be advisable: Provided further. That, 
if the State of Wisconsin offers to take over 
said property und~r the terms and conditions 
hereinafter prescribed, the Secretary of the 
Army is hereby authorized to convey by quit
claim deed to said State, without monetary 
consideration, all such right, title, and inter
est of the United States in said property, 
and the United States shall thereafter have 
no further obligations with respect to the 
property so conveyed. In consideration of 
the State accepting such conveyance and as
suming responsibility for said property, there 
is hereby authorized to be expended from ap
propriations hereafter made for clvi1 func
tions administered by the Department of the 
Army toward the work of placing the project 
facilities ln a condition suitable for public 
purposes, not to exceed $300,000. The Chief 
of Engineers is authorized to enter into agree
ments with the duly authorized representa
tives of the States with respect to the details 
of the work to be performed and transfer of 
the property. If the State. fails to present a 
satisfactory offer within 2 years after the 
date of enactment of this act, said property 
may be disposed of pursuant to the provisions 
of existing law and upon such terms and con
ditions as may be determined. to be in the 
public interest: And provided further, 'That 
after acceptance of said property by the State 
of Wisconsin, the Federal laws, other than the 
Federal Power Act, governing the protection 
and preservation of navigable waters shall 
not apply to the reach of the Upper Fox River, 

_Wis., above its juncture with the mouth of 
the Wolf River. 

SEc. 109. The project for the Illinois Water
way and Grand Calumet River, IlL and Ind. 
(Calumet-Sag navigation project), author
ized by the River and Harbor Act of .July 24, 
1946, is hereby modified in accordance with 
the recommendat-ions in House Document 
No. 45, 85th Congress, Insofar as they apply 
to existing highway bridges in part I, Sag 
Junction to Lake Calumet, at an estimated 
additional cost of $9,884,000. 

SEC. 110. (a) The Secretary of the Army 
hereby is authorized to acquire on behalf 

.of the United State.s the fee-simple title in · 

.and to the lands In the lake (known as 
Sinnissippl Lake) eceated by the Government 
dam constructed across Rock River between 
Sterling and Rock Falls, Dl., and over which 
the United States now holds flowage rights 
or easement, and in and to all other lands 
upon which the United States has rights or 
easements used for the purpose of and ap
purt.enant to the operation of the Federal 
project known as the Illinois and Mississippi 
Canal (which lake, canal, feeder, and appur
tenances thereto are referred to collectively 
in this section as the canal) in the State of 
Illinois; said fee-simple title to be acquired 
subject to the continuing right of access to 
Sinnissippi .Lake by the riparian owners 
whose land adjoins and abuts said lake. 
Such acquisition may be accomplished by 
purchase, acceptance of donation, exchange, 
exercise of the power of eminent domain, or 
otherwise. 

{b) The Secretary of the Army further is 
authorized, out of appropriations hereafter 
made for civil functions administered by the 
Department of the Army, to cause the canal 
to be repaired and modified for the purpose 
of placing the same in proper condition for 
public recreational use other than through
navigation, including (but not limited to) 
the repair or reconstruction of the afore
said Government dam across Rock River; the 
repair or reconstruction of .retaining walls, 
embankments, and fixed portions of the lock 
and dam structures, on both the feeder and 
the main portions of the canal; the removal 
of presently existing lock gates and the con
struction of fixed dams in lieu thereof; the 
repair of culverts, drainage ditches, fences, 
and other structures and improvements, ex
cept bridges and roads, which the United 
States has maintained or has been obligated 
to maintain; the replacement of aqueducts 
with inverted siphons or flumes; such other 
repair, renovation, or reconstruction work 
as the Chief of Engineers may deem neces
sary or advisable to prepare the canal for 
public recreational use other than through
navigation; and the sale or other disposition 
of equipment, buildings, and other struc
tures which are designated by the State of 
Illinois as not suitable or needed for such 
use. The work of repair and modification 
shall be performed by the Co:rps of Engi
neers, and upon completion thereof the Chief 
of Engineers shall certify such completion to 
the Secretary of the Army. The work of 
repair and modification authorized in this• 
subsection, as well as the land acquisition 
authorized in the preceding subsection, shall 
not be commenced prior to the approval by 
the Chief of Engineers and the responsible 
State representative of the agreement au
thorized in subsection (e) which shall in
clude assurance from the State of Illinois 
that it will accept the conveyance of all 
right, title, and interest of the United States 
in and to the canal. Upon such conveyance, 
the United States shall have no further obli
gation with respect to the canal. 

(c) Upon the request or the State of Illi
nois and of any corporation owning a rail
road which crosses a bridge over the canal, 
the Secretary of the Army is authorized to 
convey to said corporation, at any time be
fore the conveyance of the canal to the State 
of lllinois as provided in subsection (d) of 
this section, all right, title, and interest of 
the United States in and to such bridge, and 
the Qelivery of any such brldge conveyance 
shall operate as a complete release and dis
charge of the United States from all further 
obligation with respect to such bridge. If 
the request also provides for the replace
ment of such bridge with a land fill, the 
Secretary of the Army further is authorized 
to permit the said corporation to make such 
replacement, but shall require adequate pro
vision tor cUlverts and Other structures 
allowing passage of the waters of the eanal 
and necessary drainage, and 'for right-of-way 
for necessary and appropriate road crossings. 

(d)- The Secretary of · the Army further 
is authorized and directed, upon execution 
of the foregoing provisions of this section, 
to convey and transfer to the State o.f Illi· 
nois, by quitclaim deed and such other in
struments as the Secretary may deem ap
propriate, without further consideration, 
the property of the canal; and to execute 
such other documents and to perform such 
other aets as ·shall be necessary and appro
priate to complete the transfer to the said 
State of all right, title, and interest of the 
United States in and to the canal. Upon 
and .after the delivery of such deed, the 
State of Illinois is authorized, at all times, 
to use such quantity of water drawn from 
Rock River at Sinnissippi Lake, as is adequate 
and appropriate to operate the canal for 
public recreational use other than through
navigation. 

(e) In the '€Xecution Qf the provisions of 
this section, the Chief of Engineers is au
thorized to enter into agreements with the 
duly authorized representatives of the State 
of Illinois with .respect to the details of re
pair and modification of the canal and the 
transfer thereof to the State. 

(f) There is hereby authorized to be ap
propriated the sum of $2 million to carry 
out the provisions of this section. 

SEC. 111. Whenever, during the construc
tion or reconstruction of any navigation, 
flood control, or related water development 
project under the direction of the Secre:. 
tary of the Army, the Chief of Engineers 
determines that any structure or facility 
owned by au agency of the Government and 
utilized in the performance of a governmen
tal function should be protected, altered, 
reconstructed, relocated, or replaced to meet 
the requirements of navigation or flood con
trol, or both; or to preserve the safety or 
integrity of such facility when its safety or 
usefulness is determined .by the Chief of 
Engineers to be adversely affected or threat
ened by the project, the Chief of Engineers 
may, if he deems such action to be in the 
public interest, enter into a contract pro
viding for the payment from appropriations 
made for the construction or maintenance 
of such project, of the reasonable actual cost 
of such remedial work, or for the payment 
of a lump sum representing the estimated 
reasonable cost: Provided, That this section 
shall not be · construed as modifying any 
existing or future requirement of local co
operation, or as indicating a policy that local 
interests shall not hereafter be required to 
assume costs of modifying such facilities. 
The provisions of t41s section may be ap
plied to projects hereafter authorized and 
to those heretofore authorized but not com
pleted as of the date of this act, and not
withstanding the navigation servitude 
vested in the United States, they may be 
applied to such structures or facilities oc
cupying the beds of navigable waters of the 
United States. 

SEc. 112. The Secretary of the Army is 
hereby authorized and directed to cause sur
veys to be made at the following named lo
calities and subject to all applicable pro
visions of section 110 of the River and Har
bor Act of 1950: 

Stave Island Harbor at South Goldsboro, 
Maine. 

Short Sands ·Section of York Beach, York 
County, Maine. 

Tashmoo Pond, Martha's Vineyard, Mass. 
Sachem's Head Harbor at GuUford, Conn. 
Poquonock River at Groton, Conn. 
Hammonds Cove, entrance to Locust Point 

Harbor, Long Island Sound, N.Y. 
Indian River Bay to Assawoman Canal 

known as White's Creek, and up White's 
Creek, Del. 

Indian River Bay via Pepper's Creek to 
Dagsboro, Del. 

Chesapeake Bay and tributaries, Maryland, 
Delaware, and Virginia, with a View to ellm_i• 
nation of the water chestnut {Trapa Natans). 

T 
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Area from Cuckold Creek through Neale 

Creek ·and Neale Sound to the Wicomico 
River, Charles County, Md., to determine the 
feasibility of providing a safe and continuous 
inland channel for the navigation of small 
boats. '· 

Currioman Bay, Va. 
Tabbs Creek, Lancaster County, Va. 
Wrights Creek, N.C. 
Savannah River, with a view to providing 

9-foot navigation to Augusta, Ga. 
Little Gasparilla Pass, Charlotte County, 

Fla. 
Frenchman Creek, Fla. 
Streams and harbor facilities and needs 

therefor at and in the vicinity of Bayport, 
Fla., in the interest of present and prospec
tive commerce and other purposes, with the 
view of improving the harbor facilities of 
Bayport as a port for commerce and for re
fuge on the Gulf of Mexico. 

Channel from Lynn Haven Bayou, Fla., 
into North Bay, Fla. 

Small-boat channel from the port of Pan
acea, Fla., in Apalachee Bay, Fla. 

Dredge channel, vicinity of Sunshine Sky
way, Tampa Bay, Fla. 

Tampa Bay, Fla., with a view to deter
ming the feasibility of a fresh water lake at 
that location. 

Apalachicola River Chipola Cutoff, Fla., 
via Wewahitchka, with a view to providing a 
channel 9 feet deep and 100 feet wide. 

Apalachicola River, Fla., in the vicinity of 
Bristol and in the vicinity of Blountstown. 

Streams at and in the vicinity of Gulfport, 
Fla. 

Missouri River, with a view to extending 
9-foot navigation from Sioux City, Iowa, to 
Gavins Point Dam, South Dakota-Nebraska. 

Channel from Port Inland, Mich., to deep 
water in Lake Michigan.· 

Connecting channel between Namakan 
Lake and Ash River, Minn. 

Camp Pendleton Harbor and Oceanside, 
Calif., with a view to determining the extent 
of Federal aid which should be granted 
toward recommended beach erosion control 
measures at Oceanside, Calif., in equity with
out regard to limitations of Federal law ap
plicable to beach erosion control. 

Anaheim Bay, Calif., with a view to deter
mining the extent of Federal aid which 
should be granted in equity without regard 
to limitations of Federal law applicable to 
beach erosion control. 

SEc. 113. Title I may be cited as the "River 
and Harbor Act of 1957." 

TrrLE II-FLOOD CONTROL 

SEc. 201. That section 3 of the act ap
proved June 22, 1936 (Public Law No. 738, 
74th Cong.), as amended by section 2 of 
the act approved June 28, 1938 (Public Law 

· No. 761, 75th Cong.), shall apply to an 
· works authorized in this title except that 

for any channel improvement or channel rec
tification project, provisions (a), (b), and 
(c) of section 3 of said act of June 22, 1936, 
shall apply thereto, and except as otherwise 
provided by law: Provided, That the authori
zation for any flood-control project herein 
adopted requiring local cooperation shall ex
pire 5 years from the date on which local in
terests are notified in writing by the Depart
ment of the Army of the requirements of 
local cooperation, unless said interest shall 
within said time furnish assurances satisfac
tory to the Secretary of the Army that the 
required cooperation will be furnished. 

SEc. 202. The provisions of section 1 of the 
act of December 22, 1944 (Public Law No. 
534, 78th Cong., 2d sess.), shall govern 
with respect to projects authorized in this 
act, and the procedures therein set forth 
with respect to plans, proposals, or reports 

· for works of improvement for navigation or 
flood <:ontrol and for irrigation and purposes 
incidental thereto shall apply as if herein set 
forth in full. 

SEc. 203. The following works of Improve
. ment for the benefit of ·n:avigatlon ana the 
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control of destructive floodwaters and other 
purposes are hereby adopted and authorized 
to be prosecuted under the direction of the 
Secretary of the Army and the supervision 
of the Chief of Engineers in accordance with 
the plans in the respective reports herein
afte:r designated and subject to the condi
tions set forth therein: Provided, That the 
necessary plans, specifications, and prelimi
nary work may be prosecuted on any project 
authorized in this title with funds from 
appropriations heretofore or hereafter made 
for :ftood control so as to be ready for rapid 
inauguration of a construction program: 
Provided further, That the projects author
ized herein shall be initiated as expeditiously 
and prosecuted as vigorously as may be con
sistent with budgetary requirements: And 
provided further, That penstocks and other 
similar facilities adapted to possible future 
use in the development of hydroelectric 
power shall be installed in any dam author
ized in this act for construction by the De
partment of the Army when approved by 
the Secretary of the Army on the recom
mendation of the Chief of Engineers and the 
Federal Power Commission. 

Connecticut River Basin 
In addition to previous authorizations, 

there is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
the sum of $24 million for the prosecution 
of the comprehensive plan for the Connec
ticut River Basin, approved in the act of 
June 28, 1938, as amended and -supplemented 
by subsequent act of Congress and such 
comprehensive plan is hereby modified to 
include the construction of the Littleville 
Reservoir on the Middle Branch of Westfield 
River, Mass., substantially in accordance 
with the recommendations of the Chief of 
Engineers in Senate Document No. 17, 85th 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $5,090,000. 

The project for the Mad River Dam and 
Reservoir on the Mad River above Winsted, 
Conn., is hereby authorized substantially in 
accordance with the recommendations of the 
Chief of Engineers in House Document No. 
137, 85th Congress, at an . estimated cost of 
$5,430,000. 

Housatonic River Basin 
The project for the flood-control dam and 

reservoir on Hall Meadow Brook in Torring
ton and Goshen, Conn., is hereby authorized 
substantially in accordance with the recom
mendations of the Chief of Engineers in 
House Document No. 81, 85th Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $1,960,000. 

The project for the flood-control dam and 
reservoir on the East Branch of the Nauga
tuck River in Torrington, Conn., is hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engi
neers in House Document No. 81, 85th Con
gress, at an estimated cost of $1,780,000. 

Hudson River Basin 
The project for :ftood protection on the 

Mohawk River, N. Y., is hereby authorized 
substantially in accordance with the recom
mendations of the Chief of Engineers in 
House Document No. 172, 85th Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $2,069,000. 

Pantego and CuckZers Creek, N. c. 
The project for :ftood protection on Pantego 

and Cucklers Creek, N. C., is hereby author
ized substantially in accordance with recom
mendations of the Chief of Engineers in 
House Document No. 398, 84th Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $413,000. 

Savannah River Basin 
In addition to previous authorizations, 

there is hereby authorized the completion of 
Hartwell Reservoir, approved in the Flood 
Control Acts of December 22, ·1944, ·and May 
17, 1950, in accordance with the report of 
the Chief of Engineers contained in House 
Document No. 657, 78th Congress, at an esti
mated cost of ·$44,300,000. 

Cen-tral and 'southern Florida 
In addition to previous authorizations, 

there is hereby authorized to be appro
priated the sum of $40 million for the prose
cution of the comprehensive plan for :ftood 
control and other purposes in central and 
southern Florida approved in the act of June 
30, 1948, and subsequent acts of Congress, 
and such comprehensive plan is hereby 
modified to include the following items: 

The project tor canals, levees, water con
trol structures on the west side of the Ever
glades agricultural and conservation areas in 
Hendry County, Fla., substantially in ac
cordance with the recommendations of the 
Chief of Engineers contained in Senate Docu
ment No. 48, 85th Congress, at an estimated 
cost of $3,172,000: Provided, That cost shar
ing for the works herein authorized shall be 
on the same basis as that prescribed for 
works authorized in the Flood Control Act of 
1954. 

Mobile River Basin 
(Tombigbee, Warrior, and Alabama-Coosa) 

The project for :ftood control and related 
· purposes on the Tombigbee River and tribu
taries, Mississippi and Alabama, is hereby au
thorized substantially in accordance with rec
ommendations of the Chief of Engineers in 
his report published as House Document No. 
167, 84th Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$19,199,000: Provided, That in lieu of the 
cash contribution contained in item (f) of 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engi
neers, local interest contribute in cash or 
equivalent work, the sum of $1,585,000 in 
addition to other items of local cooperation. 

The project for :ftood protection on the 
Alabama River at Montgomery, Ala., is here
by authorized substantially in accordance 
with the recommendations of the Chief of 
Engineers in House Document No. 83, 85th 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $1,300,000. 

Lower Mississippi River 
The project for fiood control and improve

ment of the lower Mississippi .River adopted 
by the act approved May 15, 1928, as amended 
by subsequent acts, is hereby modified and 
expanded to include the following items and 
the authorization for said project is increased 
accordingly: 

(a) Modification of the White River Back
water project, Arkansas, substantially in ac
cordance with the recommendation of the 
Chief of Engineers in Senate Document No. 
26, 85th Congress, at an estimated cost, over 
that now authorized, of $2,380,000 for con
struction and $57,000 annually for mainte
nance: Provided, That the Secretary of the 
Interior shall grant to the White River Drain
age District of Phillips and Desha Counties, 
Ark., such permits, rights-of-way, and ease
ments over lands of the United States in the 
White River Migratory Refuge, as the Chief 
of Engineers may determine to be required 
for the construction, operation, and mainte
nance of this project. 

(b) Modification and extension of plan of 
improvement in the Boeuf and Tensas Rivers 
and Bayou Macon Basin, Ark., substantially 
in accordance with the recommendations of 
the Chief of Engineers in House Document 
No. 108, 85th Congress, at ,an estimated cost 
of $1,212,000. 

(c) In addition to the preVious authoriza
tion, the 'SUm of $28,200,000 for prosecution 
of the plan of improvement for the control 
of Old and Atchafalaya Rivers and a naviga
tion lock approved in the act of September 
3,_1954. 

(d) In addition to previous authorizations, 
the sum of $35,674,000 for prosecution of the 
plan of improvement in the St. Francis River 
Basin approved in the act of May 17, 1950. 

(e) The project for :flood protection on 
. Wolf River and tributaries, Tennessee, sub
stantially .. in accordance with the recom
mendations of the Chief of Engineers in 
House Document No. 76, 85th Congress, at an 
estimated cost of $1,932,000. 



3820 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE March 10 
(f) The project for Greenvme Harbor, 

Miss., substantially in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Mississippi River 
Commission, dated April 12, 1957, at an esti
mated cost of $2,530,000: Provided, That the 
amount to be contributed by local interests 
shall not be in excess of 12 percent of the 
cost of construction, the amount of 12 per
cent being presently estimated at $358,000. 

The project for :flood protection and related 
purposes on Bayou Chevreuil, La., is hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engi
neers in House Document No. 347, 84th Con
gress, at an estimated cost of $547,000: Pro
vided, That work already performed by local 
interests on this project, in accordance with 
the recommended plan as determined by the 
Chief of Engineers, may be credited to the 
cash contribution required of local interests. 

Red-Ouachita River Basin 
The general plan for :flood control on Red 

River, Tex., Okla., Ark., and La., below Deni
son Dam, Texas and Oklahoma, as authorized 
by the Flood Control Act of 1946, is modified 
and expanded, at an estimated cost in addi
tion tO that now authorized of $53,235,000, 
substantially in accordance with the recom
mendations of the Chief of Engineers in 
House Document No. 170, 85th Congre.ss, on 
Millwood Reservoir and alternate reservoirs, 
Little River, Okla. and Ark., except as follows: 

( 1) The Sherwood Reservoir on Mountain 
Fork River is authorized in addition to six 
other reservoirs upstream from the Mill wood 
Reservoir, recommended by the Chief of 
Engineers. 

(2) In the case of such reservoirs, the 
basis for determining the cost allocated to 
hydroelectric power and water supply pur
poses shall be the incremental method of 
allocation whereby the cost allocated to 
power and water supply should be limited 
to the cost of adding power and water as 
purposes in the project, and all flood-control 
and land-enhancement benefits shall· be non
reimbursable. 

Arkansas River Basin 
The project for the Trinidad Dam on 

Purgatoire River, Colo., is hereby authorized 
substantially in accordance wit):l the recom
mendations of the Cbief of Engineers in 
House Document No. 325, 84th Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $16,628,000. 

The first section of the act entitled "An 
act to provide for the construction of Mark
ham Ferry project on the Grand River in 
Oklahoma. by the Granp. River Dam Author
ity, an instrumentality of the State of 
Oklahoma," approved July 6, 1954 (68 Stat. 
450), is amended by inserting after "as rec
ommended by the Chief of Engineers," the 
following: "or such additional flood storage 
or pool elevations, or both, as may be ap
proved by the Chief of Engineers." 

White River Basin 
In addition to previous authorizations, 

·. there is hereby authorized the sum of 
$57 million for the prosecution of the com
prehensive plan for the White. River Basin, 
approved in the act of June 28, 1938, as 

. amended, and . supplemented . by subsequent 
acts of Congress; and· such comprehensive 
plan is hereby modified to provide for the 

· generation of power in conjunction with 
fiood control at the Lone Rock Reservoir 
and the addition of Gilbert Reservoir for 
fiood control, power generation, and other 
purposes as recommended by the district 
engineer in House Document No. 499, 83d 
Congress. · 

Pecos River Basin 
The project for flood protection on the 

Pecos River at Carlsbad, N. Mex., is hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engi
neers 1n House Document No. 224, 85th Con• 
gress, at an estimated Federal cost of 
$2,066,000. 

Rio Grande Basin 
The project for :flood protection on the Rio 

Grande at Socorro, N. Mex., is hereby au
thorized substantially in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers 
in Senate Document No. 58, 85th Congress, at 
an estimated Federal cost of $3,152,000. 

Upper Mississippi River Basin 
In addition to previous authorizations, 

there is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
the sum of $21 million for the prosecution of 
the comprehensive plan for the Upper Mis
sissippi River Basin, approved in the act of 
June 28, 1938, as amended and supplemented 
by subsequent acts of Congress. 

The project for :flood protection on the 
Rock and Green Rivers, Ill., is hereby au
thorized substantially ln. accordance with 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engi
neers in House Document No. 173, 85th Con
gress, at an estimated cost of $6,996,000. 

The project for :flood protection on Eau 
Galle River at Spring Valley, Wis., is hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers 
in Senate Document No. 52, 84th Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $6,690,000. 

The project for flood protection on the 
Mississippi River at Winona, Minn., is here
by authorized substantially in accordance 
with the recommendations of the Chief of 
Engineers in House Document No. 324, 84th 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $1,620,000. 

The project for flood protection on the 
Minnesota River at Manka to and North 
Mankato, Minn., is hereby authorized sub
stantially as recommended by the Chief of 
Engineers in House Document No. 437, 84th 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $1,870,000. 

The project for the Saylorville Reservoir on 
the Des Moines River, Iowa, is hereby au
thorized substantially in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers 
in Senate Document No.9, 85th Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $44,500,000. 

The project for the Kaskaskia River, Ill., 
is hereby authorized substantially, as recom
mended by the Chief of Engineers in his re
port dated April 19, 1957, at an estimated 
cost of $23 million. 

The project for flood protection on the 
Root River at Rushford, Minn., is hereby 
authorized substantially as recommended by 
the Chief of Engineers, in House Document 
No. 431, 84th Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $796,000. 

Great Lakes Basin 
The project for flood protection on the Bad 

River at Mellen and Odanah, Wis., is hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engi
neers ih House Document No. 165, 84th Con
gress, at an estimated cost of $917,000. 

The project for :flood protection on the 
Kalamazoo River at Kalamazoo, Mich., is 
hereby authorized substantially in accord
ance with the recommendations of the Chief 
of Engineers in Senate Document No. 53, 
84th Congress, at an estimated cost of $5,-
358,000. 

'l'he project for :flood protection on the 
Grand River, Mich., is hereby authorized 
substantially in accordance with the recom
mendations of the Chief of Engineers in 
Senate Document No. 132, 84th Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $16,085,000. 

The project for flood protection on the 
Saginaw River, Mich., is hereby authorized 
substantially in accordance with the recom
mendations of the Chief of Engineers in 
House Document No. 346, 84th Congress, at 
an estimate cost of $16,085,000. 

The project for :flood protection on Owasco 
Outlet, tributary of Oswego River, at 
Auburn, N. Y., is hereby authorized sub
stantially in accordance with the recom
mendations of the Chief of Engineers in 
Senate Document No. 133, 84th Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $305,000. 

Missouri River Basin 
In addition to previous authorizations, 

there is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
the sum of $200 million for the prosecution 
of the comprehensive plan for the Missouri 
River Basin, approved in the act of June 28, 
1938, as amended and supplemented by sub
sequent acts of Congress. 

The Secretary of the Army, acting through 
the Corps of Engineers, is authorized and di
rected to undertake the construction and to 
provide suitable sewer facilities, conforming 
to applicable standards of the South Dakota. 
Department of Health, to replace certain 
existing water or sewer facilities of the St. 
Joseph's Indian School, Chamberlain, S.Dak., 
by facilities to provide for treatment of sew
age or connection to the city system not ex
ceeding $42,000 in cost: Provided, That the 
Secretary of the Army is authorized to pro
vide the sums necessary to carry out the pro
visions of this section out of any sums ap
propriated for the construction of the Oahe 
and Fort Randall Dam and Reservoir projects, 
Missouri River. 

The project for flood protection on the 
Cannonball River, at Mott, N.Dak., is hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engi
neers in House Document No. 35, 85th Con
gress, at an estimated cost of $434,000. 

The project for flood protection on the 
Floyd River, Iowa, is hereby authorized sub
stantially as recommended by the Chief of 
Engineers in House Document No. 417, 84th 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $3,060,000. 

The project for flood protection on the 
Black Vermillion River at Frankfort, Kans., 
is hereby authorized substantially as recom
mended by the Chief of Engineers in House 
Document No. 409, 84th Congress, at an esti
mated cost of $850,000. 

The project for :flood protection in the Ger
ing and Mitchell Valleys, Nebr., is hereby au
thorized substantially as recommended by 
the Chief of Engineers in Senate Document 
No. 139, 84th Congress, at an estimated cost 
of $1,214,000. 

The project for flood control on Salt Creek 
and tributaries, Nebr., is hereby authorized 
substantially as recommended by the Chief 
of Engineers in House Document No. 396, 
84th Congress, at an estimated cost of $13,-
314,000. 

The project for flood protection on Shell 
Creek, Nebr., is hereby authorized substan
tially in accordance with the recommenda
tions of the Chief of Engineers in House 
Document No. 187, 85th Congress, at an esti
mated cost of $2,025,000. 

Red River of the North Basin 
The project for flood protection on Ruffy 

Brook and Lost River, Minn., is hereby au
thorized in accordance with the recommenda
tions of the Chief of Engineers in Senate 
Document No. 141, 84th Congress, at an esti
mated cost of $632,000. 

Ohio River Basin 
The project for the Saline River and tribu

taries, Ill., is hereby authorized substantially 
in accordance with the recon:u:J;lendations of 

-the Chief of Engineers in his report publish-
- ed as House Document No. 316, 84th Con-
gress, at an estimated cost of $5,970,000: Pro
vided, That in lieu of the cash contribution 
recommended by the Chief of Engineers, local 
interests contribute in cash, the sum of 
$233,000, in addition to other items of local 
cooperation. 

The project for the Upper Wabash River 
and tributaries, Ind., is hereby authorized 
substantially in accordance with the recom
mendations of the Chief of Engineers in 
House Document No. 435, 84th Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $45,500,000. 

The project for :flood protection on Brush 
Creek, at Princeton, W. Va., is hereby au
thorized substantially in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engl-
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neers in Senate Document No. 122, 84th 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $917,000. 

The project for flood protection on Meadow 
River at East Rainelle, W.Va., is hereby au
thorized substantially in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engi
neers in Senate Document No. 137, 84th 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $708,000. 

The project for flood protection on Lake 
Chautauqua and Chadakoin River at James
town, N.Y., is hereby authorized substantial
ly in accordance with the recommendations 
of the Chief of Engineers in Senate Docu
ment No. 103, 84th Congress, at an estimated 
cost of $4,796,000. 

The project for flood protection on the 
West Branch of the Mahoning River, Ohio, is 
hereby authorized substantially in accord
ance with the recommendations of the Chief 
of Engineers in House Document No. 191, 
85th Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$12,585,000. 

The project for flood protection on Sandy 
Lick Creek at Brookville, Pa., is hereby au
thorized substantially in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers 
in House Document No. 166, 85th Congress, 
at an estimated cost of $1,188,000. 

The general comprehensive plan for flood 
control and other purposes in the Ohio River 
Basin is modified to provide for a reservoir at 
the Monroe Reservoir site, mile 25 .6, on Salt 
Creek, White River Basin, Ind., in accord
ance with the recommendations of the Chief 
of Engineers in House Document No. 192, 
85th Congress, at an estimated cost of 
$4,359,000. 

Sacramento River Basin 
In addition to previous authorizations, 

there is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
the sum of $17,000,000 for the prosecution of 
the comprehensive plan appr-aved in the act 
of December 22, 1944, as amended and sup
plemented by subsequent acts of Congress. 

The project for flood protection on the 
Sacramento River from Chico Landing to 
Red Bluff, Calif., is hereby authorized 
substantially in accordance with the recom
mendations of the Chief of Engineers in 
House Document No. 272, 84th Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $1,560,000. 

Eel River Basin 
The project for flood protection on the Eel 

River in the Sandy Prairie Region, Calif., 
is hereby authorized substantially in accord
ance with the recommendations of the Chief 
of Engineers, in House Document No. 80, 85th 
Congress, at an estimated cost of $707,000. 

Weber River Basin, Utah 
The project for flood protection on the 

Weber River and tributaries, Utah, is hereby 
authorized substantially in accordance with 
the recommendations of the Chief of Engi
neers in House Document No. 158, 84th Con
gress, at an estimated cost of $520,000. 

San Joaquin River Basin 
In addition to previous authorizations, 

there is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
the sum of $13 million for the prosecution of 
the comprehensive plan approved in the act 
of December 22, 1944, as amended and sup
plemented by subsequent acts of Congress. 

The project for the Buchanan Reservoir on 
the Chowchilla River, Calif., is hereby au
thorized substantially in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers 
in House Document No. 367, 81st Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $10,900,000: Provided, 
That, prior to starting construction, assur
ances of repayment arrangements for the 
cost allocated to irrigation be obtained by· 
the Secretary of the Interior. 

The project for the Hidden Reservoir on 
the Fresno River, Calif., is hereby authorized 
substantially in accordance with the recom
mendations of the Chie:f of Engineers in 
House Document No. 367, 8lst Congress, at 
an estimated cost of $12,500,000: Provided, 

That prior to starting construction assur
ances of repayment arrangements for the 
cost allocated to irrigation be obtained by 
the Secretary of the Interior. 

Kaweah and Tule River Basins 
In addition to previous authorizations, the 

completion of the comprehensive plan ap
proved in the act of December 22, 1944, as 
amended and supplemented by subsequent 
acts of Congress, is hereby authorized at an 
estimated cost of $28 m1111on. 

Los Angeles River Basin 
In addition to previous authorizations, 

there is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
the sum of $44 million, for the prosecution 
of the comprehensive plan approved in the 
act of June 28, 1938, as amended and supple
mented by subsequent acts of Congress. 

Santa Ana River Basin 
In addition to previous authorizations, 

there is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
the sum of $8 m1111on, for the prosecution of 
the comprehensive plan approved in the act 
of June 28, 1938, as amended and supple
mented by subsequent acts of Congress. 

Columbia River Basin 
In addition to previous authorizations, 

there is hereby authorized to be appropriated 
the sum o:f $112 million for the prosecution 
of the projects and plans for the Columbia 
River Basin, including the Willamette River 
Basin, authorized by the Flood Control Act 
of June 28, 1938, and subsequent Acts of 
Congress, including the Flood Control Acts 
of May 17, 1950, and September 3, 1954. 

In carrying out the review of House Docu-
-ment No. 531, 81st Congress, 2d session, and 
other reports on the Columbia River and its 
tributaries, pursuant to the resolution of 
the Committee on Public Works of the 
United States Senate dated July 28, 1955, the 
Chief of Engineers shall be guided by flood 
control goals not less than those contained 
in said House Document No. 531. 

Sammamish River Basin 
The project for flood protection and related 

purposes on the Sammamish River, Wash., is 
hereby authorized substantially as recom
mended by the Chief of Engineers in House 
Document No. 157, 84th Congress, at an esti
mated cost of $825,000. 

Territory of Alaska 
The project for flood protection on Chena 

River at Fairbanks, Alaska, is hereby author
ized substantially in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers 
in House Document No. 137, 84th Congress, 
at an estimated cost of $9,727,000. 

The project for flood protection at Cook 
Inlet, Alaska (Talkeetna), is hereby author
ized substantially in accordance with the 
recommendations of the Chief of Engineers 
in House Document No. 34, 85th Congress, 
at an estimated cost of $60,000. 

SEc. 204. That, in recognition of the flood
control accomplishments of the multiple
purpose Oroville Dam and Reservoir. proposed 
to be constructed on the Feather River by the 
State of California, there is hereby authorized 
to be appropriated a monetary contribution 
toward the construction cost of such dam 
and reservoir and the amount of such con
tribution shall be determined by the Secre
tary of the Army in cooperation with the 
State of California, subject tO a finding by 
the Secretary of the Army, approved by the 
President, of economic justification for allo
cation of the amount of flood control, such 
funds to be administered by the Secretary 
of the Army: Provided, That prior to making 
the monetary contribution or any part there
of, the Department of the Army and the State 
of California shall have entered into an agree
ment providing for operation of the Oroville 
Dam in such manner as will produce the 
fiood-control benefits upon which the mone
tary contribution is predicated, and such 

operation of the dam-for flood control shall 
be in accordance with rules prescribed by 
the Secretary of the Army pursuant to the 
provisions of section 7 of the Flood Control 
Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 890): Provided fur
ther, That the funds appropriated under this 
authorization shall be administered by the 
Secretary of the Army in a manner which 
shall assure that the annual Federal con
tribution during the project construction 
period does not exceed the percentage of the 
annual expenditure for the Oroville Dam and 
Reservoir which the total flood-control con
tribution bears to the total cost of the dam 
and reservoir: And provided further, That 
unless construction of the Oroville Dam and 
Reservoir is undertaken within 4 years from 
the date of enactment of this act, the au
thority for the monetary contribution con
tained herein shall expire. 

SEc. 205 (a) It is hereby declared to be 
the policy of the Congress to recognize the 
primary responsibilities of the States and 
local interests in developing water supplies 
for domestic, municipal, industrial, and other 
purposes and that the Federal Government 
should participate and cooperate with States 
and local interests in developing such water 
supplies in connection with the construc
tion, maintenance and operation of Federal 
navigation, flood-control or multipurpose 
projects. 

(b) In prosecuting plans and projects for 
navigation, flood control, and allied purposes 
heretofore or hereafter authorized, storage 
may be included in any reservoir project con
structed or to be constructed by the Corps 
of Engineers without reimbursement to in
crease low flows downstream to the extent 
warranted at that time, or anticipated to be 
warranted at that time, or anticipated to be 
warranted during the economic life of the 
project, by widespread, general, and nonex
clusive benefits from such increases in low 
flow. 

(c) In carrying out the policy set forth in 
this section, it is hereby provided that stor
age may also be included in any reservoir 
project surveyed, planned, constructed or 
to be planned, surveyed and/or constructed 
by the Corps of Engineers to impound water 
for present or anticipated future demand 
or need for municipal or industrial water, or 
water for other beneficial community use, 
and the reasonable value thereof may be 
taken into account in estimating the eco
nomic value of the entire project: Provided, 
That when contract for the use of such im
pounded waters is made it shall be on the 
basis that will provide equitable reimburse
ment to the United States as determined by 
the Secretary of the Army. 

(d) The provisions of this section shall not 
be construed to modify the provisions of 
section 1 of the Flood Control Act of 1944 
(58 Stat. 890). 

SEc. 206. (a) In order to provide adjust
ments in the lands or interests in land here
tofore acquired for the Grapevine, Garza
Little Elm, Benbrook, Belton, and Whitney 
Reservoir projects in Texas to conform such 
acquisition to a lesser estate in lands now 
being acquired to complete the real-estate 
requirements of the projects the Secretary 
of the Army (hereinafter referred to as the 
"Secretary") is authorized to reconvey any 
such land · heretofore acquired to the former 
owners thereof whenever he shall determine 
that such land is not required for public 
purposes, including public recreational use, 
and he shall have received an application 
for reconveyance as hereinafter provided, 
subject to the following limitations: 

(1) No reconveyance shall be made if 
within 30 days after the last date that notice 
of the proposed reconveyance has been pub
lished by the Secretary in a local newspaper, 
an objection in writing is received by the 
former owner and the Secretary from a pres
ent record owner of land abutting a portion 

' 
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of the reservoir made available for recon
veyance, unless within 90 days after receipt 
by the former owner and the Secretary of 
such notice of objection, the present record 
owner of land and the former owner in
volved indicate to the Secretary that agree
ment has been reached concerning the re-
conveyance. . 

(2) If no agreement is reached between 
the present record owner of land and the 
former owner within 90 days after notice of 
objection has been filed with the former 
owner and the Secretary, the land made 
available for reconveyance in accordance 
with this section shall be reported to the 
Administrator of General Services for dis
posal in accordance ' with the Federal Prop
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949, 
as amended (63 Stat. 377). 

(3) No lands heretofore conveyed to the 
United States Government by the city of 
Dallas in connection with the Garza-Little 
Elm Reservoir project shall be subject to in
vestment of title to private owners, but shall 
remain subject to the terms and conditions 
of the instrument or instruments of con-· 
veyance which transferred the title to the 
United States Government. 

(b) Any such reconveyance of any such 
land or interests shall be made only after 
the Secretary (1) has ·given notice, in such 
manner (including publication) as regula
tions prescribe to the former owner of such 
land or interests and (2) has received an 
application for the reconveyance of such 
land or interests from such former owner in 
such form as he shall by regulation pre
scribe. Such application shall be made 
within a. period of 90 days following the date 
of issuance of such notice, but on good cause 
the Secretary may waive this requirement. 

(c) Any reconveyance of land therein 
made under this section shall be subject to 
such exceptions, restrictions, and reserva
tions (including a reservation to the United 
States of flowage rights) as the Secretary 
may determine are in the public interest, 

,. except that no mineral rights may be re
served in said lands unless the Secretary 
finds that such reservation is needed for t:ne 
efficient operation of ·the reservoir projects 
designated in this section. 

(d) Any land reconveyed under this sec
tion shall be sold for an amount determined 
by the Secretary to be equal to the price 
for which the land was acquired by the 
United States, adjusted to reflect (1) any 
increase in the value thereof resulting from 

· improvements made thereon by the United 
States (the Government shall receive no 
payment as a result of any enhancement of 
values resulting from the construction of 
the reservoir projects specified in subsection 
(a) of this section), or (2) any decrease in 
the value thereof resulting from (A) any 
reservation, exemption, restrictions, and 
condition to which the reconveyance Is made 
subject, and (B) any damage to the land 
caused by the United States. In addition, 
the cost of any surveys or boun~ary mark
ings necessary as an incident of such re.;. 
conveyance shall be borne by the grantee. 

(e) The requirements of this .section shall 
not be applicable with respect to the dis
position of any land, or interest therein de
scribed · in subsection (a) if the Secretary 
shall · certify that notice has been given to · 

. the former owner of such land or interest 
as provided in subsection (b) and that no 
qualified applicant has made timely ap
plication for the reconveyance of such land 
or interest. 

(f) As used in this section the term "for
mer owner" means the person from whom 
any land, or interests therein, was acquired 
by the United · States, or if such person is 
deceased, his spouse, or if such s'pouse is 
deceased, his children, or the heirs at law; 
and the term "present record owner of land" 
shall mean the person or persons in whose 
name such land shall, on the date of ap-

proval of this act, be recorded on the deed 
records of the respective county in which 
such land is located. 

(g) The Secretary of the Army may dele
gate any authority conferted upon him by 
this section to any officer or employee of ·the 
Department of the Army. Any such officer 
or employee shall exercise the authority so 
delegated under rules and regulations ap
proved by the Secretary. 

(h) Any proceeds from reconveyances 
made under this act shall be covered into 
the Treasury of the United States as mis~el-
laneous receipts. ' · 

(i) This section shall terminate 3 years 
after the date of its enactment. 

SEc. 207. The·Secretary of the Army is here
by authorized and directed to cause sur
veys for flood control and allied purposes, 
including channel and major drainage im
provements, and floods aggravated by or due 
to wind or tidal effects, to be made under 
the direction of the Chief of Engineers, in 
drainage areas of the United States and its 
Territorial possessions, which include the 
following named localities: Provided, That 
after the regular or formal reports made on 
any survey or submitted to Congress, no 
supplemental or additional report or esti
mate shail be made unless authorized by 
law except that the Secretary of the Army 
may cause a review of any examination or 
survey to be made and a report thereon sub
mitted to Congress if such review is required 
by the national defense or by changed physi
cal or economic conditions: Provided further, 
That the Government shall not be deemed 
to have entered upon any project for the 
improvement of any waterway or harbor 
mentioned in this title until the project for 
the proposed work shall have been adopted 
by law: · 

Streams, river basins, and areas in New . 
York and New Jersey for flood control, major 
drainage, navigation, channel improvement, 
and land reclamation, as follows: Hacken
sack River, Passaic River, Raritan River, Ar
thur Kill, and Kill Van Kull, including the 
portions of these river basins in Bergen, 

· Hudson, Essex, Middlesex, Passaic, Union, 
and Monmouth counties, N.J. 

Deep Creek, St. Marys County, Md. 
Mills Creek, Fla. 
Streams in Seminole County, Fla., drain

ing into the St. Johns River. 
Streams in Brevard County, Fla., draining 

Indian River and adjacent coastal areas in
cluding Merritt Island, and the area of Turn
bull Hammock in Volusia County. 

Lake Pontchartrain, La., in the interest of 
protecting Salt Bayou Road. 

San Felipi Creek, Tex., at and in the vi
cinity of Del Rio, Tex. 

El Paso, El Paso County, Tex. 
Rio Grande and tributaries, at and in the 

vicinity of Fort Hancock, Hudspeth County, 
Tex. 

Missouri River Basin, S. Dak., with ref
erence to utilization of floodwaters stored in 
authorized reservoirs for purposes of mu
nicipal and industrial l,lSe and maintenance 
of natural lake levels. 

Stump Creek, tributary of North Fork of 
Mahoning Creek, at Sykesville, Pa. 

Little River and Cayuga Creek, at and in 
the vicinity of Cayuga Island, Niagara 
County, N.Y . 

Bird, -Caney, and Verdigris Rivers, Okla. 
andKans. · 

Watersheds of the Illinois River, at and in 
the vicinity of Chicago, Ill., the Chicago 

· River, Ill., the Calumet River, Ill., and 
Ind., and their tributaries·, and any areas in 
northeast Illinois and northwest Indiana 
which drain directly into Lake Michigan with 

' respect to :flood control and major drainage 
problems. 

All streams flowing into Lake St. Clair 
and Detroit River in Oakland, Macomb, and 
Wayne Counties, Mich. 

Sacramen_to River Basin, Calif., with ref
erence to cost allocation studies for Oro
ville Dam. 

Pescadero Creek, Calif. 
Soquel Creek, Calif. 
San Gregorio Creek and tributaries, Cali

fornia. 
Redwood Creek, San Mateo, Calif. 
Streams at and in the vicinity of San 

Mateo, Calif. 
Streams at and in the vicinity of South San 

Francisco, Calif. 
·streams at and in the vicinity of Burlin

game, Calif. 
Kellogg and Marsh Creeks, Contra Costa. 

County, Calif. 
Eastkoot Creek, Stimson Beach area, Ma

rin County, Calif. 
Rodeo Creek, tributary of San Pablo Bay, 

Contra Costa County, Calif. 
Pinole Creek, tributary of San Pablo Bay, 

Contra Costa County, Calif. 
Rogue River, Oreg., in the interest of flood 

control, navigation, hydroelectric power, ir
rigation, and allied purposes. 

Kihei District, Island of Maul, T. H. 
SEc. 208. In addition to previous authori

zations, there is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated the sum of $200 million for the 
prosecution of the comprehensive plan 
adopted by section 9 (a) of the act approved 
December 22, 1944 (Public Law 534, 78th 
Cong.), as amended and supplemented by 
subsequent act of Congress, for continuing 
the works in the Missouri River Basin to be 
undertaken under said plans by the Secre
tary of the Interior. 

SEc. 209. That for preliminary examina
tions and surveys authorized in previous 
river and harbor and flood control acts, the 
Secretary of the Army is hereby directed to 
cause investigations and reports for flood
control -and allied purposes, to ·be prep·ared 
under the supervision of the Chief of Engi
neers in the form of survey reports, and that 
preliminary examination reports shail no 
longer be required to be prepared. 

SEc. 210. Title. II inay be cited as the 
"Flood Control Act of 1957." · 

: \ ) ; 

Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee (interrupt
ing the reading) . Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the substitute be dispensed with, that it 
be printed in the RECORD and be open to 
amendment at any point. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Tennessee? 

· There was no objection. 
Mr. DAVIS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair

man, I move that the Committee do-now 
rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose, and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. SMITH of Virginia, Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under considera-

. tion the bill <S. 497) authorizing the 
construction, repair, and preservation of 

· certain public works on rivers and har
bors for ·navigation, flood control, and 
for other purposes, had come to no res
olution thereon. 

UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 
BENEFITS 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 

·from Rhode Island [Mr. FOGARTY] may 
· extend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I was 

pleased to read the announcement made 
over the past weekend to the effect that 
the President intends to recommend an 
extension of the duration of unemploy
ment compensation benefits. Of all the 
recommendations suggested I believe 
that the proposal to liberalize unem
ployment compensation benefits is the 
most urgent. Such action would have 
an immediate effect on the Nation's 
economy as against the long-term na
ture of other proposals. However, I am 
convinced that unemployment benefits 
should be increased in amount as well 
as in duration. 

The present unemployment situation 
has come upon the country at a time 
when the State unemployment insurance 
laws are not providing adequate unem
ployment benefits to meet the situation. 

Unemployment is increasing in sever
ity. Total unemployment in January 
was about 4.5 million and may have 
reached 5 million or more. The latest 
reports on unemployment insurance 
claims shows that unemployment is still 
growing. In the week ended February 
22, new claims for unemployment bene
fits increased by 33,900 to 459,200-more 
than double the number in the corre
sponding week a year ago. Insured un
employment under the State and Fed
eral civilian worker unemployment com
pensation systems-that is, persons who 
·had been unemployed at least a week
for the week-ended February 15 totaled 
3,130,200 or 1.4 million more than a year 
earlier. The rate of insured unemploy
ment averaged 7.5 percent-the highest 
rate on record. 
. In January, one-third of the Nation's 
major industrial areas were officially 
classified as areas of substantial labor 
surplus, _that is, they had more than 6 
percent unemployment. This included 
the city of Providence in Rhode Island. 
Smaller communities in my State are 
equally hard hit. 

The average weekly benefit being paid 
in the United States is under $30, al
though average wages are over $80. 
Average benefits therefore represent only 
a little over a third of average wages, 
.although it has been recognized from the 
beginning of the program that workers 
should receive at least half their regular 
earnings. The main reason these bene
fits are not higher is that the States have 
not raised their maximum weekly bene
fits as much as wages have increased, 
especially since the war. The average 
duration of benefits for the country as a 
whole is only a little over 20 weeks. In 
some States it is even less-15 weeks in 
Rhode Island. This is not only because 
the maximum number of weeks is limited 
to 26 weeks or even less, but alSo most 
of the State ·Iaws have other restrictions 
that cut down duration. These restric
tions particularly result in inadequate 
benefits in periods of high unemploy
ment. As a result, the number of work
ers exhausting their unemployment ben
efit rights is increasing rapidly. In Jan-

uary, the number exhausting benefits was 
about 147,000, about 75 percent above 
November 1957. If this rate continues 
through 1958, more than 2 million work
ers will exhaust their benefit rights and 
will have to fall back on charity. 

The long-range solution to these in
adequate benefits is the enactment of 
adequate legislation in the States. But 
with unemployment as high as it is to
day, we cannot wait for State action. 
Only 17 State legislatures are meeting 
this year, and some will soon adjourn. 
And there is also a question as to whether 
the Federal Government should not step 
in and help the states when unemploy
ment becomes as serious as it is today. 
In my State of Rhode Island, we have 
been charging employers maximum un
employment tax rates for years and have 
provided as adequate benefits as we can 
afford. However, these amount to only 
$30 as a maximum weekly benefit and 26 
weeks maximum duration, with many 
getting less than these amounts. 

The situation calls for emergency Fed
eral action. I am therefore today intro
ducing a bill which will supplement State 
unemployment insurance benefits up to 
50 percent of a worker's former aver
age weekly wages up to a maximum 
equal to two-thirds of the average wages 
of all covered workers in the State. 
This will bring weekly benefits up to the 
levels that the President has recommend
ed for several years, and will assure that 
the great majority get at least half 
their former weekly wages. The bill also 
provides for supplementing the duration 
of State benefits up to 40 weeks if a 
worker remains unemployed that long. 
While the President has recommended 
26 weeks duration of benefits -to the 
States as the normal period, the addi
tional 14 weeks that would be provided 
under my bill is amply justified, since as 
unemployment increases in amount it 
also increases in duration. 

The bill would place this program in 
effect 30 days after enactment and would 
continue it until July 1, 1959. I am pro
viding that the program go into effect 
at the earliest possible moment because 
it is already needed and should be de
layed only long enough to get the pro
gram in motion. The terminal date of 
July 1, 1959, is necessarily arbitrary. If 
reemployment and recovery develops 
sooner than that date, workers who are 
reemployed will automatically, of course, 
stop receiving these supplementary ben
efits. The States in the meantime will 
have time to improve their laws so that 
they can take over entirely when this 
supplementary program ends. 

The increases in unemployment bene
fits that would result from this bill 
would not only be of immeasurable 
help to the unemployed, but also would 
be a very effective method of bolstering 
the economy. Every additional dollar 
that would be paid out in these supple
mentary benefits would be immediately 
spent for groceries, rent, fuel, needed 
clothing and would keep up the level 
of retail trade and in general put a 
brake on the downward spiral of the 
economy. 

MANUFACTURERS EXCISE TAXES 
ON AUTOMOBILES 

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich
igan? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Speaker, today I 

have introduced a bill to provide that 
during the 1-year period beginning as of 
March 1, 1958, the manufacturers excise 
taxes on passenger automobiles and on 
parts and accessories shall be suspended 
and the tax on trucks and buses shall 
be reduced to 5 percent. I would like to 
give a brief explanation of the provi
sions of my bill, as follows: 

SECTION 1 

In general: The effect of section 1 of the 
bill is to suspend for the 1-year period begin
ning March 1, 1958, all the manufacturers 
excise taxes imposed by section 4061 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 on motor 
vehicles and parts and accessories, except to 
the extent that the taxes on trucks, buses, 
and truck and bus trailers and semitrailers 
are attributable to the highway trust fund. 

Trucks, buses, etc.: Under existing section 
4061 (a) (1) of the code, a tax of 10 percent 
of the sales price is imposed on the sale of 
trucks, buses, and truck and bus trailers and 
semitrailers. An amount equivalent to one
half of this tax goes into the highway trust 
fund. The bill reduces the tax from 10 per
cent to 5 percent, the maximum reduction 
that can be made without affecting the 
amount payable irito the highway trust fund. 
On March 1, 1959, the tax rate will, under 
the bill, go back to 10 percent. · 

Passenger automobiles, etc.: Under exist
ing section 4061 (a) (2) of the code, auto
mobiles (other than trucks and buses), and 
trailers and semitrailers suitable for use in 
connection with passenger automobiles, are 
taxable at 10 percent of the sales price until 
July 1, 1958, and at 7 percent on and after 
July 1, 1958. No part of this tax is allocable 
to the highway trust fund. Under the bill, 
no tax will be imposed for the 1-year period 
beginning on March 1, 1958, and on March 
1, 1959, the tax will be reimposed at the 7-
percent rate. 

Parts and accessories: Under existing sec
tion 4061 (b) of the code, parts and acces
sories (except tires and tubes and automobile 
radio and television sets) are taxable at 8 
percent of the sales price until July 1, 1958, 
and at 6 percent on and after July 1, 1958. 
No part 'of this tax is allocable to the high
way trust fund. Under the bill, no tax will 
be imposed for the 1..;year period beginning 
on March 1, 1958, and on March 1, 1959, the 
tax wm be reimposed at the 6-percent rate. 
The bill does not affect the tax on tires and 
tubes or on automobile radio and television 
sets. 

SECTION 2 
Existing law provides that when the manu

facturers excise taxes on automobiles, trucks, 
buses, and trailers and semitrailers is re
duced that floor stocks refunds are to be 
made for stocks in the hands of dealers on 
the date the rate is reduced. The refund is 
made to the manufacturer, but only if the 
manufacturer reimburses the dealer !or the 
tax reduction or obtains the dealer's written 
consent. 

Subsection (a) of section 2 of the bill 
makes technical amendments so that these 
provisions will apply to the suspension and 
reduction made by the bill effective as of 
.March 1, 1958. 
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Subsection (b) of the blll applies to auto

mobiles, trucks, buses, and trailers and semi
trailers held by dealers on March 1, 1958, but 
·sold by them on or before the date of the 
·enactment of the bill. In such a case, the 
floor stocks refund will apply only if the ulti
mate purchaser is reimbursed for the tax re:. 
duction or gives his written consent to the 
refund. 

The fioor stock refund provisions do not 
apply to parts and accessories. 

SECTION 3 

Section 3 Is a technical amendment to the 
Highway Revenue Act of 1956 to insure that 
the highway trust fund will cor:.tinue to re
ceive the amount contemplated by that act. 

Under existing law 50 percent of the 10 
percent tax is allocable to the trust fund. 
Under the bill 100 percent of a 5 percent tax 
is allocable to the trust fund. Adjustments 
(patterned on existing provisions of law re
lating to the trust fund) are made by the 
bill to take ca.re of the fact tba:!i during the 
1-year period covered by the bill the Treasury 
will receive taxes incurred before March 1, 
1958, at the 10-percent rate, and will receive 
taxes on and after March 1, 1959, incurred 
during the reduced period at the 5-percent 
rate. 

FLOOR STOCKS TAXES 

In general, when the manufacturers excise 
taxes on trucks, buses, automobiles, and 
trailers and semitrailers has been increased 
a floor stocks tax has been imposed on these 
articles in the hands of dealers on the date 
the increase takes effect. 

The bill does not provide for any floor 
stocks taxes at the termination of the 1-
year period covered by the bill on the theory 
that the absence of such taxes will encourage 
greater production and sales anticipating the 
deadline period. 

A NEW FOREIGN-TRADE BILL 
Mr. DORN of South Carolina. Mr. 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to 
address the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from South 
Carolina? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DORN of South Carolina. Mr. 

Speaker, I have today introduced a com
prehensive new foreign-trade bill which 
will, i~ my judgment, firmly restore and 
stabilize America's foreign trade in the 
classic concept originally conceived by 
the late Cordell Hull; real trade reci
procity between nations for truly mutual 
advantages. 

My bill represents the thoughtful and 
composite conclusions of a considerable 
number of industries affected by foreign 
trade, after a careful study lasting more 
than a year. Trade experts conducting 
this study were directed, explicitly, to 
consider the United States national wel
fare; not piecemeal benefits for single 
industries. Provisions of this legislation 
were drafted in this concept. 

The bill I have proposed~ I am well 
aware, constitutes an entire replacement 
of the existing foreigh-trade machinery. 
This is critically necessary. The exist
ing United States foreign-trade machin
ery and the policies which govern its 
administration today threaten disaster 
to American industry and death to thou
sands of American jobs. 

Under this bill, the misnamed recip
rocal trade program now in operation 
would be replaced by a syst~m and poli
cies offering liberal-and attractive-

tenns to our world trade neighbors and 
partners. At the same time this legis~ 
lation provides intelligent moderate pro
tection for industry and jobs at home 
and insures better ·conditions and terms 
of trade to the great segment of industry 
and agriculture which relies on exports. 

Under the bill introduced today United 
States foreign-trade policy, instead of 
giving a heavy downward push to the 
current economic slump, as it does under 
policies and commitments now in effect, 
would help us pull out of this and any 
future recession. 

As you have seen from its text, my bill 
would expand, retitle, and strengthen the 
present United States Tariff Commis
sion in its rnle as an agency of the Con
gress. In its new status the Commis
sion would be designated the United 
States Foreign Trade Board. 

The new bill would pla~e final control 
over United States trade policy where it 
traditionally and constitutionally be
longs, in the United States Congress. It 
would delegate administrative functions 
to a legislative agency and leave to the 
executive department the function of 
negotiating with foreign countries under 
standards which strengthen the hands 
of the President. 

As a necessary element of Congression
al control over United States trade pol
icy, the new bill would provide 3-year 
bilateral trade compacts. 

Other provisions of the new bill 
strengthen United States rights to mod
ify trade concessions whenever a foreign 
country unfairly circumvents or evades 
agreement terms either as to imports 
into the United States or exports to such 
foreign country, and give added strength 
and meaning to national defense 
sections of existing law. 

It is my firm conviction that the legis
lation introduced today provides an in
telligent, fair-to-all, foreign-trade pol
icy, and the machinery to carry it out. 
Moreover, it seems to me this measure 
offers a supportable basis for two groups 
of legislators who have up to now been 
compelled to solve an unappy dilemma. 

First. Those Members of Congress who 
dislike the unfair and unsatisfactory for·
eign-trade machinery contained in the 
new expiring Trade Agreements Act, but 
who have voted for its extension rather 
than have no machinery at all. 

Second. Those who oppose so vigorous
ly the policy and machinery embodied in 
the Trade Agreements Act that each time 
it came up for action they simply voted 
against extension. 

Finally, it is my conviction that this 
legislation-representing the first major 
proposal for trade-agreement policy and 
machinery modification since 1934-
constitutes the only type of proposal 
which, in the light of practical considera
tions today, has any real prospect of 
enactment into law. I sincerely hope 
that it will be adopted. 

FEDERAL AID NO PANACEA FOR OUR 
EDUCATIONAL SHORTCOMINGS 
The SPEAKER. Under previous or

der of the House, the gentleman from 
lllinois [Mr. MASON] is recognized for 
40minutes. 

· Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, may I say 
at the beginning that I will not yield 
until I am through, because I have asked 
for twice as much time as· I expect to use 
so that any questions may come after 
I finish my statement. 

Mr. Speaker, if President Eisenhower 
is an authority in any one field that field 
would be the military field because he has 
had more than 35 years of experience in 
that field and had climbed to the top. 
If Congressman MAsoN could be called 
an authority in any field it would have to 
be in the educational field because he, 
too, spent 35 of the best years of his life 
in that field and had a fair degree of 
success. Because of that background I 
want to speak on the subject "Federal 
Aid No Panacea for our Educational 
Shortcomings," and I want to · say that 
I expect to handle that subject without 
gloves. 

Mr. Speaker, for well over 30 years 
bureaucratic do-gooders in Washington 
have been trying to convince the Con
gress, and the people back home, that 
our public schools are in dire need of 
Federal aid; that they face problems the 
local school districts and the various 
States cannot solve without financial aid 
from Washington; that unless Federal 
aid for education is provided by Con
gress, our local school districts and State 
school systems will be unable to meet the 
educational needs our children require 
in this day and age. 

The first argument the bureaucratic 
New Dealers used was: 

It is the duty of the Federal 'Government 
to provide an equal educational opportunity 
for every child in America. Federal aid· for 
education must be given to the States and 
local school districts so that the children in 
the poorer school districts and in the poorer 
States may receive equal educational oppor
tunities to the more fortunate children in 
the wealthier schooi districts lind the weal
thier States. 

They said nothing about where under 
our Federal Constitution the responsi
bility for providing a proper and ade• 
quate educational . system rests. They 
said nothing about the need to equalize 
educational opportunities of children as 
between our public school systems and 
our parochial school system. They said 
nothing about the strings that inevitably 
must be attached to Federal aid for edu
cation when given. 

After unsuccessful efforts spread over 
a 20-year period, that argument was fi
nally given up. 

A second attempt to put across a sys
tem of Federal aid for education was 
made on the plea that our schools were 
overcrowded; that we needed more class
rooms and more teachers; therefore, we 
should provide Federal aid for school 
building programs, because many local 
school districts and many States could 
not afford 'to build the ·needed class
rooms. 

Again nothing was said about the 
double taxation this would force upon 
the local school districts and States that 
had met their own classroom needs. 
Under this Federal plan they would be 
required to help build classrooms for 
those school districts that had neglected 
to provide the needed classrooms, al
though in many instances were better 
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able to do so than the school districts 
that had taken care of their own class
room needs. Nor was it said that this 
plan could turn out to be a new method 
of getting the nose of the Federal
control camel under the educational 
tent. 

This second effort of the bureaucratic 
New Dealers and the modern Republi
cans to sell their school program to a 
stubborn Congress and an independent
minded people in the hinterland also 
failed and had to be discarded. 

Then came the Russian sputniks and 
such exciting shibboleths as: the great 
advances our Soviet enemies have made 
in the field of science and mathematics; 
the dire lack of American scientists; 
control of the outer space; and the woe
ful lack of teachers of science in our pub
lic schools. . 

Here then was a great crisis that must 
be met by the Federal Government, a 
need that only Federal billions can 
supply, a demand that only the Federal 
Government can meet-a real made-to
order argument for Federal aid to 
education. 

So today the Eisenhower administra
tion proposes a temporary 4-year Federal 
aid program that will cost more than 
$1 billion. 

Mr. Speaker, the foregoipg are the 
arguments and proposals of our New 
Dealers and modern Republicans. What 
are the real facts? Our people are en
titled to know the facts that bear upon 
the Federal-aid-for-education contro
versy. Here are some of them: 

First. There is no such thing as free 
Federal aid. 

Uncle Sam has no money of his own 
to give away. He must first take away 
from the citizem of the States in taxa
tion the dollars he so generously pro
poses to give back to the States. Uncle 
Sam has not one thin dime of his own 
to give away. Therefore, there is no 
such thing as free Federal aid. 

Second. There is absolutely no need 
for Federal aid for education. 

An authority on the subject of Federal 
aid for education, Roger A. Freeman, the 
former research director for the Inter
governmental Relations Commission, 
had this to say: 

Education for many years has been the 
largest item of public expenditure In the 
United States next to national defense. The 
cost of education accounts for about one
third of all State and local expenditures and 
is about twice as great as the next largest 
public function-highways. 

~e report of the Intergovernmental 
Commission stated: 

We have been unable to find a State that 
cannot afford to make more money available 
to its schools or that is economically unable 
to support an adequate school system. 

Third. Federal aid for schools is fol
lowed by Federal control of schools as 
night follows day. 

It is stupid not to realize that in the 
power to approve and give is embedded 
the power to direct and control. Federal 
aid carries with it the power of control 
that inevitably resides in the holder of 
the purse strings. 

For example: In 1916 Congress passed 
the Smith-Hughes Act providing Federal 

aid for local vocational educational sys
tems. Prior to passage, its proponents 
insisted vigorously and incessantly that 
it would involve no Federal control. 
However, Federal regulations in connec
tion with the administration of the 
Smith-Hughes Act have been expanded 
over the years until they now fill a book 
of 108 pages, the title of which is "Ad
ministration of Vocational Education," 
published by the United States Govern
ment Printing omce. One sentence on 
page 4 of the book is all that is necessary 
to use. I quote: 

Each State is required to submit a plan 
which must ·meet with the approval of the 
Federal Office of Education. 

There it is in a nutshell. No approval 
of the plan, no money. What is that but 
Federal control? 

Again, in 1956, the United States Com
missioner of Education said: 

If Federal aid is to bring about better 
schools, it seems apparent that there must 
be some Federal control. 

There you have it from "the horse's 
mouth." Federal aid and Federal con
trol are twins; they go together. 

Fourth. The controversial subject of 
States rights is involved in Federal aid to 
education. 

In his well-known book, Let's Face It, · 
Dean Manion says: 

In the Communist Manifesto Karl Marx 
made controL of public education one of the 
ten commandments of communism. Crypto
Communist, fellow travelers, and leftwing 
progressives in the field of education have 
kept their sights fixed upon this objective 
since. Twenty-five years ago a group of 
so-called liberal American educators, ap
pointed by the American Historical Society 
and financed with more than a quarter of 
a million dollars from the Carnegie and 
other foundations, went into a long learned 
huddle and finally came out with a 15-vol
ume report. In their findings they declared 
that our form of government was a failure 
and should give way to a collectivized so
ciety, wherein the individual should be made 
to surrender his liberty in the interest of 
group welfare. They determined that only 
the schools of the country could bring about 
this revolutionary change in our American 
system, and that it was the duty of every 
educator to see that the schools did so. 

Fifth. There are two knotty problems 
in connection with the distribution of 
Federal aid for education that have not 
as yet been solved: 

Problem No. 1: Segregation in the 
schools of the South. 

Will Federal aid with its consequent 
control accentuate this problem or di
n1inish it? If today a President, without 
any authority in either the Constitution 
or in the law, sends troops into Little 
Rock to enforce a judicial decision
where there is no Federal aid involved
how much more likely would such action 
occur if Federal aid were involved? 

When an administration sends troops 
to enforce a decision of the present su
preme Court-a decision based entirely 
upon opinions of sociologists and psy
chologists, and not upon legal prece
dents or constitutional provisions; a de
cision that ignored former opinions of 
the Supreme Court based upon legal 
precedents and constitutional provi
sions-is it not time to be somewhat sus-

p' ~ious of any aid to education that such 
an administration offers? 

And, if the foregoing is not enough 
to convince my southern brethren that 
there is danger in Federal aid for schools, 
I advise them to obtain a copy of the bill 
introduced in the other body by Sena
tors DOUGLAS and DIRKSEN of Illinois on 
February 9, 1958. Those two Senators 
were joined by 11 other Senators in 
sponsoring a bill to provide special Fed
eral aid to education-$40 million to fi .. 
nance integrated schools in States that 
would be denied State support for inte
grated schools by State law; $12.5 mil
lion to promote community understand
ing of the need for school integration: 
and to bestow upon the Attorney General 
broad civil-rights powers which Congress 
specifically removed from the civil 
rights bill of 1957. Is it not about time 
to stop, look, and listen? 

Problem No. ·2: Federal aid for paro• 
chial schools. 

If Federal aid to education is to be 
provided in order to insure equal educa
tional opportunities for every child in 
America, then should it not be provided 
for the children who attend parochial 
schools? And if so provided, what be
comes of the principle of separation of 
church and state? 

These are two basic problems that 
must be faced when considering Fed
eral aid for education. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, what are the actual 
facts concerning our overcrowded school
rooms and the need for Federal aid for 
school construction? 

The United States Office of Education 
is the source of the following data: 

In 1936 all the high schools and grade 
schools of the United States were manned 
by 870,963 teachers·, and they had a total 
combined enrollment of 26,417,986 
pupils. That made an average teaching 
load of 31 pupils per teacher. 

In 1956-20 years later-the high 
schools and grade schools in the Nation 
were manned by 1,196,980 teachers, and 
they had a total combined enrollment of 
31,527,695 pupils. That makes an aver
age teaching load of 26 pupils per 
teacher. 

Thus we have fewer pupils per teacher 
today in our high schools and grade 
schools than we had 20 years ago. 
Where then are the overcrowded school
rooms? 

Of course, in many communities, be· 
cause of the impact of Government-re
quired war industries and the consequent 
influx of pupils into the schools of those 
communities, we do have some over
crowded schoolrooms. However, Con
gress took care of these impacted school 
districts by passing Public Laws 874 and 
815 to provide Federal aid for these im
pacted school districts. These special 
aid provisions take care of both con
struction costs and operating costs of 
such schools. We have already paid 
out well over $1 billion to such impacted 
school districts. 

The American Legion in testifying last 
year before the House Committee on 
Education and Labor against Federal aid 
for school construction said: 

In 1900 Americans spent $14 per puptl; In 
1950 the figure was $224 per pupil; in 1956 
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local school districts spent $S80 per pupil to 
provide public education for their children. 

While the number of pupils in the public 
schools increased about 3.7 percent in the 
past year, the number o:f schoolteachers in
creased 6.9 percent. 

Does this sound as if the local school 
districts are neglecting their respon
sibilities? Does this indicate a need for 
Federal aid? 

Mr. Speaker, many New Dealers and 
Modern Republicans believe that bil
lions of dollars taken from our tax
payers' pockets have the magic power 
to solve all present-day problems. In 
substance they say, "If there is some
thing wrong with our educational sys
tem, just spend another billion or two 
and the problem will be solved, regard
less of whether the system is basically 
sound or not." 

We have been spending like drunken 
sailors on the less-important parts of 
our educational system. Untold millions 
upon magnificent football stadiums, un
told more millions to build educational 
palaces; princely salaries to football 
coaches and beggarly salaries to teachers 
of mathematics, science, and English; 
scholarships for students strong on 
brawn but weak on brain. Is this the 
way to develop scientists or scholars? 
Can we by spending a few billions more 
correct mistakes and solve problems? 
Should there not be some soul search
ing to determine what is fundamentally 
wrong with our educational system? 

OUR PUBLIC SCHOOLS ARE TOO SOFT 

Mr. Speaker, a recent report from the 
United States Office of Education com
paring our public schools with the Rus
sian public schools informs us we are 
far behind in science and mathematics. 
From another source we learn that the 
high schools of our European allies pro
vide more courses and superior courses 
in science and mathematics than 
American high schools provide. 

We realize that Russia's emphasis 
upon science and mathematics is pri
marily due to her war aims. This fact, 
however, cannot be given as the reason 
the democratic nations of Europe aiso 
provide superior courses in science and 
mathematics to the courses provided in 
our high schools. In addition, school 
standards are high in Western Europe, 
workloads are heavy, and discipline is 
rigidly enforced-in direct ·contrast, may 
I say, to American schools. 

The most shocking thing, however, 
concerning science and mathematics in 
our high schools is the fact that during 
the past 50 years of our so-called pro
gressive education the percentage of 
American high-school students taking 
science and mathematics courses has 
dropped from 28 percent of the total 
enrollment to 10 percent of the total 
enrollment-due largely to the flabby, 
soft, educational philosophy of the past 
30 years. We have too many elective 
courses and not enough required basic 
courses in our high schools today. We 
have made it altogether too easy for a 
high-school student to elect himself out 
of an education. Too many American 
schools have become cradles of comfort 
where our children are gently rocked and 
lulled to sleep. 

Educational leaders blame our pres
ent-day lag in science and mathematics 
upon lack of funds, and call for increased 
educational subsidies. They ignore the 
fact that today we are spending 20 times 
as much per pupil in our high schools and 
grade schools as we did 50 years ago, 
much of which goes for fads and fan
cies. 

Our so-called progressive education, 
with its soft pedagogy and soft discipline, 
is certainly in need of a reappraisal. To 
adopt the rule "We must let the pupil do 
what comes naturally" is neither good 
discipline nor good training. Doing only 
the easy tasks never produced an Ein
stein, an Edison, nor a Henry Ford. 

Faced with these stern realities in 
connection with our present-day educa
tional methods, we should abandon the 
soothing-sirup treatment given our stu
dents today, and make a right-about
face in both methods and curriculum 
content of our elementary and second
ary schools. 

Mr. Speaker, in the good old days-
30 or 40 years ago-our American 
schools used to teach and stress the 
"Three R's." We also insisted upon 
strict discipline. We were old-fashioned 
enough to believe that discipline was an 
important part, an essential part, a val
uable part of school training. Character 
formation and proper habits of study 
and behavior were important objectives 
of education. 

In those days our pupils were taught 
to "stand upon their own feet," to "hoe 
their own row"; . "to paddle their own 
canoe"; to be independent, not depend
ent: to compete with each other men
tally as well as physically. We were old
fashioned enough to believe that this 
world is a competitive world, where 
adults are required to compete with each 
other for a place in the sun; and that 
if "education is a preparation for living," 
as the books said, then it was important 
for the teacher to develop in her pupils 
initiative, independence, ambition, self
reliance, a spirit of rugged individualism, 
to prepare them for the battle of life. 
These certainly were the traits that 
made America great. 

Of course, that was before the so-called 
progressive methods in teaching were 
invented by Prof. John Dewey of Colum
bia; before soft d~scipline and soft 
pedagogy became the order of the day; 
before progressive teachers adopted the 
rule, "You must let the child do what 
comes naturally": before adolescent, im
mature high-school students were al
lowed to select their own school subjects: 
yes, before juvenile delinquency became 
a national problem. 

Summarizing, Mr. Speaker, I make the 
following statements, and challenge 
anyone to refute them: 

First. There is not one word in the 
United States ConstitUtion that delegates 
power to the President or to the Federal 
Government to subsidize, to aid, or to 
meddle in any way with the public 
schools of the Nation. On the contrary, 
the tenth amendment to the Constitu
tion forbids it in these words: 

The powers not delegated to the United 
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by 
it to the States, are reserved to the States 
respectively, or to the people. 

Second. Every State in the Union is 
far better off financially than the Federal 
Government. The Federal debt of $274 
billion is much greater than the public 
debt of all our States, all our local gov
ernments, and all other world govern
ments put together. 

Third. Federal aid for education is not 
a temporary program to meet an im
mediate emergency, as stated by its pro
ponents. This is the old stock-in-trade 
excuse for starting every new Federal 
program. It was used to start the Mar
shall program, which was to end after 4 
years and after an expenditure of $17 
billion. The Marshall pian-as we all 
know-is still with us under a different 
name and has already cost our taxpayers 
between fifty and sixty billion dollars. 

In the face of the foregoing, Mr. 
Speaker, I say that any Member of this 
House who believes in segregated schools, 
any Member who believes in and supports 
parochial schools, yes, any Member who 
believes in the Constitution and States 
rights, who votes for any new kind of 
Federal aid for education will certainly 
live to rue the day. 

Mr. DORN of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, will the distinguished gentle
man from Illinois yield? 

Mr. MASON. I gladly yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. DORN of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to compliment my 
distinguished and able colleague, the 
gentleman from Illinois on the very 
timely and eloquent address. I would 
like to call the attention of the House to 
the fact that the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. MASON] is eminently qualified 
to speak on this subject since he has 
spent a greater portion of his lifetime, 
35 years, in the field of education. 

Mr. MASON. I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. LANDRUM. Mr. Speaker, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MASON. I yield. 
Mr. LANDRUM. I have not been priv

ileged to hear all that the gentleman has 
said today, but what I did hear I agreed 
with completely. However, I would 
make one or two observations which I 
believe the gentleman would agree with. 
That is that although we may rue the 
day when support for education pro
grams came from the Government, we 
should nevertheless recognize that un
less we do something here on the Fed
erallevel to relinquish to the States some 
of the taxing powers that the Federal 
Government has usurped, the States are 
being left in a position, and localities as 
well, where there is no other source to 
which they may look than the Federal 
Gov·ernment. Is that not correct? 

Mr. MASON. I agree with that, be
cause Uncle Sam now claims 75 cents 
out of every dollar of taxation, which 
leaves only 25 cents to the State and 
local governments on which to operate. 

Mr. LANDRUM. I was interested in 
the comment the gentleman made about 
those of us who believed in supporting 
segregated schools and those of us who 
believe in supporting States rights. I 
wondered if he had had an opportunity 
to read the three papers prepared and 
delivered by Judge Hand to the Harvard 
Law School. 
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Mr. MASON. I have read them, and . To implement;, their program, -specif
I agree with Judge Hand's interpreta- lcally in Peoria, the union has filed 
tion of what the Constitution and the candidates for Democrat precinct com
law is. mitteemen in 92 of the 210 precincts, 

Mr. LANDRUM. Particularly I would and has designs on 80 precincts where no 
like to direct the gentleman's attention candidates filed before the deadline last 
to the comment and observation of Judge January 20. 
Hand to the effect that if we are going to Mr. Speakerr I should like to make it 
have a third legislative body, let us have very clear, at the outset, that I was once 
one in which all of us can participate as a union member myself, and have a host 
to representation in that body. · of friends, not only among the rank and 

Mr. MASON. I agree with that. Of file, but including some of those guid
course, Judge Hand meant that our Su- ing the destinies of other local unions 
preme Court was usurping legislative comprising the Peoria Trade and Labor 
functions, and legislating rather than Assembly. I have attended a. number 
interpreting. of their meetings and have had individ-

Mr. LANDRUM. As a matter of fact, uals and numerous groups of laboring 
Judge Hand stated, in very emphatic people come into my office and discuss 
terms, that the Supreme Court in over- their mutual problems. We have al
ruling a longstanding decision com- ways gotten along well together even 
pletely left the field of interpreting our though having our differences of opinion. 
statutes and jurisprudence and entered I have no quanel, whatsoever, with 
the field of legislative activity; did he those individual members who have filed 
not? as candidates for Democrat precinct 

Mr. MASON. He did. committeemen and who, at the same 
Mr. LANDRUM. I thank the gentle- time, happen to be members of Local No. 

man. 974. They have every right as citizens 
Mr. BYRNE of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, to do so, and if it is. their intention 

will the gentleman yield? to promote the cause of better govern-
Mr. MASON. I yield. ment, then I commend them for taking 
Mr. BYRNE of Illinois. I was partie- . such an active part. We have a. number 

ularly interested in that phase of your of union members serving as precinct 
capable analysis that had to do with the committeemen in our Republican Party, 
double-taxation feature of this proposed as a matter of fact, and it is always a 
Federal aid for schools. I have the great source of pride for me to associate 
privilege of representing the Third Dis- myself with these people. I consider my
trict of Illinois. In that district are self a friend of labor's rank and file. 

_ many parochial and private schools: The thing l, personally, resent, and 
the Morgan Day Military Academy, I am confident that I am joined by many, 
Lutheran high schools, many Catholic many discerning Democrats, is the fact 
institutions, as well as other types of pri- that the master plan for this operation 
vate schools. Is it not true that if the comes from as far away as Detroit and 
type of legislation that is proposed be- is under the direct leadership of Mr. 
came the law of 'the land, we would not Walter Reuther. What right has he to 
only have double taxation for the people come into Peoria and tell our good Dem
who elect to send their children to pri- ocrat friends what is best for them in 
vate and parochial schools. but we would their own hometown? 
have a. triple form of taxation? In January, after Caterpillar had re-

Mr. MASON. I agree entirely, and it duced its working force by some 6,000 
would be an impossible burden. - men and expressed a desire to propose 

INVASION OF PEORIA 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Illinois [Mr. MICHEL] is recog
nized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I have 
asked for this time to call the attention 
of the House to an article appearing in 
the March 10 issue of Newsweek, entitled 
"Invasion of Peoria." This article is a 
special report written by the chief of 
Newsweek's Chicago bureau, Mr. Harry 
Homewood, and tells how the United 
Auto Workers is moving into Illinois 
politics at the precinct leveL 

The report states that the UAW local 
No. 974, boasting a membership of 19,000 
strong at the sprawling Caterpillar -plant 
in my district, is "in the midst of a de
termined effort to capture the Demo
cratic machinery in Peoria for the 
union.'' The report goes on to say that 
if' its forces win out-and the test will 
come in the April primary-there can be 
little doubt that UA W headquarters in 
Detroit would consider Peoria as a. pat
tern for action in many another indus-

. trial area. 

a further cut by way of a 4-day work
week for the balance of their employees, 
Mr. Reuther's representatives came to 
town and held a mass meeting at the 
Bradley University fieldhouse trying 
to get support among the rank and file 
for his plan to retain the 5-day work
week for those with the most -seniority 
and a complete layoff for those with 
the least seniority. Mr. Speaker, the 
rank and file in the union stood up in 
righteous indignation and rejected Mr. 
Reuther•s proposal; and now, I am happy 
to say that come March 31, all those 
who were put on a 4-day week will be 
coming back to work again for a full 
5-day week. 

I could not contend that labor is pos
sessed of any lesser right to assert itself 
as a political force than any other group. 
Indeed, labor, like all other groups that 
make up our citizenry, has a responsi
bility to seek good government. How
ever, it must be asked, should labor in 

· Peoria, Ill, where peace between union 
and management has been the pattern, 
have imposed on it the strife and discord 
that has attended Mr. Reuther's grasp 
for personal power in Michigan? Others 
here are more familiar than I could be 

with the misuse of power that has char
acterized bis constant attempts. to com
pletely dominate the Democrat Party in 
his own State. and full credit should be 
given to those persons~ both Democrat 
and Republican, who, at the risk of their 
own personal safety, have attempted to 
stand in his path. 

What motivates this man, who, each 
day over the past decade, has further 
extended his tentacles until now we see 
specific: evidence that he has alliances 
with top governmental officials? Is it for 
the ultimate good of labor? Is the un
rest, suifering. loss of wages, personal 
violence and economic destruction that 
he has achieved, consistent with a belief 
that what he seeks is a strong, wholesome 
laboring force? As I indicated earlier, I 
was once a member of a local labor union. 
It seems to me that neither party today 
can or should claim that it is the sole 
protector of labor, or, conversely, that 
labor will protect its longevity. For my
self, I know that I have, within that area 
where my efforts are and should be felt, 
been on labor's side, just as I have be.en 
on the side of all deserving segments of 
our population. 

It is uniquely possible in the United 
States to make a statement such as this. 
Nowhere else does there exist the con
dition we enjoy under which labor and 
management--although in some areas 
competitive-are both so completely mo
tivated by a single goal: A strong econ
omy and -a powerful Nation. 

I acknowledge that I have little per
sonal strength to aid those persons of 
the State of Michigan, or the Detroit 
area, in the solution of their local prob
lems. I have not, in an attempt to grasp 
personal power to which I am not en
titled, attempted to artificially grasp 
power beyond my logical area of influ
ence. 

Let this be noted, however-! chal
lenge Mr. Reuther to cite one instance 
where I have been motivated by any de
sire, other than that desire to make labor 
strong in my own District-strength 
which can only be achieved through high 
employment, good working conditions, 
acceptable wages, and. peace between la
bor and management. 

I have and shall battle to preserve 
labor as a strong faction in my District. 
I have and shall battle to prevent its 
strength being corrupted by the infiltra
tion of agents from hundreds of miles 
away whose interests are personal in 
character and could lead to, but one re
sult--the gradual. weakening, corrupting, 
and destroying of the very good friends 
with whom I have spent my entire life
time. 

There have always existed differences 
between segments of our population, and 
it is historically true that out of resolv
ing these differences through peaceful 
debate. arbitration and compromise, that 
strength has been reaUzed. It is my re
sponsibility as a Member of this body 
to contribute at all times to the peace
ful resolving of disputes and the creation 
of strength that is so indispensable to 
our Nation today. As a friend of labor, 
I will not sit idly by and observe Mr. 
Reuther or any other individual from 
either labor or management take over 
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one of our local political parties for their 
own selfish interests or personal ag
grandizement. Experience has shown 
that it would result in considerable 
strife and suffering for my many friends. 

Therefore, let me pledge this: In those 
areas where the goal of the UAW and 
Mr. Reuther is peace, improvement of 
the life of individuals doing a day's work 
for a day's pay, and harmony between 
labor and management, they shall have 
my full support and cooperation. In 
those areas where the apparent goal of 
Mr. Reuther is the achievement of per
sonal power, violence, injury to individ
uals and property, he will never have 
my support, and I shall be an unrelent
ing opponent in victory or defeat. 

Mr. Speaker, I suspect if Mr. Reuther 
persists in his efforts to dictate to the 
people of my honie community, that be
tween now and election day, in addition 
to what already has been done, we shall 
see the vast financial resources of the 
UAW pouring into the campaign. This 
will indeed be a challenge, but I welcome 
the opportunity to let the home folks de
cide for themselves just who can do the 
best job here in Washington for all of 
them, and I modestly but confidently 
submit that it will be BoB MICHEL over 
Walter Reuther. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. ALLEN of Illinois. As one who 
has been here for some time may I say 
to the gentleman that if I were him I 
would not worry too much about the CIO 
or the Americans for Democratic Action 
or any Ieftwing organizations. They 
moved into Rockford, Ill., several years 
ago to take over the Democratic organi
zation in Rockford. There are many 
sincere and honest Democrats there. 
They think they are running the show 
but they have no more to do with it than 
I have running the French Foreign 
Legion. I reiterate, if I were the gentle
man I would not worry too much about 
it. 

Mr. MICHEL. I respect the gentle
man's position and sincerely appreciate 
the good counsel and advice he has al
ways given me heretofore. I cannot help 
but be gravely concerned for the people 
in my District who may not recognize 
fully what Mr. Reuther seeks to do in 
my home town by this attempt to take 
over the Democrat Party organization 
locally, lock, stock, and barrel. 

Mr. TEWES. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin. . · 

Mr. TEWES. Impartial analysts and 
historians have said frequently that the 
two principal requisities for successful 
service in Congress were, first, leadership 
ability and second, integrity of thought. 
On both of these scores the gentleman 
from Illinois has proved himself to his 
people back home. 

Those of us who are new in the Con
gress early last year chose the gentleman 
as the chairman of our gr(up. We have 
found in our subsequent associations 
with him that his abilities as a leader 
have been valuable not only to his people 

but to those of us who have been privi
leged to work with the gentleman. 

On the second point, the Members of 
Congress benefit from hearings, floor 
debate, and correspondence which comes 
from our people. These aids give us a 
special insight into the problems of the 
United States. Based upon th:.s infor
mation we reach our decisions on what 
is best for the people of our district and 
our country. 

And, I want to say that in my opin
ion-although as the gentleman knows 
we have differed on occasion-he has al
ways marshaled the facts and has voted 
on those issues as his own intellectual 
integrity dictated. The people in my 
neighboring State of Illinois have reason 
to be proud of the services rendered by 
their Congressman. He is a credit not 
only to them but to the entire Nation. 

Mr. MICHEL. i than!{ the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. As he indicated, we do 
have our differences of opinion, but there 
is always deep mutual respect for one 
another's integrity and honesty. 

·Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. MASON. I want to re-echo what 
the gentleman has just stated. My 

. name is Noah. Noah prophesied the 
flood, and I prophesy that BoB MICHEL 
will be sent bacl{ here by an overwhelm
ing majority, a larger majority than he 
had the last time, because he stands for 
statesmanlike things, and that was a 
statesmanlike speech that he just made. 

Mr. MICHEL. Coming from the very 
distinguish·ed gentleman from my neigh
boring district, I am completely over
whelmed. 

Mr. GRIFFIN: Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

. Mr. MICHEL. I yield to the gentle
man from Michigan, who obviously has 
knowledge of the pattern that has gone 
on before in his own State and which 
I have discussed today. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
associate myself with the remarks of the 
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. TEWES], 
in commending the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. MICHEL], for his searching an
alysis and statement concerning the re
ported invasion by UA W leaders from 
Detroit into the politics of Peoria. While 
it is true that Mr. Reuther, and other 
UA W leaders whose primary concern 
seems to be politics, have a stranglehold 
on the Democratic Party organization in 
Michigan, let me assure the gentleman; 
as one who represents a district which 
includes a large industrial area, that 
even in Michigan they do not control the 
votes· of the individual rank-and-file 
union members. I believe the gentleman 
from Illinois has performed a valuable 
service in bringing this matter to the at
tention of the House. 

Mr. MICHEL. I thank the gentleman 
from Michigan. And, I want to empha
size again that were it not for the over
all master plan being directed from De
troit, I would have no concern. I simply 
cannot stomach the idea of Walter Reu
ther taking it upon himself to chart the 
course of one of our local political parties 
and know I speak for many discerning 

Democrats who do not care to be so 
stigmatized. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to insert at this point in the RECORD, the 
article referred to in Newsweek entitled 
"Invasion of Peoria," and a timely edi
torial appearing in Saturday's Detroit 
News entitled "Caesar's Meat." 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentleman 
from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
· The articles are as follows: 
[From Newsweek magazine of March 10, 

1958] 
INVASION OF PEORIA 

(One reason why the Republicans on the 
Senate Labor Rackets Committee want to 
investigate Walter Reuther is that his UAW 
seeks political as well as economic power. 
Already the UAW is politically entrenched in 
Michigan. In this special report, Harry 
Homewood, chief of Newsweek's Chicago 
bureau, tells how the union is now moving 
into Illinois politics.) 

Peoria, Ill., once vaudeville's symbol for 
"the sticks," today is a booming industrial 
city, the second largest in the State (popula
tion: 112,000). It also is a major outpost of 
the realm of labor governed by Walter Reu
ther's United Auto Workers-CIO whose capi
tal is Detroit. At Peoria's huge Caterpillar 
Tractor Co. plant, sprawling beside the Illi
nois River, the UAW's local 974 boasts a 
membership 19,000 strong. 

It has long galled the local's leaders-and 
presumably the Detroit leadership as well
that Peoria through the years should have 
remained an impregnable Republican strong
hold. Increasingly, they have become con
vinced that the Republicans can never be dis
lodged by the present Democratic organiza
tion, which they view as somnolent, com
placent, and resigned to defeat. 
Th~s week, local 974 was in the midst of a 

determined effort to capture the Democratic 
machinery in Peoria for the union. If its 
forces won out--and the test would come in 
April's Democratic primary-there could be 
little doubt that UAW headquarters in De
troit would consider Peoria as a pattern for 
action in many another industrial area 
where j;he Democrats are weak. 

NATIONAL PROGRAM 

Charles K. (Kenny) Johnston, UAW sub
regional director in Peoria, puts it like this: 
"Although I am the one who implemented 
this move in this particular area, it is really 
a national program out of Detroit. • • • 
We are started on a course that will allow 
us to deliver Illinois in 1960 to the candidate 
we think best for labor." 

The tactics by which the UAW is seeking 
to attain its immediate ends are based where 
the professional politicians base theirs: The 
precinct level. Marvin (Red) Hyde, the 
short, stocky chairman of publicity and edu
cation for the Caterpillar local, describes 
them like this: "There's 210 precincts in 
Peoria County and each one elects a Demo
cratic committeeman. Nobody but the·party 
hacks used to file. People weren't interested. 
Well, we changed that. We told the workers 
in the union to get out and run. So right 
now our guys are running for precinct com
mitteeman in 92 of the 210 districts. And 
we have a situation where there is no candi· 
date at all in another 80 precincts." 

POLITICAL POTENTIALITIES 

If the union forces do carry a majority of 
the precincts-and even their opponents 
give them a good chance-they will control 
selection of the county chairman. This ls 
one of the two most powerful positionr. in 
the Illinois 18th Congressional District 
(which embraces 5 other counties ln addi
tion to Peoria). The other is that of State 
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central committeemen of the district. and 
for that position Red Hyde himself is. run
ning. 

To what extent Peoria. would set a. na
tional example ·remained a question for the 
time being. But it was certain that in 
Peo?ia itself the UAW was digging in for a 
major attempt to control one of lllinois' 
biggest party oyganizations. As Red Hyde 
summed it up: "If it's necessary, we'll have 
a new Democratic Party.'' 

(From the Detroit News of March 8, 1958] 
CAESAR'S MEAT 

The performance of Emil Mazey as a wit
ness before the McClellan Senate commit
tee is one more entry in the case history 
of the UAW and its curious and growing 
God-complex. 

If not from the throne itself, Mr. Mazey's 
votce was from on high, from whence he 
pronounced moral j.udgments on the clergy 
of two great faiths, on the legal fraternity, 
and medical profession o! Sheboygan Coun
ty, on a member of the Senate committee 
and on a Sheboygan court which had dared 
to jail a UAW goon. 

The daily press, long. a target of Solidarity 
House and its anathema. mill, :finds. itself 
for the moment in excellent company. 

The offense, in which all these are joined, 
appears to be only that they do not believe 
that the law according to the UAW tran
scends the law of the land. 

The God-complex is not new in American 
experience, or for that matter in the annals 
of organized labor. The American spirit 
puts up with fools. But not with Caesar. 
What we are witnessing in the McClellan 
hearing room may very well be the begin
ning of the end. 

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. MICHEL. Glad to yield to the 
gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. LAIRD. I want to commend my 
friend and colleague. from lllinois on the 
very fine and forthright statement which 
he has made here this afternoon on the 
floor of the House. I feel that. it. cer
tainly is well that this issue be met early 
and that· the people in lllinois and in 
oth.er sectionS of the United States may 
be well aware of the type of political ac
tivity which Mr. Reuther is carrying on 
throughout the country. I think that we 
all must be aware of the type of activity 
that he contemplates in the next elec
tion, and I commend the gentleman for 
bringing it to the fioor of the House this 
afternoon. 

Mr. MICHEL. I tharuc my good friend 
and most able colleague from Wisconsin. 

Mr. TEWES. Mr. Speaker,. I ask 
unanimous consent that the gentleman 
f.rom Delaware [Mr. HAsKELL] may ex
tend his remarks at this point in the 
RECORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Wis
c<msin? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. HASKELL. Mr. Speaker, I would 

like to take just a few moments to com
mend our colleague from the 18th Con
gressional District -of Dlinois, Mr. Mr
CHEL, for the outstanding job he is per
forming in this Congress and for the 
manner in which he so ably represents 
his constituents. The gentleman from 
Illinois became a Member of this body 
with a wealth of experience in govern
mental matters that. combined with his 
earlier life in the district which he rep-

resents, makes it possible for him not 
only to be closely aware of his constitu
ents' needs and desires,. but to take 
prompt and appropriate action on them. 

The residents of the 18th District of 
Illinois are indeed fortunate to have 
as their Representative a man of the 
gentleman's ability, courage, and deter
mination. 

I consider it a great honor to be able 
to pay this brief tribute to our colleague 
today. I feel certain that in doing so I 
am joined by the vast majority of other 
Members of this body. 

A REALISTIC P:AUL BUNYAN PLAN 
FOR EDUCATION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore CMr. ED
MONDSON) . Under previous order of the 
House, the gentlewoman from Minnesota 
[Mrs. KNUTSON] is recognized for 60 
minutes. 

Mrs. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks at this point in the REcORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request. of the gentlewoman from 
Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. KNUTSON. Mr. Speaker, I am 

for sound econ-omy in government. I 
believe that the American people should 
get good returns from their expenditures 
through government at all leveis-:Fed
eral, State, and local. I abhor waste of 
the people's money, of our natural re
sources, or of the lives of Americans. 

But waste can occur in many different 
ways. There could be, for example, waste 
of the people's money by maladministra
tion in Government. There could also 
be waste of the very lives of many of our 
people by failure of the Government to 
spend money. 

If our Federal Government had not 
spent billions of dollars during World 
War n. the lives of millions of our peo
ple would have been sacrificed for lack 
of training and equipment. 

If President Franklin D. Roosevelt had 
not foreseen the necessity for Federal 
expenditure of billions of dollars to bring 
this Nation out of the great depression 
of the 1930's. hundreds of thousands, 
perhaps millions of Americans would 
have died from hunger, lack of heat for 
their homes, suicide, disease, and the 
many other causes of death which would 
have been rampant throughout our land. 

Now our Nation is in the midst of an· 
other great crisis--an educational crisis. 
This crisis threatens the very survival of 
our American way of life, for we are in 
the deadly grip of a life or death compe
tition forced upon us by international 
communism. 'Ihe basis of this compe
tition is education and the alternative to 
our losing this competition is war-a war 
of worldwide devastation and death. 

Most of you have heard of a character 
well known throughout my home State 
of Minnesota--the gigantic hero of the 
lumberjacks~ Paul Bunyan. Now Paul 
Bunyan might be considered by some 
people to have been only a mytbieal 
character, but today I am proposing a 
realistic Paul Bunyan plan for the 
preservation and advancement of our 
American. way of life. I am proposing 
that the Federal Government invest $100 

billion in American education-in Amer
ica's future. I am proposing this invest
ment be made at the· rate of $10 billion 
a year for the next 10 years. 

If this seems a large investment, let us 
ask ourselves: How important to us is 
the preservation of our way of life dur
ing our lifetime; and what is it worth 
to assure. that way of life for our chil
dren? When we consider the certain 
gains from such an investment and the 
potential loss from failure to make such 
an investme11t, the amount seems a mere 
pittance. 

Our gross national product at present 
amounts to about $430 billion. Writing 
in the Educational Record for January 
1958, Robert D. Calkins, president of the 
Brookings Institution, has pointed out 
that-

If during the next decade there are no 
more serious interruptions than those of the 
last 10 years. we may expect a growth [in 
gross national product! of about 3Yz percent 
at least, perhaps more. At 1957 prices, an 
annual growth of 3 Yz percent would yield 
in 1967 a gross national product of about 
$000 billion. · 

At present the Federal Government is 
spending for Federal aid to all levels of 
education in the States only about $1.5 
billion a year, which is only about one
third of 1 percent of the value of the 
gross national product. The $10 billion 
additional which I am proposing that the 
Federal Government spend represents 
less than 2.5 percent of the present value 
of the gross national product, and only 
about 1. 7 percent of the value of the 
gross national product which is expected 
in 1967 provided this Nation does not in 
the meantime suffer a serious interrup
tion. I believe that unless at least this 
$10 billion a year is spent by the Federal 
Government for the advancement of 
education this Nation will indeed suffer 
a serious interruption. It might even 
lose the character of its existence as a 
free nation. 

ONE HUNDRED BILLION DOLLARS 

These $100 billion wisely invested 1n 
the revitalization of American education 
can help America to win the cold war and 
prevent a holocaustal hot war of H
bombs and ICBM1s. 

These $100 billion thoughtfully spent 
can help the Free World to secure for 
itself a meaningful, productive peace. 

These $100 billion thoughtfully spent 
can go a long way toward insuring for 
our grandchildren and their grandchll
dren a way of life founded on the Ameri
can tradition. 

This investment of $100 billion repre
sents. the expenditure of only a fraction 
of what our country will gain in gross 
national income in the long run. These 
$100 billion represent an investment in 
this country's future productivity. The 
multi-billion-dollar Federal highway aid 
program, which will probably cost the 
Federal Government well over the $40 
billion currently est.ima ted, is also such 
an investment-but no one can tell me 
that the education of our children is not 
more important than our roads. 

One .hundred years ago the London 
Economist editorialized: 

Education, being an artificial want, can
not be, and never has been, left to grow up 
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spontaneously. Man is the better for it, but 
be must possess it in a certain. degree before 
be can feel the want of it. It is the duty of 
{governm·ent] to procure for it a recognized 
position among the wants of a community. 

ThP.se $100 billion thoughtfully spent 
can procure for education "a recognized 
position among the wants" of our com
munity such as the present demands. 

These $100 billion thoughtfully spent 
can help the Free World to produce the 
necessary hardware of peace and, _ in 
time, can help to make extinct the hard
ware of war. 

THE 120 DAYS WHICH SAVED AMERICA 

The 120 days of suspense between the 
launching of the first earth satellite and 
the launching of the American Explorer 
may very well be known in history as 
the 120 days which saved America. If
and what a dangerous "if" it is-we fail 
to follow through with the determination 
we have now gathered within us, if we 
fail to heed the warnings, . and to meet 
the challenges, the world of 100 years 
from now may very well look upon these 
120 days of recent memory and mark 
them as the. beginning of the end of the 
American way of life. 

As a parent, as a former schoolteacher, 
as well as a Member of Congress, I want 
to · talk with you today about several 
matters which relate to the most serious 
business which has ever confronted this 
great legislative body. This business is 
the education of our young people-the 
boys and girls who tomorrow, as men and 
women, must shoulder the tremendous 
responsibilities of our increasingly com-
plex world. _ · 

THE STRAIGHTEDGE OF CONFIDENCE 

The night before he died in ·1945, 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt wrote · a 
speech which the scythe of · death pre
vented him from delivering. In this 
speech, Mr. Roosevelt wrote: 

We seek peace-enduring peace. Today, 
science has brought all the different quarters 
of the globe so close together that it is im
possible to isolate them one from another. 

Today, as we move against the terrible 
scourge of war-as we go forward toward the 
greatest contribution that any generation of 
human beings can make in this world-the 
contribution of lasting peace, I ask you to 
keep up your faith. I measure the sound, 
solid achievement that can be made at this 
time by the straightedge of your own con
fidence and your resolve. 

The only limit to our realization of tomor
row will be our doubts of today. Let us 
move forward with strong and active faith. 

Today, as we must dig deeply into our 
consciences, as we must think difficult 
thoughts to make difficult decisions, the 
echo of FDR's ringing words appropri
ately challenges us to move forward 
with strong and active faith. 

We must be confident and deter
mined-arid what's m0re important, we 
must not look back. We must keep mov
ing in the direction of a better way of 
life for · us all. 

A PAUL BUNYAN FOR 1958 

A hundred years ago this year, the 
Minnesota Territory became a State. 
Back then in 1848, we spoke of th~ United 
States in the plural: we said, "The United 
States are." Now we say, "The United 
States is." . I believe Minnesota had 
much to do with making this great coun-

try of ours a truly united one. The spirit 
of Minnesota echoes the spirit of Paul 
Bunyan. What a man he was-a strong 

_ man, full of vision and energy and hope 
and boldness and movement. 

Indeed, Paul Bunyan and his blue ox, 
Babe, symbolize well the strength of 
America. No task is too great, no hurdle 
too high, no dare too idealistic for our 
people. At this time we need a bold edu:. 
cational plan to prepare our boys and 
girls for the strange new world into 
which they have been born. 

A few weeks ago I testified before the 
Elliot Subcommittee on Special Educa
tion. I said then and I wish to repeat 
now: 

There is no earthly reason why we 
Americans should go balfcocked in 20 
directions hoping to get ourselves out of our 
educational dilemma by wishful thinking 
and halfway measures. 

Let's get over our inferiority complex and 
get to work. And if it's for education, let's 
spend the necessary money. Let's start 
"running scared." 

There are no two ways about it. Unless 
we do enough for education in terms of 
energy, initiative, imagination and dollars, 
we will have done nothing except further 
muddy the already muddy American educa
tional waters. 

We need Paul Bunyan thinking. We 
need Paul Bunyan action. I assure you, 
Mr. Speaker, that education will yield 
for us Paul Bunyan results. 

.THE RULE OF THE FARM FIELDS 

My people in Minnesota, many of 
them, are farmers. They know the rule 
of the farm fields. You plant a good 
seed if you want good fruit. You work 
hard during planting time if you want to 
reap a good harvest. You try to improve 
your farming methods. You work. You 
help yourself and then you pray to God 
to give you a helping hand. You do not 
just wish a farm crop and count on luck. 

Minnesotans know that a bucket of 
water will not quench the thirst of a 
growing acre of flax. Minnesotans 
know that a 15-minute-a-day gesture of 
work will not produce a crop. 

Not only Minnesotans but the whole 
American people know that a 10-percent 
solution to our educational crisis is no 
solution at all. 

TIMIDITY, INDECISION, CONTRADICTION, AND 
FOOLHARDINESS 

The President of the United States 
said about a year ago that education 
was "more important than our Nike bat
teries, more necessary than our radar 
warning nets, and more powerful even 
than the energy of the atom." 

Then last month, the President's ad
visers talked him into proposing a pro
gram which betrayed an administration 
of timidity, indecision, contradiction, 
and foolhardiness. The President's $1 
billion program for education, even ·if 
supplemented by wishful thinking and 
sweet platitudes, is not enough. 

One Midwestern superintendent of 
schools, Walter E. Stebbins, reacted to 
President Eisenhower's half-hearted 
educational program this way. I quote 
from his thoughtful remarks which were 
recently inserted in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD: 

Now, I cannot · believe the President of 
these United States would intentionally do 

anything to hurt these little children, or 
their teachers, or the communities in which 
they live, but I . can believe that some 
tempter did take him up to the pinnacle, and 
there this tempter pointed out in one di
rection only, and said, "Mr. President, these 
are the things that will make America safe." 
And looking in that direction, he could see 
stretching out. to reach the purple moun
tain's majesties, great massive highways, 
broad and long, and colossal overpasses, and 
a thousand beautiful bridges, and airport 
terminals and runways for our alabaster 
cities, and he could see great factories built 
with Federal assistance under the writeoff 
plan. "Choose these," said the tempter, 
''these are the things for which we must 
spend more billions; then America will be 
safe." 

Without ever turning to. look in the 
other direction they went down, and in so 
doing, this good man turned his back on 
America's children, her greatest asset and 
her most urgent need. This is the way it 
must have happened. 

And who is the tempter, you well may ask. 
Who it is has been pretty well established. 
It is not a secret at all. Collectively, it is a 
force of national scope, and ft can be charac
terized by self-interest, shortsightedness, 
and selfishness. ~ In your town and mine all 
across this broad land, it speaks a confused 
and garbled language. It gives awards to 
teachers and tells them of their great worth, 
then fights the appropriation designed to 
give them a decent salary. It is for better 
school buildings, yet spends great sums to 
prove no more school .buildings are needed. 
Some of its segments will work for more 
billions for highways and airports, and at 
the same time, promote a program of econ
omy that will rob the school children of 
America. 

As a former teacher, I know just how 
Mr. Stebbins feels. Some Members of 
Congress think that the only reason they 
are in Congress is to . demonstrate their 
expertness at logrolling. Today, Amer
ica is over the barrel almost, education
wise. I might say that that barrel is the 
pork barrel. 

There is a saying that if you can't 
beat them, join them. All right, then. 
Let me tell you that there is no pork that 
will reach . all of the American people 
more effectively than education. The 
little people all over this great country 
of ours-from California to South Caro
lina, from Louisiana to Minnesota-are 
tired of seeing all the pork go to big 
business and to H-bombs. The little 
people are saying: 

Give us education for ourselves and our 
children, and we will work ourselves to the 
bone to build America and a world that 
knows the dignity of the human soul. With 
education, we can help ourselves and God 
will help us. 

Apparently, the Madison Avenue ad
vertising geniuses have convinced Gen
eral Eisenhower that the war of the 
schoolhouse with the Soviet Union can 
be won by advertising and propaganda. 
The complacency which will be engen
dered by the administration's baby-crash 
program makes it no more than a pro
gram for a crash. 

I am not in favor of such _a program. 
·Neither am I for a program for a 
splash-a Madison A venue publicity 
stunt calling for quantities of money, 
irresponsibly spent in order to excuse 
ourselves ·from the constant public 
thoughtfulness that the education of our 
children deserves. As I have said, edu-
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cation is serious business, very serious 
business. To paraphrase what a famous 
general once said about war and gen
erals, let me say that education is too 
important to be left solely to the educa
tors. 

As the President of the United States 
said-and it sounds like an understate .. 
ment in light of recent history
education is more powerful than the 
energy of the atom. 

THE SAY-SO OF THE MOON 

It has become quite fashionable to say 
that we need this and we need that be
cause of sputnik. And we have been 
offered a variety of token-educational 
proposals to appease that queer little 
metal god in the sputniksphere. I 
think that it is high time that we quit 
playing footsy with political expediency 
and lazy-man solutions. Let's listen for 
a moment to the real and more important 
messages of the sputnik.- Dr. Franklin 
D. Murphy, chancellor of the University 
of Kansas, has pointed out that: 

The message which this little ball carries to 
Americans, if they would but stop and listen, 
is that in the last half of the 20th cen• 
tury • • • nothing is as important as the 
trained and educated mind. This sphere 
tells us not of the desirability but the urgent 
necessity of the highest quality and expand
ed dimensions of the educational effort. It 
states more dramatically than ever before 
that the future of the 20th century lies in 
the hands of those who have placed educa
tion and its Siamese twin-research-in the 
position of first priority. 

Presidential scientific adviser James 
Killian has expressed the sputnik's mes
sage in-the following terms : 

What sputnik has shown is not that leader
ship has passed from the United States to 
the U. S. S. R., but that we expect in 
the future more instances of Russian chal
lenges to our scientific leadership. 

We should not copy our competition. • • • 
Our aim should be • • • to do those things 
which represent our genius and which will 
best meet our needs. • • • We should not 
allow the pressure for scientists and engi
neers to obscure the need for first-rate talent 
in other fields. 

The great Swedish-American poet of 
the people, Carl Sandburg, once wrote a 
poem which concluded: 

~ The new moon is a law. 
The little say-so of the moon must be lis

tened to. 

The say-so of the sputnik, "the new 
moon," translated into its significance 
for the American people, was simply 
this: "Wake up, America. Get the cob
webs out of your eyes. Do a little soul
searching and thinking. And then, 
proudly and ·energetically, climb to the 
altitude of the American tradition to 
make American education the best in 
the world." 

H-BOMB OR E-BOMB 

The cold war has properly been iden
tified by discerning people as the war of 
the schoolhouse. The sinister H-bomb 
with its terrible destructive power and its 
terrifying fallout is a deadly toy for 
grown men to be playing with. The de
struction and tears and time-splitting 
screams of an H-bomb war are terrible 
to contemplate. 

Only by recognizing the basis .of the 
cold war of the schoolhouse and taking 

necessary steps to win this cold war can 
we hope to a vert a helpless drift into the 
hot war of the H-bomb. We must bend 
our efforts to the development of edu
cation, theE-bomb. 

Listen to what a writer in the Edu
cational Record for January 1958 said 
in an article entitled "The E-Bomb: A 
Proper Instrument of Civilization in the 
Nuclear Age": 

The E-bomb's fallout affects every phase 
of our way of life. It is the key to success
ful democracy, a productive economy, and 
an efficient technological defense posture. 
• • • The Russians are using the E-bomb. 
The challenge is unmistakable. We must, of 
course, keep up with the Jonesvitches. 

We cannot escape the E-bomb issue. Our 
civilization can just as surely freeze to death 
in the cold war of the classrooms as it could 
blow itself to a nasty kingdom come in a hot 
atomic war. • • • 

Upon the solution of our educational prob
lems depends the future of America. 

The E-bomb should be viewed as an 
instrument of peace. Only through its 
development and use can we hope to 
win and maintain a real and enduring 
peace. With all the energy of our fore
fathers and foremothers, we must work 
to that end. 

In his aforementioned article, Brook
ings' President Calkins has graphically 
capsuled the proper direction of our 
thinking: 

It is certain that if we are struck with 
modern weapons in a massive war, it will be 
unlike anything that has gone before. • • • 
After a few hours or days the scattered sur
vivors will crawl out of the rubble and con
cern themselves with elementary survival. 
The preservation of education and free insti
tution will for a long time seem a remote, 
academic issue. Our only hope is to provide 
in advance an -effective deterrent against 
such a holocaust. -

Dr. Calkins warns that the public must 
understand "the great and growing im
portance of education and research to 
our national strength and security, to 
the further development of our way of 
life, and to our role of leadership in the 
world." 

A THREE-POINT PLAN 

First, let us make the education of our 
young folks a bipartisan effort. 
· Then, let us look at the educational 
crisis in America which has · threatened 
the Free ·world's defense posture and 
program for peace. 

Lastly, let us have the intestinal for
titude to develop and carry out the nec
essary program to boost American edu
cation. 

Recently, I wrote a letter to my constit
uents about the educational crisis. I 
wrote them: 

We're behind hi everything-classrooms, 
advanced laboratory equipment, teachers, 
scholarships-everything. You name it, 
we're behind in it. 

I am asking you to remember that our 
children deserve more than parity in 
educational opportunity. There are bil
lions of children, not even around yet, 
depending upon our honesty_ and cour
age. 

THE EDUCATIONAL STATE OF THE UNION 

However, before we make a further 
general indictment of our educational 
situation in the United States, ''let's look 

at the record," as one statesman used to 
say whenever someone declared a fact 
without documentation. Let us make the 
necessary comparisons, scratching below 
the surface here and there, weighing and 
measuring-let us see for ourselves what 
is the educational state of the Union. 

On November 13, 1957, President 
Eisenhower broadcast to the American 
people the following facts about Soviet 
education: 

Remember that when a Russian graduates 
from high school, he has had 5 years of phys
ics, 4 years of chemistry, 1 year of astronomy, 
5 years of biology, 10 years of mathematics 
through trigonometry, and 5 years of a for
eign language. 

Prof. Arthur Bestor of the University 
of Illinois, in a recent interview pub
lished in the U.S. News & World Report, 
asked an interesting series of questions. 
How many of the American boys and 
girls who graduated from high school 
last spring completed 5 years of physics? 
How many completed 4 years of chemis
try? How many took 1 year of astron
omy? How many, -5 years of biology? 
Ten years of mathematics through trigo
nometry? Five years of a foreign lan
guage? How many American boys and 
girls who graduated from high school 
last spring completed all of these things? 

Professor Bestor commented on these 
questions: · 

Citizens have a right to the answers.• • • 
I suspect that the answers will be "None" 

_in a vast number of American communi
ties. • • • 

Only the ablest Russian students complete 
the program that President Eisenhower de
scribed. But these do complete ·it. Our 
ablest students don't even get a chance to 
engage in a course of study as thorough and 
intensive as the Russian one. • • • Actu
ally, we don't offer our brightest young peo
ple the kind of educational opportunity they 
would have if they were born in other coun
tries. 

In December 1957, Marion B. Folsom, 
Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, wrote: · 

Studies indicate that only one out of three 
high-school graduates [in the United States) 
has had a year of chemistry, only one out of 
four has taken a year of physics and one out 
of three has had more than one year of 
algebra. 

Dr. A. Whitney Griswold, president of 
Yale University, a few weeks ago re
ceived an application for admission to 
Yale from a young man from a large 
western city. The application was 
turned down by Dr. Griswold because 
the young man simply was not prepared 
for higher education. According to the 
young man's transcript for his junior 
and senior years in high school he had 
obtained credit for the following courses: 

In junior year: English III, American 
history, typing, speech, chorus, and 
physical education. 

In senior year: English IV, journalism, 
speech, · personality problems, marriage 
and family, and chorus. 

I would be equally shocked, of course, 
if this young man had offered a high 
school transcript as follows: 

In junior year: Nothing but science. 
In senior year: More science and noth- . 

ing else. 
It is significant, I believe, that the 

young man who was turned down by 
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Yale University took journalism, speech; 
and chorus but apparently few courses 
which would give him anything to wiite, 
talk, or sing about. No wonder in this 
time of the administration's brinkman
ship and golflinksmanship, we have such 
a deficiency in thinkmanship. 

A COMMENT ON UNITED STATES-U.S.S.R. 
COMPARISON 

At this point I think that it would be 
appropriate to say a further word or two 
about United States-U.S. S. R. compari
sons with respect to education. 

Since the ascent of Sputnik I, we have 
all been tempted to show how this coun
try is lagging dangerously behind the 
Soviet Union. . 

True, the Russians showed us up. 
True, the Russians have made fantastic 
advances of late. True, the Russians 
pose for us a grim threat. We must, 
however, carefully evaluate the H.ussian 
challenge. . 

Dr. Alexander Korol, of the Massachu
setts Institute of Technology, recently 
published the results of his 2-year study 
of Soviet education for science and tech
nology. Dr. Korol said very appropri
ately: 

(The] nature· of the Soviet challenge is 
not expressed in numbers, nor even in qual
ity, but in the degree to which national edu
cation and training efforts and performance 
are consonant with national goals. The es
sence of the challenge for the United States, 
therefore, is not to permit the scale, chara<:.
ter, flexibility, vigor, and quality of American 
education to lag behind its expanding goals 
and responsibilities. 

Article 121 of the Soviet Constitution, 
which proclaims the Soviet citizen's 
right of education, is secured by a 1956 
amendment which provides for-

Universal 7-year education, by the wide ... 
spread development of secondary education, 
by the fact that education of all types
whether secondary or higher education-is 
free; by a system of State scholarships for 
college and university students who dis
tinguish themselves-

And soon. 
The fact that, in 1955, the Soviet Union 

produced 126,000 science field college 
graduates to our 59,000 becomes signifi
cant when you realize that educational 
opportunity is constitutionally certified 
in the Soviet Union. The Soviet Union 
graduate engineer crop was 59,000 to our 
22,600 in 1955. In 1955, the Soviet Un
ion had 1,900,000 teachers at all levels; 
the United States, only 1,360,000. 

We in the United States need not and 
should not play a numbers game with 
our Soviet rivals. But let us not pre
tend that all is well. All is not well. As 
I wrote my constituents in January: 

For the first time since our World War I 
rise to world power, another nation has out
distanced us in p otential. Practically every 
noted authority maintains that not only are 
we behind Russia but also that we will re
main behind Russia until 1962. If we do 
nothing now, we will remain behind Russia 
until the hereafter. 

CAUSE AND EFFECT 

Let us not fool ourselves into think
ing that the fault of American educa
tion lies solely with our educational phi
losophy. We have-a shortage of teach
ers which, of and by itself, multiplies all 
other manpower shortages in the United 
States. We have a shortage of classroom 

space which is growing worse each year. 
We are underpaying our teachers and 
our scholars. We are denying an educa
tion to. thousands of young Americans 
by pricing them out of the classroom. 
We are still treating education as if it 
were a luxury. I do not believe that I 
must array facts and figures to show 
that education is not a luxury but a 
necessity without which our democracy 
will eventually shrivel and die. 

FEDERAL AID TO EDUCATION--PROPERTY TAX 
CANNOT SUPPORT MODERN EDUCATION 

One of the reasons why I believe in 
Federal aid to education is this. The 
property tax base for support of local 
school systems is as out-of-date as the 
dodo bird. It is inequitable and inade
quate in these days of expensive educa
tional plant and facilities: Net farm in
come has dropped from $16.1 billion in 
1951 to $11.5 billion in 1957. During this 
time, farm real estate values have re.::. 
mained high, advancing even, in some 
areas. It is becoming increasingly evi
dent that financing of education must 
be done through the taxing of income 
rather than property-if such costs are 
to be fairly and equitably distributed. 

Even if all property taxes were de
voted to this purpose, particularly now 
in the farm depression, they could not 
possibly provide the extensive laboratory 
equipment, the highly technical text
books, and other advanced facilities to 
meet today's needs. 

Furthermore, it is industry as a whole 
which benefits most from the training of 
scientists, engineers, math teachers, and 
other persons trained in highly technical 
skills. Industry, logically, therefore, 
should bear the brunt of these increased 
costs of modern education. This can only 
be done on the broad, countrywide scale 
of Federal taxation, based on income, and 
Federal aid. Industry's contribution to 
local colleges for local purposes, is not 
sufficient-nor is it equitable. The whole 
country must advance, educationally; 
standards and facilities must be raised, 
equalized, and improved all across the 
country. This can only be done through 
Federal aid to which industry would 
have contributed its fair share. 

Russia spends 10 percent of gross na
tional income on education, while in this 
country we spend 3 percent. Even if we 
spend $10 billion more per year, we will 
be coming closer to the Russian figure 
earmarked for education, but we will still 
not spend nearly 10 percent of our coun
try's gross national income. 

MINNESOTA AND FEDERAL AID 

On May 11, 1858, a century ago, Min
nesota stepped into statehood as the 32d 
state with Federal aid for education al
ready an established principle. When 
·congress made the customary land grant 
to the new territory of Minnesota for the 
support of common schools, it generously 
set aside two sections for education in 
each township. According to the school 
lands law all funds derived from the sale 
or lease of these lands is held in a perma
nent trust fund. Some of Minnesota's 
lands turned out to be worth millions of 
dollars in timber and iron ore. 

With Federal assistance under the 
Morrill Act of 1862, Minnesota estab
lished a college of agriculture, forestry, 

and home economics · at the University 
of Minnesota. 

The Vocational Education Act of 1917 
initiated a new phase of Federal aid for 
Minnesota. Then came the school-lunch 
and school-milk acts. 

In the year 1956, nearly $800,000 went 
to Minnesota as its share of Federal 
funds for vocational education-agricul
ture, home economics, trade and indus
trial education below college level. 

For the national school lunch and 
school milk programs, Minnesota got 
over $2 million of Federal funds in 1956. 
The sizable Federal contribution for 
just · these 3 programs bec.ome& more 
striking when compared with the $86 
million total State government expendi
tures for education in Minnesota in 1956. 
Federal aid for education in my State, as 
in the other 47, represents an established 
intergovernmental partnership of re
sponsibility and action in the field of ed
·ucation. 
THE CONSTITUTION AND THE TRUTH ABOUT 

FEDERAL CONTROL 

The Legislative Reference Service of 
the Library of Congress recently pre
pared a report in response to ·a specific 
Congressional request to develop the 
facts and present the arguments on the 
favorable effects of Federal aid to the 
States for education. Let me quote 
from that report: 

The fact that the Constitution omits 
specific provision for education is unim
portant, from the viewpoint of the national 
interest, because from the beginning, the 
general welfare clause and other clauses in 
the Constitution have served as warrants 
and limitations for Federal aid to the States 
for education and for other Federal educa
t ional programs. In 1931 the National Ad
visory Committee on Education appointed by 
President Herbert Hoover reported finding in 
the Constitution itself 14 warrants and limi
tations for Federal activities in education. 

In 1937 Historian Charles A. Beard and 
others wrote a paper entitled "The 
Unique Function of Education in Amer
ican Democracy." I should like to quote 
from that paper: 

In the Convention that framed the Consti
tution, James Madison proposed that Con
gress be empowered "to establish a univer
sity," and Charles Pinckney urged, a broader 
provision: "to establish seminaries for the 
promotion of literature and the arts and 
sciences." At a later time in the Convention 
Madison and Pinckney joined in moving for 
the creation of a university. Upon their 
project Gouverneur Morris remarked: "It is 
not necessary. The exclusive power at the 
seat of government will reach the object." 
The motion was lost. No express provisions 
were made in the Constitution, but leaders 
among the men who framed that document 
certainly believed that the power to perform 
this national service was positively implied. 

President George Washington, in his 
first annual address to the Congress de
clared: 

There is nothing which can better deserve 
you1· patronage than the promotion of sci
ence and literature. • • • Whether this de
sirable object will be best promoted by af
fording aids to seminaries of learning already 
established, by the institution of a national 
university, or by any other expedients will 
be well worthy a place in the deliberations 
of this Legislature. 

Now, in 1958, it is high time that we 
in the Congress give the promotion of 

J 
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science and literature the maximum pa
tronage which President Washington 
recommended over 150 years ago. 

And let us remember what President 
Eisenhower's Committee on Education 
Beyond the High School said last year: 

Over the last 100 years many Federal pro
grams have evolved. • • • There is little 
evidence that any of these has led to undue 
Federal interference. 

Brig. Gen. Stephen R. Hanmer, in his 
dissertation on Federal aid to education 
submitted to the Industrial College of 
the Armed Forces in 1956, aptly con
cluded: 

The bugaboo of Federal control appears to 
be largely a figment of some people's imagi
nation. 

The phrase ''Federal control" has be
come the hobgoblin of many well-inten
tioned persons. The intergovernmental 
approach to the public educational re-
sponsibility-with all of its cooperation 
and rivalry-has done much through the 
years for America. It has bolstered the 
necessary eternal vigilance which pre
vents exclusive control of education at 
any level of government. 

THE SHORTAGE OF TEACHERS 

A college professor recently offered 
what he described as a controversial so
lution for our overcrowded universities. 
Says Prof. Philip Ward Burton, of Syra
cuse University: 

Keep women out of college. 

Possibly with tongue in cheek,. he goes 
on 'to say, apparently in all seriousness: 

Cut down· the number of women allowed 
to go to coeducational schools. 

Denying women any privilege--no matter 
how slight--is sure to bring shrill cries from 
every quarter. Just the same, ladies, fro.m 
this corner it looks very doubtful-that-in 10 
years (or less) there will be room for both 
you and all the men who want to go to 
college. And it's more vital that men should 
have that college education. That's why 
many of you are going to have to step aside. 

. . -
As a former schoolteacher, I want to 

tell you that the proposal to keep women 
out of college is almost as unreasonable 
as it would be to forget all about educa
tion and let illiteracy and ignorance pre
vail. That is almost what Mr. Burton 
is suggesting. 

The most serious shortage in this coun
try is the shortage of schoolteachers. 
We need more women in college pre
paring to teach, not fewer. We need 
more women studying in all fields, be
cause wonfanpower is an important ele
ment of manpower, and the United 
States is desperately in need of profes
sionally developed manpower. 

Parade magazine, the Sunday supple
ment to the Washington Post and Times 
Herald, recently published the story of 
Phyllis Weber, one of America's satellite 
engineers. Commented the editor of 
Parade: -

In Russia, 25 percent of engineers are 
women, in America only 1 percent. That this 
ratio can be changed for the better is clear. 

That this ratio be improved is impera
tive, at least to the extent of developing 
and recognizing this country's woman 
"'mindpower." 

Mrs. Rose Arnold Powell, of Minne
apolis, Minn., has written a stirring arti-

cle about the tradition of American 
pioneerism, and woman's role in that 
tradition. She said: 

America was discovered when it was be
cause a sympathetic understanding woman 
listened to the startling claims of Columbus 
and pledged her jewels to secure funds for 
his great adventure. • • • As Mary R. 
Beard, historian • • • has emphasized, 
"Women have always been at the heart of 
things." • • • Let us ponder the statement 
of the late Arthur Brisbane, noted columnist, 
"The world might well have wept if Susan B. 
Anthony had been born a boy." 

Professor Burton's panacea for our 
educational crisis might well lead the 
world to weep some day because some 
woman was not born a boy-some woman 
who never got an education. -

Three years ago when I first introduced 
the Student Loan Act I received numer
ous letters from college administrators 
all over the country. From Kansas State 
Colle-ge in Manhattan, Kans., I received 
the following comment: 

Far too few people in America today realize 
what an acute manpower shortage we face, 
especially of persons with college training 
for scientifi~. technical, and professional oc
cupations. Our chief means of solving this 
problem is to encourage college attendance 
by all youth who have the mental ability to 
benefit from it. Studies show that only 
approximately half of such youth are now 
attending college. I am sure the legislation 
you propose will be most helpful in this 
regard. 

I say to you, we must expand, dras
tically expand, educational opportunity 
in this country . . Not reduce it. 

In the school year 1957, according to 
the National _ Education Association, 
there was a shortage of 180,000 qualified 
elementary and high school teachers in 
the United States. The American Li
brary Associ~tion reported last year that 

the number of professional library va
cancies was estimated at 10,000 with a 
bleak prospect of only 1,000 graduates in 
library science in the coming year. The 
President's Committee on Education Be
yond the High School conservatively 
estimated a few months ago that be
tween 180,000 and 270,000 new college 
teachers must be recruited in a dozen 
years-between 15,000 and 22,500 an
nually. 

The Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, Marion B. Folsom, told the 
American Council on Education: 

Most critical of all, perhaps, is the short
age of school and college teachers. A care
ful study indicates that by 1966, the Nation 
will need more than 600,000 additional 
teachers. 

Keep women out of college? The ab
surdity of the suggestion speaks for it
self. Perhaps, Professor Burton should 
be commended for trying to shock us 
into understanding how great the con
temporary educational crisis really is. 

SALARIES OF TEACHERS 

Ir.. 1956, the National Education As
sociation indicated that close to 71,000 
classroom teachers were paid less than 
$:J,500. In the current academic year, 
the average United States public school 
teacher's salary is $4,650-but 29 States 
have teacher salaries below the national 
average with some States having average 
salaries as low as $3,300. Examples: Ne
braska, $3,320; North Dakota, $3,300; 
South Dakota, $3,300; Mississippi, $2,650. 

Average teacher salaries, according to 
a study · made in 1957 by the NEA Re
search Division, were lower in 1955 than 
in 1939 when compared with the income 
of the average employed person in the 
United States; The following table sum
marizes the study's findings: 

Average annual earnings of teachers and certain other groups, 1939-55 

Teachers Civilian Nonsalaried professional 
(calendar- .All persons Employees employees practitioners 

Year year working in manu- of 
estimated for wages facturing Federal 
average or salaries Govern- Dentists Lawyers Physi-
salary ment cians 

(1) (2) (3) (4) {5) {6) (7) (8) 

1939 _________________________ 
$1,420 $1,264 $1,363 $1,843 $3,096 $4,391 $4,229 

1940. ------------------------ 1,450 1,300 1, 432 1,894 3, 314 4, 507 4,441 
1941.------------ ------------ 1, 480 1,443 1, 653 1, 970 3, 782 4, 794 5,047 
1942.------------------------ 1, 540 1, 709 2,023 2,226 4,625 5,527 6, 735 
1943.---------------------~-- 1,640 1, 951 2,349 2,628 5, 715 5,945 8, 370 
1944.------------------------ 1, 765 2,108 2, 517 2, 677 6, 649 6, 504 9,802 
1945.------------------------ 1,900 2,189 2, 517 2,646 6,922 6,861 10,975 
1946.------------------------ 2,080 2, 356 2, 517 2, 736 6, 381 6, 951 10,202 
1947- ------------------------ 2,380 2,589 2, 793 3,074 6,610 7, 437 10,726 
1948.------------------------ ,2, 710 2, 793 3,0_40 3,168 7,039 8,003 11,327 
1949.--------------___ . ____ --- 2, 900 2,850 3,092 3,362 7,146 7, 971 11,744 
1950.------------------------ 3,050 3,008 3,300 3,fi04 7,436 8,349 12,324 
1951 . ------------------------ 3,235 3,247 3,612 3, 778 7,820 8, 855 13,432 
1952. ------------------------ 3,485 3,431 3,833 4,033 ------------ 9,012 
1953.------------------------ 3, 615 3,581 4,049 4, 225 ------------ 9,392 
1954.------------------------ 3, 810 3, 660 4,116 4, 319 ------------ 10,258 1955 _________________________ 

4,012 3,830 4,351 4, 597 ------------ ------------ ----------
Sources: NE.A Research Division; U.S. Department of Commerce. 

In 1939, teachers earned 12.3 percent 
more than the average employed Amer
ican. In 1955, teachers earned only 4.8 
percent more. 

Let us use 1939 salaries as a base year; 
teacher salaries since 1939 went up 287 
percent, the average employed person's 
went up 303 percent and salaries and 
wages for employees in manufacturing 
went up about 320 p~rcent. 

This is inexcusable, when you consider 
that teachers clearly are front-line of
ficers in the cold war. Let us get the 
necessary teachers, good teachers, and 
let us pay them what they deserve and 
what is necessary to retain them in the 
teaching profession. 

Gen. Omar N. Bradley has said: 
The teacher is the real soldier of democ

racy. Others ·can defend it, but only he can 
make it work. 
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. An Educational Policies Commission 
report of January 1958 stated: 
· The highest priority • • • in responding 
to the contemporary challenge to American 
education is the recruitment, education, and 
retention in the profession of qualified 
.teachers. 

SCHOOL HEALTH SERVICES 

Education and health go hand in 
hand. 

In a 1945 issue of the American Jour
nal of Public Health, Antonio Ciocco re
ported that a great many of the physical 
defects which had rendered young men 
unfit for military duty during World War 
n "had arisen in childhood and could 
have been corrected right then and 
there." 

The Health Information Foundation 
.of New York City, George Bugbee, presi
.dent, made a grant toward the total cost 
of a survey in cooperation with Penn
sylvania State University to determine 
how cooperative efforts of the public 
schools, physician, parents, and commu
nity organizations could be centered on 
improving the health of schoolchildren. 
The Social Science Research Center of 
Pennsylvania State University, under 
Sociologist William G. Mather, conducted 
this study. When the study was com
pleted, the foundation published the fol
lowing conclusion: 

The present rate of correcting schoolchil
dren's medical and dental defects is far too 
low in all segments of society and all types 
of homes. We need a long-range all-persua
sive program. 

A publication released jointly by the 
Public Health Service, the Office of Edu
cation, and the Children's Bureau in 
1951 said: 

It costs le~s to prevent health problems 
than to cure them. Childhood is the time to 
correct and · treat many of the handicaps 
that, if untended, may afil.ict and restrict 
adults throughout their lives. 

An important consideration is the re
lationship of a child's health to the suc
cessful exploitation of his maximum edu
cational opportunity. While research 
needs to be done on the question of how 
seriously the lack of medical help inter
teres. with each child's education and 
development, it would be a grave mis
tal{e to overlook the health needs of a 
child in our examination of the educa
tional crisis of today. 

SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 

In January of this year the adminis
tration once more informed us of the 
national shortage of over 140,000 class
rooms. Yet there is no administration 
proposal for classrooms at all-an aston
ishing fact, considering that the admin
istration last year recommended emer
gency Federal aid for school construc
tion. 

According to data released by the 
United States Office of Education, there 
are almost 2 million pupils "in excess of 
normal capacity in public elementary 
and secondary schools." This figure 
represents about 6 percent of the total 
enrollment at the beginning of the cur..: 
rent school year. 

You will be interested-to see how these 
figures were distributed throughout the 
United States. The following table, pre~ 
pared in the Legislative Reference Serv-

ice ·of the Library of Congress, is based 
~on data furnished to the United States 
Office of Education ·by the State and 
.Territorial departments of education: 
Preliminary fall1957 statistics on enrollment 

and school housing in fulltime public ele
mentary and secondary day schools 

Col. (1) Region. 
Col. (2) State or Territory. 
Col. (3) Total number of pupils in excess of normal 

capacity of the accessible publicly-owned school 
plants in use. 

Col. {4) Total additional instruction rooms needed 
at opening of school in fal11957. 

Col. (5) Instruction rooms scheduled for comple
tion during 1957-58 school year (not available for fall 
1957 shortage),! 

[In thousands] 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
-- -

United States -------------------- 1, 937.0 140.4 70.8 
(estimate). 

Northeast .•.•.. Connecticut _______ 21.8 2. 2 I. 5 
Maine. ----------- 7.1 . 7 .3 
Massachusetts .. __ 23.0 2.2 1. 2 
New Hampshire .. 5. 6 .4 .2 
New Jersey _______ 78.3 3. 5 1.5 New York ___ _____ (2) (2) (2) 
Pennsylvania. ____ (2) (2) 3. 7 
Rhode Island _____ 5.0 .6 .1 Vermont __________ 4. 6 1.0 .1 

North CentraL Illinois.----------- 58.3 3.3 2.9 
Inoiana. ---------- 27.0 3.4 2.5 
Iowa.----------- __ 29.0 (2) .6 Kansas ____________ (2) (2) (2) 
Michigan.-------- 164.8 10.1 4. 2 
Minnesota ________ 20.3 5. 0 1.6 
MissourL --------- (2) 4.4 1.5 
Nebraska .. --·---- 3. 3 .3 .2 
North Dakota _____ 7. 5 .3 .2 
Ohio ______ -------- 54.7 3. 9 2. 7 
South Dakota .••• 5.0 . 7 .2 Wisconsin _________ 2. 9 . 5 1.6 South. _________ Alabama __________ 280.9 11.0 .4 Arkansas __________ 20.9 1. 2 .5 
Delaware __ ------- 3. 6 .2 .3 
Florida. __ -------- 92.1 5.0 1. 8 
Georgia.---------- 106.0 7.1 2. 7 Kentucky _________ 54.5 9. 8 1. 2 
Louisiana.-------- 31.3 2.4 1.8 Maryland _________ 67.1 3. 2 1.2 
ML~issippi__ ______ 67.0 4.9 1. 7 
North Carolina ___ 41.7 3. 9 1.6 
Oklahoma ____ _____ (2) (2) 1.1 
South Carolina ..•. 16. 0 2.1 .5 
'l'enncssee _________ 27.4 3.8 . 2 
Texas.------------ 40.6 2. 7 5.1 
Virginia ..... ______ 72.9 5.0 1. 2 
West Virginia _____ 24.9 1. 9 .2 
District of Colum- (2) (2) .0 

bia. 
West.------·-- Arizona.---------- 32.7 1.4 .2 

California _________ 90.0 8.0 10.0 
Colorado __________ 32.3 1.3 .5 
Idaho __ ----------- 5. 8 . 7 .1 Montana __________ 5.1 .6 .2 Nevada ___________ 3. 3 . 2 .1 
New Mexico ______ 14.8 1.5 .4 
Oregon. ______ ---- - 9.9 • 7 .5 Utah ______________ 11.1 . 5 .2 
Washington _______ 70.0 3. 3 1.2 
Wyoming _________ 2.0 .1 .1 

Territories._ .. _ Alaska ____________ 242.0 7.6 1. 4 
Samoa._---------- ~------- ------ ----
Canal Zone_------ -------· ------ ----Guam _____________ ------- .. Puerto Rico _______ -------- ------ ----Virgin Islands _____ -------- ------ ----Hawaii.. __________ -------- ------ ----

t It is estimated that additional instruction room 
needs, which develop prior to the 1958 term, will amount 
to approximately 58,000 rooms (44,000 for anticipated 
enrollment increases and 14,000 for minimum annual 
replacement needs.) This is in addition to the fall 1957 
shortage of 140,000 rooms. 

2 Data not received or not available. 

Source: U.S. Office of Education. Fall1957 Statistics 
on Enrollment Teachers, and Schoolhousing. Wash
ington, D. C., January 1958, pp. 6-7 (Circular No. 513). 

Do not forget, as a House Committee 
on Education and Labor study last year 
pointed out: 
_ The current rate of construction is barely 
keeping pace with the new needs developing 
each year, with little reduction of the 
shortage accumulated over more than 2 dec
ades. 

When I served as a representative in 
the Minnesota State Legislature from 
1951 to 1954, I closely felt the great con
cern of Minnesotans to provide for their 

ewn educational system. But I did 
know that there was a limit to what 
parents and local taxpayers could spend 
for the education of their children. 

As you know there is a considerable 
range in per capita personal income 
among the 48 States. And yet as former 
United States Commissioner of Educa
tion William J. Cooper said in 1933, there 
should be "no place in the United States 
where it would be- a disadvantage educa
tionally to be born." 

RELATIVE ABILrrY OF THE STATES 

· Today, it is a disadvantage educa
tionally to be born in some States. The 
Survey of Current Business reported last 
year that the per capita personal income 
ranged from $964, in Mississippi, to $2,-
858, in Delaware. When one State has 
three times the per capita personal in
come as another State, the problem of 
assuring universal educational oppor
tunity becomes dramatically evident. 

The following table shows the per 
capita personal income for the 48 States, 
·1956: 

1. Delaware_______________________ $2, 858 
2. Connecticut____________________ 2,·673 
3. New Jersey_____________________ 2, 443 
4. California______________________ 2, 419 
5. Nevada _________________________ 2,413 
6. New York ______________________ 2,395 

7. Illinois________________________ 2, 243 
8. Massachusetts------------------ 2, 206 
9. Michigan_______________________ 2, 156 

10. Ohio___________________________ 2, 154 
11. Maryland_______________________ 2, 102 
'12. Washington____________________ 2, 022 
13. Rhode Island___________________ 2, 012 
14. Pennsylvania------------------- 2, 008 
15. Indiana________________________ 1, 946 
16. Oregon _________________________ 1,908 

,17. Wyoming_______________________ 1, 875 
18. Wisconsin______________________ 1, 864 
19. Colorado----------------------- 1, 863 
20. Montana----------------------- 1, 862 
21. MissourL----------------------- 1, 858 
22. New Hampshire_________________ 1, 812 
23. Florida_________________________ 1, 762 
24. Minnesota--------------~------- 1, 745 
25. Arizona ___ :_____________________ 1, 718 
26. Texas-------------------------- 1, 686 
27. Kansas_________________________ 1, 668 

28. Maine -------------------------- 1, 667 
29. Iowa___________________________ 1, 651 
30. Virginia------------------------ 1, 647 
31. Vermont----------------------- 1, 641 32. Utah ___________________________ 1,633 

33. Nebraska----------------------- 1, 588 
34. Idaho-------------------------- 1, 587 
35. Oklahoma ---------------------- 1, 561 36. New Mexico _____________________ 1,494 
37. Louisiana_______________________ 1, 444 
38. West Virginia___________________ 1, 420 
39. Georgia _________________________ 1,400 

40. North Dakota___________________ 1, 365 
41. South Dakota ___________________ 1,330 

42. Kentucky----------------------- 1. 324 
43. Tennessee---------------------- 1, 317 
~4. North Carolina__________________ 1, 305 
45. Alabama ____________________ .:.___ 1, 229 
46. South Carolina_________________ 1, 133 
47. Arkansas----------------------- 1, 088 
48. Mississippi._____________________ 964 

Delaware, the State with the highest 
per capita personal income, spends only 
1.7 percent from State and local sources 
~or education while Mississippi, the State 
with the lowest per capita income, spends 
~.3 percent. The so-called poorest State 
would have to spend about 8 percent of 
its per capita personal income in order 
to match the educational effort of 
Wyoming, the State spending the great
est amount of money per capita. 
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I am not discussing the relative abili .. 

ties of the States in order to excuse the 
so-called _poorer States from the sacri
fices which must be made by all of us tq 
make America up-to-date educationaHy. 
But I do want to show that the eitizens 
of the richer States have the ability to 
pay more for education, whereas the 
citizens of some of the poorer States 
have almost hit the breaking point of 
their taxability for education. 

If Delaware, for example, spent 8 per
cent of its per capita personal income 
for education. Delaware would be spend
ing an amount equal to about 24 percent 
of Mississippi's per capita personal in
come. 

The differences in educational oppor
tunity become all the more apparent 
when you consider that Mississippi has 
.more children and lower income per 
family. In the school year 1956-57, each 
.child in public school in Delaware rep
resented a personal income of $17.432 
whereas in Mississippi the personal in
come payments per pupil enrolled in 
public schools amounted to only $3,754. 

Such a discrepancy of opportunity is 
incompatible with the American way of 
life. What is more, many young folks 
raised in Delaware may migrate with in
dustry to Mississippi, and vice versa. It 
is therefore wise for all the States. act
ing through our Federal Government, to 
assure adequate learning chances to all 
our youth, regardless of the income of 
their fathers or next-door neighbors, re
gardless of the State of their birth. 

Only the Nation as a whole can bring 
about a reasonable degree of adequacy 
and equality of educational opportunity 
among -all the States. An assertion that 
any one of the wealthier States puts in 
more and gets back less through Fed
eral grants-in-aid to education repr.e
sents an erroneous and shortsighted 
attitude. Such a position is as silly as it 
would be for the _people of a State in 
which a larger amount of Federal reve
nue is collected to whine that they own 
a larger share of one of our aircraft car
riers but get less protection from it. 

For the protection of one of our States, 
all must be protected, and this applies 
as much to protection through provision 
for the adequate education of aJl our 
people as it does to protection by our 
Army, Navy, .and Air Foree and their 
equipment. 

It is a basic principle of our fol'm of 
government that wealth must be taxed 
where found and distributed where 
needed. A democracy-or republic if you 
prefer-can be financed on no other 
principle and remain a true democracy 
or republic. 

For the support of educational oppor
tunities throughout our country that are 
adequate to assure its security and prog- . 
ress, Federal revenue sources must be 
utilized, and Federal leadership must be 
exercised. To leave to the States and lo
calities the responsibility for .supporting 
education from the revenue sources 
which the Federal Government is not 
utilizing is to invite national disaster. 

SOME STARTLING FIGURES 

Dr. Vannevar Bush declared a number 
of years ago: 

This country may be proud o~ the ~act that 
95 percent of boys ·and girls of fifth-gr.ade 

Cl\T--242 

age are ·enr61led 'in -scliool, ·but the drop ·in 
.enrollments after the fifth grade is less 
satisfying. 

Only 62 percent .of the eighth-grade 
enrollment in the United States in 1950 
actually graduated from high school in 
1954. My own state of Minnesota hap
pens to be in the top 10 percent in the 
country on this score, but the following · 
table prepared for me in the Legislative 
Reference Service will shock you, I am 
sure, as it shocked me: 
Number of States with certain percentages 
· of 1949-50 eighth grade enrollment grad

uating from high school 4 years later 
(1953-54) by percentage group 

Percentage of 8th grade Number of States 
enrollment finishing falling within 
with high school: percentage group 
95-100______________________________ 0 

90-95------------------------------- 1 
85-90------------~------------------ 0 
80-85------------------------------- 2 75-80 _____________________________ .__ 0 

70-75------------------------------- 9 
65-70-------~----------------------- 13 
60-65------------------------------- 4 
55-60_______________________________ 5 
50-55------------------------------- 8 4o-5o_______________________________ 2 
40-45_______________________________ 4 
Below 40-------------------------- 0 

The 1950 census of the population 
brought out many startling facts. The 
adult population in 16 States completed 
-an average of less than 9 years of school
ing. The following table shows that 
only 1 State has a _population of over age 
25 with a median education experience 
equivalent to high school graduation: 

. Median educational experience of United 
State.s population 25 year of age and older., 
1950 

Number 
Median school years completed: of States 

Less than ,a years____________________ 5 
Less than 9 years____________________ 16 
Less than 10 years __________________ . 33 
Less than 11 years ____________ :_______ 43 
Less than 12 years___________________ 47 
12 years---------------------------- 1 

When we inquire as to the actual per
centage of the population, age 25 and 
·above, who have not finished high school, 
we find an equally amazing fact. Two
thirds · of America's adult population 
never finished high school. 

T.he f{)l1owing table shows that there 
are no States having at least a 50 per
·eent "batting average" on this point .. 
There are 13 States having more than 70 
percent of the population without high
school diplomas, and only 9 States have 
"between 50 percent and 6{) percent. What 
a shameful picture. 
Number of States with certain percentages of 

population 25 years of age and older who 
are not h igh-school graduates, 1950, by 
percentage group 
Percentage of Number States 

population not high- falting within 
school graduates: pe1·oentage group 
90-100---------------------------- 0 
80- 90_____________________________ 3 
70-80----------------------------- 10 60-70_____________________________ 26 

50-60_____________________________ 9 0-50_____________________________ 0 
As children, some of you, as well as I, 

"attended a little frame one-room school
house. I realize that, in this complex 
·world, a "little red schoolhouse" ap-

proach to our educational cold war with 
the Soviet "Big Red Schoolhouse" simply 
will not suffice. 

The statistics I have offered you here 
do not tell the whole story. Of the top 
30 percent of those of our children who 
actually finish high school, only half 
ever go on to college. About one in five 
of the students in the top quarter does 
not even stay in high school long enough 
to graduate. 

FOREIGN LANGUAGES 

On February 17, 1958, Time magazine 
had this to say: 

As Congress debated last week on Federal 
aid to education, a fresh :flood of reports 
swamped Washington with evidence of the 
sorry state of the Nation's schools. • • • 

Fewer than 15 percent of the United States 
high-school pupils are taking a foreign lan
guage. ~alf of United States high schools 
do not offer a foreign language at all. While 
40 percent of all Russian high-school pupils 
study English, only 10 out of 25,000 United 
States high schools o.trer Russian. Mean
while, the number of college graduates quali
fied to teach a foreign language has dropped 
·30 percent since 1950. 

One State board of education has a 
regulation which reads as follows: 

No foreign language ~hall be required by 
a State college as a condition to graduation. 

Such a foolish step leads toward an
other utterly disastrous one, namely: 
"No fol'eign language .shall be offered as 
a course of study." 

In this .field, as Marion Fo1Som accu
rately put it: 

We find ourselves the most. backward ma
jor Nation in the world . 

GUIDANCE AND COUNSELING 

In resolving our educational dilemma, 
Dr. James B. Conant, former president 
of Harvard University, has stressed the 
importance of guidance-meaning that 
no student is forced into anything, but 
advised and then given a free choice. 

The Office of Education estimates that 
there are about ll,i>OO full-time coun
selors to serve 8 million secondary school 
·students. To meet a recommended 
minimum of 1 counselor to 300 students, 
the United States needs 15,000 more ex
perts in this field. 

Mr. Alvin c. Eurich, vice chairman of 
thP. Fund for the Advancement of Educa
tion, has said: 

We've tended to equate choral speaking 
with chemistry. As long as you offer choice, 
guidance is basic. That's the only way to 
help .artists be artists and scientists be 
scientists. 
SPECIAL EDUCA'TION FOR EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN 

There are from 4 to 6 million children 
in the United States who do not get an 
education because they have physical, 
so.cial, intellectual, and emotional ex
ceptionalities. These exceptional chil
dren require special education. They 
have not been getting this special educa
tion because, first, special teachers have 
not been available, and, second, special · 
facilities have not been available. 

A factual report which shows the 
urgent need for proper facilities for these 
often-forgotten children was prepared in 
the Legislative Reference Service last 
August. The data appear in the CoN
GREssiONAL RECORD, Volume 103, part 12, 
pages 16.:>61-16366. · 
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The following table brings up to date 
the estimate of the number of excep
tional children in the United States and 
the number of special teachers needed as 
of February 1, 1958: 
A rough estimate of the number of excep

tional children and special teachers needed, 
by areas of exceptionality, 1958 

Col. (1) Area of exceptionality.l 
Col. (2) Estimated percentage of incidence.2 

Col. (3) Estimated number of school-age children. a 
Col. (4) Practical pupil-teacher ratio.• 
Col. (5) Estimated number of special teachers needed. & 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

--- --
Percent Thous. Thous. 

Blind and partially seeing __ .20 80 11 7 Crippled ___________________ 1. 50 600 12 50 
Special health problems ____ 1. 50 600 13 46 
Deaf and bard of hearing ___ 1. 50 600 23 26 
Speech-handicapped _______ 2.00 800 136 6 
Socially maladjusted __ _____ 2.00 800 25 32 
Mentally retarded _________ 2.00 800 16 50 
Gifted __ .------------------ 2.00 800 23 35 

----- - --
TotaL __ --------•• --- 12.70 5,080 20 252 

1 There is disagreement as to bow the areas of excep
tionality should be defined. All told, 14 areas of primary 
exceptionality have been noted: (1) Intellectually in
capable, neither trainable nor educable, I. Q. below 25; 
(2) mentally deficient but trainable, I. Q. between 25 
and 50; (3) educable mentally retarded, I. Q. between 50 
and 75; (4) crippled and deformed, including the cerebral 
palsied; (5) deaf; (6) hard of hearing; (7) blind; (8) par
tially seeing; (9) speech-defective; (10) undervitalize~, 
those with special health problems, including the cardio
pathic1 epileptic and tuberculous; (11) emotionally 
maladJusted; (12) delinquent; (13) intellectually supe
rior, highly gifted, I. Q. usually above 125, and (14) the 
artistically gifted. 

2 As of 1952, as estimated by the U. S. Office of Educa
tion. 

s Computed as a product of the estimated percentage 
of incidence and the estimated school-age population, 

F~b:B!siJ~~ data in Rice, Mabel C., and ArthurS. Hill. 
Statistics of Special Education for Exceptional Children, 
1952-53. Washington, U. S. Office of Education, 1954, 
pp. 15-16; table I, p, 19. This ratio is not the ideal, but 
the actual ratio in practice during 1952-53. The ideal 
number of pupils per teacher would be lower, notably 
of the speech-handicapped. 

6 Computed by dividing estimated number of school
age children by the practical pupil-teacher ratio. 

The most recent survey of special 
teachers reveals that we have only one
tenth the number of needed teachers. 
The subsequent curtailment or denial 
of educational opportunity to hundreds 
of thousands of boys and girls is a na
tional disgrace. 

NO CRISIS? 

Mr. Speaker, how are we going to meet 
our responsibilities in educating our 
young folks? 

I suggest that the 10-year program 
I am introducing will go a long way to 
tackle the situation we find in this 
country today. We cannot long survive 
as a culture with as many ~s one out of 
three selective service registrants in some 
of our States being disqualified by the 
Army mental test. Can you imagine? 
There are three States in this great coun
try of ours 40 percent of whose young 
men cannot meet the basic intelli
gence requirements of our armed serv
ices. 

Let us consider the following data: 
Percent of selective service registrants dis• 

qualified by mental test, including those 
also failing physical test, 1956, by State, by 
percentage group 

Percentage of registrants failing Number of 
mental test: States 

Below 10 percent------------------- 23 
10 percent to 20 percent____________ 9 
20 percent to 30 percent___________ 7 
30 percent to 40 percent_____________ 6 
40 percent to 50 percent____________ 3 
Over 50 percent-------------------- 0 

Mr. Speaker, when faced with the 
reality that 16 States of our Nation have 
from 20 percent to 50 percent of their 
young men failing the selective service 
mental test, how can any of us say there 
is no educational crisis? 
HOMER STEW ART AND CONSTRUCTIVE CRITICISM 

One of the jet-propulsion experts 
whose work contributed basically to the 
successful launching of Explorer I is a 
Minnesota man-Dr. Homer J. Stewart. 

He attended Murray Grammar School 
and Central High School at St. Paul, 
went on to the University of Minnesota 
and then to the California Institute of 
Technology, where he worked in the jet
propulsion laboratory. 

I am proud of Dr. Stewart's accom
plishments, and so is all America proud 
of all of its eminent scientists. How
ever, we dare not even think of the 
Homer Stewarts who were never devel
oped professionally because education 
was beyond their reach, because the 
opportunity was not there for them. 

Someone recently said, America is 
making a scapegoat out of education for 
the failure to launch a satellite before 
Russia. To a certain extent that is true. 

However, when I criticize America's 
second-rate approach to education, I am 
not criticizing for the sake of criticism. 

I am criticizing out of patriotism, be
cause I want all Americans to have the 
finest educational opportunities possible. 

I am criticizing because I think edu
cation is an American birthright. 

I am criticizing because there is so 
much room for criticism. ' 

I am criticizing because I know edu
cation-and only education-can make 
the American dream evolve into a full 
reality. 

Let us not let second-rate education 
become a way of life in this country. 

WANTED: A BROAD LEGISLATIVE MEASURE 

I believe that any Federal legislative 
measure adequate to meet the education
al needs of our times must be broad 
enough to give balance to the overall 
educational system; be bold and farsee
ing in concept; conform to our belief in 
the importance of the individual, and 
adhere to the democratic principle of 
equal and maximum educational oppor
tunity for all. 

I am proposing a bill based upon these 
beliefs. 

The following statement sets forth, in 
substance and in layman's language, the 
main findings, policies, intents, and pro
visions I am suggesting for inclusion in 
a bill to be drafted by the legislative 
counsel. 

MY PROPOSAL 

I. FINDINGS AND DECLARATION OF GENERAL 

POLICY 

The Congress should declare in this 
bill that: First, the security of the Nation 
requires the fullest development of the 
intellectual resources and the agricul
tural and industrial skills of its youth; 
second, current, international, and mili
tary developments have dramatized the 
inadequacy of the Nation's educational 
resources; third, public education is tra
ditionally a cooperative responsibility of 
the national, State, and local govern
ments; fourth, the national welfare calls 
for large-scale emergency and long-

range plans and programs at the Fed
eral, as well as at the State and local 
levels of government, to meet the Na
tion's educational needs. 

The Congress should express its belief 
that: The security and welfare of our 
country and the necessity for mainte
nance of our leadership of other coun
tries require provision for broad educa
tional opportunities-including opportu
nities for mastery of the sciences and 
the humanities, for the acquisition of 
ability to fathom the laws of electronics 
and the mysteries of outer space, and 
for the attainment of broad understand
ing of people and of the art of human 
relationships. 

II. PROHIBITION OF FEDERAL CONTROL 

The Congress should provide that no 
department, agency, officer, or employee 
of the United States be permitted to ex
ercise any direction, supervision, or con
trol except for specification of funds over 
the curriculum, program of instruction, 
administration, or personnel of any edu
cational institution receiving Federal 
financial assistance under this bill. 

III. SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION AND EQUIPMENT 

A. INTENT 

It should be the expressed intent of 
the Congress to support State elemen
tary- and secondary-school construc
tion and equipment programs by author
izing grants, bond purchases, and credit 
assistance. The purpose should be: 
First, to relieve the serious present na
tional shortage of elementary- and sec
ondary-school buildings, classrooms, and 
equipment including laboratory and li
brary facilities, materials, supplies and 
equipment; and second, to provide every 
child in the United States an opportu
nity for elementary and secondary edu
cation on a full-day schedule in classes 
of State-approved size, in buildings and 
classrooms State-approved as being ade
quately equipped to meet the child's edu
ca tiona! needs. 

B. PROVISIONS 

First. Grants: The Congress should 
authorize an appropriation of $3 billion 
per annum for the fiscal year beginning 
July 1, 1958, and the 9 succeeding fiscal 
years, to be allotted to the States. The 
allotments to each State should bear the 
same ratio to the total funds appropri
ated as the school-age population of the 
State bears to the total school-age popu
lation (ages 5 to 17 years inclusive) of 
all the States. Grants should be condi
tioned on the approval of State plans by 
the Commissioner of Education, and 
standards prerequisite to such approval 
should be set forth in the bill. 

Second. Purchase of obligations of 
school districts: The Congress should 
authorize the purchase of obligations of 
local governments during the fiscal year 
beginning July 1, 1958, and each of the 
9 succeeding fiscal years where such lo
cal governments are unable to obtain 
such financing on reasonable terms from 
other sources. The Congress should au
thorize $500 million as initial capital for 
the school-bond purchase fund-herein 
created-which should serve as a revolv
ing fund to be used by the Commissioner 
of Education for the purchase of obliga
tions. The aggregate amount of obliga-
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tions to be purchased should be limited 
to $1.5 billion. The share for each State 
should be limited to 15 percent of the 
aggregate principal amount of purchased · 
obligations. Conditions prerequisite to 
Federal bond purchase should be set 
forth in the bill. 

Third. Federal credit assistance to 
State school-financing agencies: The 
Congress should authorize the Commis
sioner of Education to enter into agree
ments on behalf of ·the United States 
with State school-financing agencies. 
These agreements should be for making 
advan.ces to reserve funds established by 
such agencies to help assure payment pf 
obligations issued by them. The obliga
tions should be to finance the construc
tion of school facilities for use and ulti
mate ownership by local government. 

Conditions to agreements and provi
sion for the establishment of a reserve 
fund in which Federal and State match
ing funds would be deposited should be 
stipulated in the bill. 

The Congress should authorize appro
priations for this purpose for the fiscal 
year beginning July 1, 1958, and for the 
next 9 fiscal years. Federal advances 
should be limited to an aggregate $10 
billion. 

Fourth. Limitation of aid: Federal 
grants, purchase of obligations of school 
districts, and Federal credit assistance to 
State school financing agencies should 
be provided only for public elementary 
and secondary school construction and 
equipment, including laporatory, library, 
health, and special educational facilities 
and equipment. 

IV. OPERATION OF PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

A. INTENT 

It should be the expressed intent of 
the Congress to provide Federal finan
cial aid to the States for the operation 
of public schools. The purpose should 
be: first, to generally .improve the in
struetion given in public elementary and 
secondary schools throughout the United 
States; second, to provide in these 
schools to meet the educational needs 
of every child, including educational of
ferings in reading, writing, mathe
matics, literature, foreign languages, 
the sciences, arts, and agriculture; 
third, to raise teachers' salaries to the 
level of those of other professionally 
qualified persons of equal ability and 
training, and fourth, to improve school 
transportation services. 

B. PROVISIONS 

The Congress should authorize appro
priation of $3 billion per annum for the 
fiscal year beginning July 1, 1958, and 
the 9 succeeding fiscal years to be al
lotted to the States f.or the purposes 
. enumerated. The allotments to each 
State should bear the same ratio to the 
total funds appropriated as the school
age population of the State bears to the 
total school-age population-ages 5 to 
17 years inclusive-of all the States. 

Federal funds should be available only 
for, first, salaries of duly certified teach
ers; second, salaries of professional ad .. 
ministrative personnel; third, building 
operation and maintenance costs; fourth, 
expansion of curriculum to meet individ
ual educational needs; and fifth, im-

prov.ement of pupil transportation serv
ices, provided by public elementary and 
secondary schools or state educational 
.agencies. 

Apportionments should not be used to 
reduce State e.xpenditures for public 
elementary and secondary education. 

V. GUIDANCE AND COUNSELING 

A. INTENT 

The Congress should declare its belief: 
First, that the national interest would be 
served through grants-in-aid to the 
States to develop counseling and guid
ance services which would assist in 
identifying children's abilities; second, 
that it is important that these be identi
fied at an early age; and third, that the 
needed counseling and guidance services 
should be under the control and direc
tion of the State educational agencies. 
It should be the intent of Congress to 
promote counseling and guidance under 
these policies. 

B. PROVISIONS 

First. Grants to State agencies: The 
Congress chould authorize an appropria
tion of $500 million for the fiscal year 
beginning July 1, 1958, and for each of 
the 9 succeeding fiscal years for making 
grants to State educational agencies. 
The purpose should be to assist them to 
establish and maintain programs of 
guidance and counseling. For each fiscal 
year the United States Commissioner of 
Education should allot an amount which 
bears the same ratio to the total amount 
appropriated as the .school-age popula
tion-ages 5 to 17 years, inclusive-of 
that State would bear to the total school
age population of all the States. Any 
State desiring to accept payments should 
submit to the Commissioner a program 
under which the Federal funds would be 
expended to: First, identify the abilities, 
aptitudes, and skills of students; second, 
advise students of courses of study best 
suited to their abilities, aptitudes, and 
sltills; third, encourage those of superior 
aptitude and ability to prepare them
selves for college training and to enter 
institutions of higher education upon 
graduation from high school. 

Second. Institutes in guidance and 
counseling: The Congress should also 
authorize an appropriation of $500 mil
lion for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 
1958, and for each of the 9 fiscal years 
thereafter, for institutes in guidance and 
counseling. The United States Commis
sioner of Education should: First, con
tract with institutions of higher educa
tion for the purpose of establishing sum
mer-session institutes offering courses in 
the counseling and guidance of students 
at the secondary school level; and second, 
pay stipends to eligible persons to attend 
such institutes. 

Any person employed in a teaching or 
guidance and counseling capacity in a 
public sch-ool system should be eligible 
to attend such an institute. The 
amount of the stipend should be deter
mined by the Commissioner. 

A contract with an institution of 
higher education for the operation of an 
institute under this act should provide 
for payment to that institution of the 
reasonable cost incurred by it in provid
ing the institute. 

VI. SCHOLARSHIPS 

A. INTENT 

The Congress should declare its pur
pose to assist able but financially needy 
students to continue their education at 
institutions of higher education and 
thereby increase the Nation's supply of 
manpower trained at such institutions. 

B. PROVISIONS 

For this purpose the Congress should 
authorize an appropriation of $500 mil
lion for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 
1958, and for each of the 9 fiscal years 
thereafter. 

The Federal funds should be used to 
provide scholarships not to exceed 4 
academic years to enable the recipient 
students to complete the work for their 
first bachelor's degree at institutions of 
higher education. The funds should be 
allocated by the United States Commis
sioner of Education, on the basis of the· 
relative number of graduates from sec
ondary schools, among the qualifying 
States. In order to qualify a State 
should be required to establish a com
mission on Federal scholarships which 
must submit to the United States Com
missioner of Education a State plan for 
carrying out the purpose of the Federal 
grant. 

Each State should be authorized to 
use such portion of its Federal grant 
as would. be necessary for the adminis .. 
tration of its plan for implementation 
of the Federal purpose. 

VII. STUDENT LOANS 

The Congress should create a revolv
ing fund to be known as the National 
Student Loan Fund to support loans to 
students, and authorize an appropria
tion of $10 billi-on for the fund. 

By and with the advice of the Senate 
the President of the· United State~ 
should appoint three persons to consti
tute a National Student Loan Board. 
The duty of the Board should be to make 
loans to applicant students unable to ob
tain sufficient funds from other sources. 
The amounts of the loans should be de .. 
termined .by the Board. 

A student receiving a loan from the 
Board should be granted additional 
loans only after his submittal of evi
dence of satisfactory progress in his 
pursuit of an education. 

The Board should prescribe the· terms 
and conditions governing the repayment 
of the loans. Interest at 3 percent 
should begin 1 year after the student 
leaves school. 
VIII. SUMMER SCHOOL AND EXTENSION COURSES 

ii'OR TEACHERS 

A. INTENT 

The Congress .should acknowledge its 
appreciation of the basic role of the 
teacher in our educational system, and 
its recognition that the critical shortage 
of well-qualified teachers in the United 
States has the unique potency of multi
plying all other trained manpower 
shortages. Accordingly the Congress 
should inaugurate .a policy of giving 
financial support to sum.mer school and 
extension courses for teachers to im
prove their qualifications for teaching. 

B. PROVISIONS 

The Congress should authorize· an ap
propriation of $500 million for payments 
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to teachers for advanced study in sum
mer sessions at institutions of higher 
education, and for teachers taking ad
vanced studies in extension courses 
offered by institutions of higher educa
tion during ~he fiscal year beginning 
July 1, 1958, and for each of the follow
ing 9 fiscal years. Allotments to the 
States should be made according to the 
ratio of the school age population of each 
State to the school age population of all 
the States. 

Each teacher selected by his or her 
State educational agency for advanced 
study in summer sessions at institutions 
of higher education should receive a 
stipend of $150 a week plus $25 a week 
for each dependent. 

Teachers taking advanced courses in 
extension courses offered in institutions 
of higher education should receive 
stipends of $10 a day for each day they 
attend such courses, with a ceiling of 
$100 a month. 

IX. FELLOWSHIPS 

The Congress should authorize an ap
propriation of $500 million to provide 
fellowships for the fiscal year beginning 
July 1, 1958 and each of the 9 fiscal years 
thereafter. These fellowships should be 
awarded by the United States Commis
sioner of Education to graduate students 
preparing to become teachers in colleges 
and universities. The awards should be 
made to persons showing demonstrated 
ability and special aptitude for advanced 
study or research in specialized fields. 

Each person awarded a fellowship un
der the provisions of this act should re
ceive a stipend of $3,000 for each year of 
advanced study of research, plus an ad
ditional amount of $300 per year for 
each dependent. 

An individual awarded a graduate fel
lowship should also be paid amounts 
necessary to cover the cost of instruction 
at the institution attended. 
X. RESEARCH AND EXPERIMENTATION IN USE OF 

NEW EDUCATIONAL MEDIA 

A. INTENT 

It should be the intention of Congress 
to promote research and experimenta
tion in more effective utilization of tele
vision, radio, motion pictures and related 
mediums for educational purposes, and to 
provide for the acquisition and develop
ment of materials adapted to new edu
cational mediums. 

B. PROVISIONS 

First. Establishment of Institute for 
Research and-Experimentation in the Use 
of New Educational Media: The Congress 
should create an institute in the United 
States Office of Education for research 
and experimentation to develop and 
evaluate projects involving television, 
radio, motion pictures, and other audi
tory and visual aids which may prove of 
value in State and local educational 
agencies and institutions of higher 
education. 

Second. Advisory Council on New Edu
cational Media: There should be estab
lished in the United States Office of 
Education an Advisory Council on New 
Educational Media. The Council should 
consist of the Commissioner and 12 per
sons appointed without regard to the civ
il-service laws by the Commissioner with 

the approval of the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare. The functions 
of the Advisory Council should be to ad
vise, consult with and make recommen
dations to the Commissioner on matters 
relating to the utilization or adaptation 
of television, radio, motion pictures, and 
related mediums of communication for 
educational purposes, and to pel-form 
other functions specified in this act. 

With the approval of the Advisory 
Council, the Commissioner of Education 
should be authorized to make grants-in
aid to public or nonprofit private agen
cies, organizations, or individuals for 
projects of research or experimentation 
in the use of new educational mediums, 
and to enter into contracts with such 
agencies, organizations, or individuals for 
such research. 

XI. SPECIAL EDUCATION FOR EXCEPTIONAL 
CHILDREN 

A. INTENT 

The promise of equality of educational 
opportunity should be extended to every 
child in our country-including the blind 
and partially seeing, the crippled, those 
having special health problems, the deaf 
and hard of hearing, those handicapped 
in speech, the socially maladjusted, the 
mentally retarded and the intellectually 
and artistically gifted. The Congress 
should express its recognition of the fact 
that such children require special in
struction and guidance for the develop
ment of their total educational poten
tial. 

The Congress should furthermore rec
ognize that there are acute national 
shortages of, first, teachers especially 
trained to guide and instruct such chil
dren, second, supervisors of such teach
ers, third, research in the problems of 
education of exceptional children, and 
fourth, special facilities and equipment 
for the education of teachers of such 
children. The Congress should declare 
these shortages are a matter of impor
tant national concern and announce a 
policy of providing funds for the reduc
tion of these shortages and for the pro
motion of the education of exceptional 
children throughout the United States. 

B. PROVISIONS 

Accordingly the Congress should au · 
thorize an appropriation of $500 million 
for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1958, 
and for each of the 9 fiscal years there
after. These funds should be adminis
tered by the United States Commis
sioner of Education for the following 
purposes. 

First. Assistance for the training of 
teachers, supervisors of teachers, and re
searchers in special education for excep
tional children, and to encourage and as
sist public and nonprofit institutions of 
higher education to expand training 
work in these fields-$200 million. 

Second. Awarding of scholarships and 
fellowships to individuals for the purpose 
of taking advanced training in order to 
engage in employment of teachers of 
exceptional children, or to train or su
pervise teachers in this field or to engage 
in research in the teaching of excep
tional children-$100 million. 

Third. Grants to institutions of higher 
education for specialized facilities and 
equipment for use in training persons to 

engage in employment as teachers of ex
ceptional children, or as supervisors of 
teachers of exceptional children, or as 
researchers in special education for ex
ceptional children-$100 million. 

XU. SCHOOL HEALTH SERVICES 

A. INTENT 

The Congress should declare its belief 
that: First, the medical, dental, and 
mental health of the child is an impor
tant factor in the educational develop
ment of his potential; second, periodic 
physical examinations can make possible 
the maximum remedial treatment of 
diagnosed health problems; and third, 
no child should lack medical care because 
of reasons of cost or unawareness of the 
importance of the early correction of 
remediable defects. 

It should be the intent of the Con
gress, first, to promote the establishment 
within the States of area school health 
clinics for the detection and diagnosis 
of children needing medical, dental, or 
psychiatric treatment and, second to 
aid the States in providing adeqt'.tate 
medical treatment of the identified 
health defects. 

B. PROVISIONS 

Accordingly the Congress should au
thorize an appropriation of $100 million 
for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 1958, 
and for each of the 9 fiscal years there
after, these funds to be administered by 
the Surgeon General of the United States 
Public Health Service. The Surgeon 
General should be authorized to make 
allotments to each State. These allot
ments should bear the same ratio to the 
total funds appropriated as the school
age population of the State bears to the 
total school-age population of all the 
States. Grants should be conditioned 
on the approval of State plans by the 
Surgeon General of the United States, 
pursuant to the purposes of this bill. 

The State plans should include pro
visions for the establishment and/or 
maintenance of area school health ex
amination centers, mobile clinics for 
rural areas, and a financial assistance 
program for the defrayal of cost for 
treatment of identified health problems. 

The Congress should also authorize an 
appropriation of $100 million for the 
fiscal year beginning July 1, 1958, and 
for each of the 9 fiscal years thereafter, 
these funds to be administered by the 
Commissioner of Education for grants to 
individuals and to nonprofit institutions 
for the conduct of research in the area 
of child health, and for the establish
ment of pilot programs for detection, 
diagnosis, and treatment of children 
with health problems. 

XIII. ADULT EDUCATION 

The Congress should recognize that: 
(1) a citizen's right to an education does 
not cease when he has advanced beyond 
school age, and (2) the general welfare 
of the United States demands that 
literacy and basic education be uni
versal. 

The Congress should accordingly au
thorize an appropriation of $100 mil
lion for the fiscal year beginning July 1, 
1958, and for each of the 9 fiscal years 
thereafter, to be administered by the 
Commissioner of Education. These 
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funds should provide for aid to the 
States for special programs of basic ele
mentary and secondary education for 
adults. The term "adults" should be 
defined as meaning any person beyond 
compulsory school age not enrolled in 
·a regular full-time day school. 

These funds should be apportioned to 
the States on the basis of the number of 
adults who have not completed high 
school, but no State should receive less 
than $500 thousand per year for this 
purpose. 
XIV. VOCATIONAL TRAINING BELOW COLLEGE 

GRADE 

A. INTENT 

The Congress should give full recog
nition to the growing national interest 
in vocational education below college 
grade and declare a policy of providing 
increased financial aid to the States for 
such education. 

B. PROVISIONS 

Accordingly the Congress should au
thorize an increased appropriation 
under the George-Barderi Act of 1946 as 
amended by Public Law 462, 81st Con
gress, of $700 million for the _fiscal year 
beginning July 1, 1958, and for each of 
the 9 succeeding fiscal years. The ap
propriation should be distributed as 
follows among the several forms of voca
tional education below college grade: 
Agriculture, including on-farm training, 
$300 million; trade and industry, $100 
million; home economics, $200 million; 
and distributive occupations, $100 mil
lion . . 

XV. SCHOOL LUNCHES 

The Congress should recognize its duty 
to safeguard the health and well-being 
of the Nation's children by grants-in
aid to the States for nonprofit school 
lunch programs. 

Accordingly the Congress should au
thorize an increased appropriation 
under the National School Lunch Act
Public Law 396, 79th Congress-of $200 
million for the fiscal year beginning July 
1, 1958 and for each of the 9 fiscal years 
thereafter. 
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED FEDERAL FUNDS FOR 

EDUCATION 

Following is a summary of the Federal 
investment proposed in my bill: 

Grants-in-aid 
and payments Loans-in-aid 
to individuals and advances 
and institu

tions 

$2, 500, 000, 000 

--------------- $500, 000, 000 

--------------- 10, 000, 000, 000 

3, 000, 000, 000 ---------------

1, 000, 000, 000 

500,000,000 

Description of aid 

Elementary and sec
ondary school con
struction and equip
ment. 

Local school board pur
chase fund (a re· 
volving fund). 

Advances to reserve 
funds (credit assist
ance to State school 
financing agencies) 

Operation of public ele
mentary and second
ary schools (increase 
of teacher salaries, 
building operation 
and maintenance, 
pupil transportation, 
expansion of. curric
ula.). 

Guidance and counsel
ing (institutes; aid to 
State agencies) . 

Undergraduate scholar
ships. 

Grants-in-aid 
and payments Loans-in-aid 
to individuals and advances 
and institu

tions 

--------------- $10, 000, 000, 000 

$500, 000, 000 

500,000,000 
500,000,000 

400,000,000 

200, 000, 000 

100,000,000 
700,000,000 

100,000,000 

Description of aid · 

National student loan 
fund (a revolving 
fund). 

Summer-school and ex
tension courses for 
teachers. 

Graduate fellowships. 
New educational medi

ums (research, experi
mentation, equip
ment-radio, television, 
and motion pictures). 

Special education for 
exceptional children. 

School health services 
and research in child 
health. 

Adult education. 
Vocational education 

below college grades 
(agriculture, includ
ing on-farm training; 
home economics; trade 
and industry; and 
distributive occupa
tions). 

School lunches. 

CONCLUSION 

On August 30 of last year I commented 
that because of Mr. Eisenhower's inac
tion in the field of Federal aid for edu
cation "we might very well lose the race 
against time in our cold war with the 
Russians." This was before sputnik. 

The other day the Journal of Com
merce ran an article titled "Experts See 
New Soviet Firsts" which reported: 

The Western World can expect more than 
Russian satellites as technological firsts re
sulting from that nation's rapidly expanding 
research and training programs. 

Dr. J. F. Piccard, of Minneapolis, the 
famous aeronautics scientist who taught 
at our State University in Minnesota 
until 1952, pointed his finger at this 
markworthy truth when he recently 
declared: 

There is, however, something far more im
portant than a little moonlette making faces 
at us. We cannot deny that there was a race 
going on and we loot it. • • • There are 
other races going on-and the outcome of 
these races is far more important than all 
the Russian sputniks. If we lost one race, 
shall we lose another? • • • 

Today certainly one of the most immediate 
problems for American survival as a world 
leader is education. • • • There must be 
advances in all directions, moral and spirit
ual, as well as technical. 

Now, before the Russians loose an
other type of sputnik in a different field, 
such as international relations or medi
cine, let me say again to the President of 
the United States that we might very 
well lose the race against time in our 
cold war with the Russians; and let me 
add, we might very well lose our freedom, 
our way of life from A to Z. Mr. Speaker, 
we cannot take a vacation from our pa
triotic responsibilities. We cannot take 
a vacation from our parental concern 
for our children. We cannot take a va
cation from the truth, the stark truth 
that quick action is needed. Nor can we 
avoid the truth that the emergency is 
the greatest one the American people 
have ever faced~ 

Recently, Walter Lippmann summa
rized America's educational predicament 
with these words: 

What we have to worry about is that with 
the' declining level of education, with the 
vulgarization of the cultural standards in 
our mass society, we shall become a big but 
second-rate people, fat, Phillistine, and self
indulgent. 

In 1947, the Washington Sunday Star 
editorialized: 

Surely, out of the bitter experience of this 
war [World War II] should come the realiza
tion that trained personnel is our most valu
able asset in science. It is criminal folly to 
gamble with the future by policies which 
dissipate that asset. 

Let me say, here and now, that it would 
be criminal folly for. the Congress to 
gamble with our country's future by fail
ing to act in behalf of American educa
tion. Our failure in the Congress now to 
see the needs of American education and 
to do something now to correct the situ
ation would go down in history as a de
liberate, coldblooded, cruel slap in the 
face against the democracy for which our 
fathers and grandfathers died to pre
serve. 

Mr. Speaker, all of our ancestors came 
to this country to secure for themselves 
and their neighbors liberty and peace 
and the right to enjoy the benefits of 
progress. Let us not pretend that life, 
liberty, and the pursuit of happiness 
can continue if we are indifferent to the 
Nation's educational needs or assume 
that they can or will be met by the States 
and localities. 

I have heard it said, "Easy does it." 
But I say to you, "Easy doesn't do it." 

An interesting letter to the American 
people, dated February 2, 1958, came 
from a Leningrad~ family. The letter 
was published in the New York Times, as 
follows: 

As Soviet citizens, my family and myself 
congratulate your people on the successful 
launching of your satellite. I hope it will be 
a good example of peaceful neighboring in the 
cosmos, together with our sputnijt. 

Let our people have the same friendly 
movement for the progress of peace on earth. 

ALEXEI A. ZINEVITCH. 

All of us in America hope that, as 
time goes on, peace on earth to men of 
good will will be realized. All of us in 
America hope that "peaceful neighbor
ing" is possible. 

However, we should not dupe ourselves 
into thinking that peace can be possible 
in a world of ignorance. H. G. Wells 
said a number of years ago that civiliza
tion was engaged in a desperate race be
tween education and catastrophe. Per
haps, if we concentrate on an educa
tional drive in America we can get the 
Russians to broaden their educational 
programs. 

With enough education in the 
U. S. S. R., totalitarian communism, 
with its Siberian salt mine slave centers, 
will be overthrown eventually. I am 
confident of that. The world can, if it 
puts its mind to it, win the race between 
education and catastrophe, but not, if 
we in America, rest on our haunches in 
blissful complacency. 
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Let me in conclusion quote the super
intendent of schools of Springfield, Mo., 
William J. Graff: 

We should remind ourselves that the 
pharaohs built the pyramids. • • • Mussolini 
made the trains run on time. • • • Hitler 
created some of the best roads and rockets 
• • • the Russians are building sputniks 
• • • but we still face 'the question of hu
man values. • • • What the Russians aren't 
saying is that with all of their technical 
progress they also have to have concentra
tion camps, secret police and government 
by terror. How to preserve the great hu
man values to which we are dedicated and 
• • • to make sure we do not lose our free
dom is the most challenging problem that 
has ever confronted Americans. 

The. way to preserve our human values 
is to insure for every American now and 
for time to come all the education he 
wants and can use. Our investment in 
education will bring great profits. 
America and the world will be the better 
for it. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentlewoman yield? 

Mrs. KNUTSON. I yield to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. McCORMACK. May I say, and I 
am sure the gentlewoman will agree with 
me, that 27 years a-go when Franklin D. 
Roosevelt was inaugurated for the first 
time as President of the United States 
there was a period of 100 days that im
mediately followed his inauguration of 
which it might well be said that under 
the leadership of Franklin D. Roosevelt 
the then Democratic administr81tion 
saved the United States, because during 
that 100 days of leadership he gave to 
our country the greatest type of leader
ship humanly possible. He brought 
America out of despair, he gave to the 
people of the country hope, and he re
vivified the spirit and the confidence of 
Americans and thereby strengthened the 
entire life and the entire na-tional econ
omy of our country. So when the gen
tlewoman speaks about the 120 days of 
recent passage, my mind goes back 25 
years to when a great man, one of the 
greatest men of all time, Franklin D. 
Roosevelt, gave in the first 100 days of 
his administration what is now recog
nized by ma-ny objective students of his
tory as leadership that saved America. 

Mrs. KNUTSON. I thank the ma
jority leader. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentlelady yield? 

Mrs. KNUTSON. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I was not privileged to hear all 
of the lady's remarks, but I am not quite 
clear about one thing. It seemed to me 
that she found much fault with and had 
very little good to say about our educa
tional system in this country, but much 
good to say about the educational system 
in Moscow. I am just curious as to 
whether the lady is proposing that their 
system be substituted for our system 
here, with the exception of our having 
control from all-powerful Washington 
instead of all-powerful Moscow. 

Mrs. KNUTSON. Not at all. The 
comparisons that were made were com
parisons with advancements made in 
Russia in the same fields. We cannot 
afford to fall behind. 

Mr. TEAGUE of California. I cer
tainly agree with that last statement, but 
it seemed to me that we also cannot 
afford to abandon our time-honored 
American principles of education and to 
trade them for Russian ideas. 

Mrs. KNUTSON. That was not im
plied. 

DANISH NATIONAL HOLIDAY 
Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent to extend my re
marks at this point in the REcORD. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Iowa? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, good 

health and a long life to King Frederick 
IX of Denmark in his 5·9th birthday, 
March 11, 1958. 

It is no cold diplomatic congratula
tions which I send to His Majesty on this 
happy occasion. I have the honor of 
serving the Seventh Congressional Dis
trict of Iowa. My District has the dis
tinction of having within it the largest 
community of Americans of Danish an
cestry in these United States. I am 
proud that both my mother and my fa
ther were onetime citizens of Denmark. 

King Frederick's birthday is not only a 
Danish national holiday. It has inter
national echoes. In a sense, it should be 
an all-Scandinavian holiday. The wife 
of this wise and friendly monarch is the 
former Princess Ingrid of Sweden. His 
uncle is King Haakon VII of Norway. 

The heartfelt good wishes of millions 
of Americans go out to King Frederick. 
His country and ours have been-and, 
with God's help, ever will be-allies in 
war and friends in peace. 

May the United States long receive 
Denmark's most vital and valuable ex
port--Danes. 

J. EDGAR HOOVER: GREAT CRIME 
FIGHTER, GREAT ANTI-COMMU
NIST BULWARK, A GREAT AMERI
CAN 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. KEATING] 
is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, the 
most important book to be published 
this year appears officially today. It is 
Masters of Deceit and its author is the 
eminent Director of .the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation, J. Edgar Hoover. 

This volume should be required read
ing for every American. 

It tells the story of communism and 
its efforts to take over America. Mr. 
Hoover knows the Communists and their 
tactics as no other living American, and 
it is fitting that he has written this 
definitive work about their methods. 

Seldom in the history of a nation does 
a man command universal respect and 
admiration as does J. Edgar Hoover. 
Through personal courage, devotion to 
duty, deep dedication to religion, and 
inviolate integrity, he has become the 
ideal American. 

As a nation, and as individuals, we owe 
a deep debt of gratitude to Mr. Hoover 
for the service he is rendering in pro
,tecting us from criminal and subversive 

elements. In the larger context, we owe 
a great debt of gratitude to Mr. Hoover 
for his indomitable faith in America and 
his unceasing dedication to the ideals 
which have made our Nation great. 

Mr. Hoover is, of course, best known 
for his activities directly connected with 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation. He 
joined the FBI in 1921 and was named 
Director in 1924. In the 34 years he has 
held that post he has proved to be one 
of the greatest patriots of our entire 
history as a nation. 

In many ways modern crime detec
tion as practiced in this country is due 
directly to the untiring efforts of Mr. 
Hoover. No deskman, he has person
ally directed many of the most impor
tant cases investigated by the FBI since 
he became Director. He has personally 
led raids against a number of the most 
dangerous of our criminal element. No 
man can question his courage and lead
ership abilities. 

Some of Mr. Hoover's most important 
contributions have been in the field of 
crime technology. Systematic organi
zation of these techniques has been a 
potent force in combating the tentacles 
of organized crime in America. Crime 
as big business has been dealt a telling 
blow through Mr. Hoover's efforts. 

The FBI under his i)1spiring direction 
has given tremendous aid to local law
enforcement agencies. Every advance 
achieved through the research under
taken in FBI laboratories has found its 
way directly or indirectly i!_lto the day
to-day operation of our local crime
fighting units. 

Of particular importance in this re
gard has been the establishment of a 
central clearinghouse for fingerprint 
files. From the start it has been M,r. 
Hoover's goal to bring into being a com
plete fingerprint file as an aid to crim
inal detection throughout the country. 
Just how successful he has been may 
be judged by the fact that when the 
identification files were begun, there was 
a nucleus of 810,000 records. Today 
these same files contain more than 148 
million fingerprint records. This has 
been of immense help to local law-en
forcement agencies otherwise at a seri
ous disadvantage in today's world of 
criminal mobility. Wherever the gang
ster goes today, the FBI files keep tabs 
on him. 

Nor are the advances in fingerprint 
identification by any means the only 
significant advance. The deductions of 
Sherlock Holmes must take a back seat 
to the scientific laboratories that have 
come into being under the zealous 
leadership of Mr. Hoover. The thou
sands of tourists who yearlY visit these 
laboratories can attest to the extent to 
which this operation has grown from 
the one small room of the early thirties. 
Lawbreakers can likewise attest to its 
e:tficiency. Time after time the so-called 
perfect crime has bowed to the lock of 
hair, the scrap of thread, the bit of dust 
that FBI experts have traced to the 
criminal. In 1957 over 160,000 such 
examinations were undertaken on re
quests received from throughout the 
country. 

Led by Mr. Hoover, the standards for 
FBI agents have been made the highest 
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in the world. Exhaustive training in the 
FBI's National Academy, the West Point 
of law enforcement, has resulted in top
flight law enforcement officials being 
placed throughout the Nation. Police 
training has become highly efficient and 
graduates of the Academy go out fully 
t rained in all the up-to-the-minute 
tactics of criminology. 

Our Nation owes Mr. Hoover a great 
debt of gratitude. Through his unselfish 
dedication to the cause of law and order, 
we have today in the FBI the world's 
most efficient, most modern organization 
to combat the ever-dangerous under
world of crime. His efforts more than 
those of any other single individual are 
responsible for the fact that the crime 
rate in the United States is as low as 
it is. 

J. Edgar Hoover's activities beyond the 
immediate scope of his FBI duties are 
legendary. His patient, understanding 
and unceasing efforts to find solutions to 
the enigmas of juvenile delinquency are 
recognized by all. He has worked with
out letup in behalf of programs of Amer
icianism and the teachings of the Amer
ican ideals. 

He has been lay leader in promoting 
the religious revival now being experi
enced by this Nation. A deeply religious 
man himself, he has conveyed this deep 
faith in God to many who have come in 
contact with him. 

There is a sense of kindliness and will
ingness to ·help his fellow human beings 
in this man which few men possess. 

These qualities, combined with his 
well-known talents as our leading law en
forcer, mark him as a giant among men. 

I am proud to claim Mr. Hoover as a 
friend. I am proud to point to him as an 
ideal American, as one whom our youth 
should emulate. His 24-hour-a-day ef
forts for the good of his Nation merit 
the approbation of each and . every 
American. 

And today, as for so many years in 
the past, he continues to lead the struggle 
against perhaps his most implacable foe. 
He stands, four-square, as the great 
American bulwark against the greedy 
hordes of the international Communist 
conspiracy. 

One of Mr. Hoover's greatest services 
to his Nation has been his untiring work 
to alert the American people to the dan
gers of communism. In the book ap
pearing today he has distilled the wisdom 
and thought of his 40 years' experience 
in studying this atheistic menace. 

Mr. Hoover has done his job well. 
Masters of Deceit is a well-written book, 
exceedingly clear, logically organized and 
designed to give advice on how to com
bat the Communist evil. After reading 
it, I felt a great sense of relief that finally 
the American people had an authorita
tive, accurate, and painstakingly fair 
analysis of the greatest challenge which 
faces America today. 

Mr. Hoover has watched the rise of 
communism in the United States since 
his first days with the Department of 
Justice in 1917. He saw that commu-
nism was an enemy of freedom and that 
its exponents wanted to destroy the Gov
ernment of this Nation. 

From the very beginning this man of 
vision was not deceived by the sly tactics 

and evasive antics of the international 
Communist conspiracy. He pegged the 
Communists for what they are--traitors 
to America. 

Over the years he has scrutinized every 
zig and zag of the comrades. He has 
observed them whirl above ground and 
burrow underground. 

All too often he has seen citizens fooled 
by clever Communist propaganda. The 
rise of Communist fronts, the infiltra
tion of non-Communist organizations, 
the crescendo of party agitation-all 
these are evidences of the inroads . the 
Reds have made in our national life. 

Even during World War II, when all 
too many Americans were lulled into a 
position of trusting the Communists, Mr. 
Hoover warned against the machinations 
of the Soviet fifth column. His voice 
many times seemed almost solitary, but 
his efforts to warn us never flagged. 

Through the years he has kept his 
eyes fixed on the truth-on the need of 
fighting this enemy. To a large extent 
the leadership of Mr. Hoover was respon
sible· for alerting the American people · 
to the menace of communism. 

Now these years of experience have 
been framed in words. They have been 
put on paper with a firm and knowing 
hand. 

It should be emphasized that Masters 
of Deceit is not an expose-type book. It 
is not full of names, bizarre situations, 
or sensationalism. It is a sober, 
thought-provoking study of Communist 
techniques, tactics, and modes of opera
tion. . The reader can learn just what 
the party is trying to do and how it pro
posed to accomplish its goals. He can 
see inside a party club, witness its ~eaders 
in action, and observe how a party front 
is formed. 

The book, in general, can be sum
marized under five headings. 

First. History of communism: The 
first five chapters discuss the history of 
inter.national and national communism. 
There are interesting sketches of the 
Big Four of communism-Marx, Engels, 
Lenin, and Stalin-and their contribu
tions to the development of modern-day 
communism. 

To many people, Communist theory is 
a maze of confusion. Party expressions 
such as dictatorship of the proletariat 
or class struggle are meaningless gib
berish. Mr. Hoover cuts through Com
munist verbiage and sets forth clearly 
the premises of Marxism-Leninism. 

Second. Development of the party 
structure: In this section Mr. Hoover 
tells how the Communist member is 
molded until he becomes a fanatical de
votee of r.evolution. 

The great majority of Americans have 
no way of learning about what goes on 
inside the party. Masters of Deceit gives 
a first-hand account of the party's edu
cational program, literature and press 
outlets and disciplinary machinery. 

The terrifying thing is that the de
velopment of Communist man is oc
curring right here in America-under 
our very eyes. We must realize ·~hat the 
party structure is a vast machine shop 
for the creation of party members. 

Third. The Communist attack against 
our society: To create the party member 
is not enough, Mr. Hoover points out. 

The member must be mobilized for at
tack against democratic society. In 
three excellent chapters we see the party 
on the attack through mass agitation, 
infiltration and fronts. The Com
munist is no longer a shadowy figure, 
seldom seen. He is knocking at doors, 
standing on street corners, and making 
speeches. He is contacting loyal Ameri
cans-always hoping to hoodwink them 
into supporting party objectives. 

These chapters are not only exciting 
but informative reading. They sound 
the alarm so that all can hear. Citizens 
can learn here how they can avoid being 
swindled by the Communists. 

Fourth. The Communist underground 
structure: At all times, Masters of Deceit 
makes clear, the party maintains an un
derground structure-to carry on activi
ties whch cannot be pursued in the open, 
A chapter on espionage shows the rela
tion of Soviet espionage to the Party. 
Here is a vital danger point to our se
curity. Russia is interested in all our 
vital secrets and is working -through 
well-trained spy networks to steal vital 
information. Every citizen, Mr. Hoover 
emphasizes, can do his role in prevent
ing these Soviet aims. 

Fifth. Democracy's answer: In the 
concluding section, in chapters on com
munism and religion and America's role 
in fighting communism, Mr. Hoover sets 
forth what we might call democracy's 
answer. The chapter on religion, in 
my opinion, is one of the finest exposi
t ions on this subject that I - have ever 
read. Mr. Hoover points out that com-
munism, from its earliest origins, was 
atheistic. Karl Marx was an atheist. 
He denoun·ced religion. All party lead
er.c:; since Marx, including today's leaders, 
have also opposed religion. Masters of 
Deceit tells also how the party seeks to 
infiltrate church groups in the hope of 
subverting them for party purposes. 

Mr. Speaker, Masters of Deceit is must 
reading for every American. I would 
hope that our schools and colleges will 
make extensive use of it in appropriate 
courses. There is no better way to learn 
about this threat than by a study of this 
volume. Let us never forget: Fore
warned is forearmed. 

Here is a recipe for survival in the 
cold war. Here is a guidebook of demo
cratic strategy against an atheistic dic
tatorship. 

These are not maxims laid down by a 
dreamer or a bystander. They come 
from the pen of a man who has spent a 
lifetime in ferreting out the minions of 
Moscow. 

Mr. Hoover knows what communism 
is. He knows the terrible future which 
would face this country if communism 
were ever successful here. 

Masters of Deceit is his attempt to give 
his fellow citizens the information he 
possesses. That is why we must learn
learn before it is too late. 

I can think of no finer tribute to the 
distinguished author of this book than 
that every Member of Congress could 
stand up and say he had read it. 

Mr. Speaker, Masters of Deceit repre
sents another milestone in the career of 
dedicated service of J. Edgar Hoover. 

It marks another contribution for the 
good of his beloved Nation by a man 
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whom many of us consider one of the 
great Americans of all time. 

Mr. DORN of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
wm the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield. 
Mr. DORN of New York. I did not 

interrupt the gentleman when he was 
talking about communism and the ne-

. cessity of fighting communism, but I 
wonder if the gentleman had read the 
review of this book in the New York 
Times and Herald Tribune. 

Mr. KEATING. I glanced at them, 
yes. I did not read them in full but set 
them aside to read later. 

Mr. DORN of New York. The review 
in the Tim.es went on to say they did 
not believe there was any real menace 
as far as communism was concerned to
day. Would the gentleman agree with 
that statement? 

Mr. KEATING. I do not agree with 
that statement. 

Mr. DORN of New York. Did Mr. 
Hoover in his .book agree with that? 

Mr. KEATING. No; he did not agree 
with any such statement. He did not 
create any such impression as that. I 
would not want to be unduly critical of 
the review without having read it care
fully, but I certainly do not agree with 
that statement, nor, I am sure, does Mr. 
Hoover. 

Mr. DORN of New York. I want to 
congratulate the gentleman on his re
marks with reference to the book and 
join with him in praise of it. It is well 
written and well deserving of the atten
tion of all the people of the United States 
of America. 

Mr. KEATING. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield. 
Mr. JENSEN. I want to join the dis

tinguished gentleman in everything he 
has said about this great man, J. Edgar 
Hoover, Director of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation. Mr. Hoover has long 
been a model, an ideal, for American 
youth. When I talk to young boys and 
girls in my District about Washington, 
D. C., it is not long until they ask, "Do 
you know J. Edgar Hoover personally?" 
I am always proud to say, "Yes, I know 
him personally," and the praise they 
shower on Mr. Hoover is always a delight 
and a real inspiration to me, for then I 
have no fear for-their future. The Hon
orable J. Edgar Hoover will go down in 
history as one of the greatest men who 
has walked on the blessed soil of the 
United States of America. I know his 
heartbeat as you my colleagues know 
and as every good patriotic American 
does, and his devotion to duty. He is 
held in the highest esteem by every good 
American, regardless of their avocation. 
We are indeed fortunate in this blessed 
land of ours that God Almighty sent this 
man our way. I am grateful and proud 
in the fact that J. Edgar sent to me his 
book, Masters of Deceit, autographed by 
his own hand. 

Mr. KEATING. I agree with the gen
tleman, and I thank him for his remarks. 

Mr. DOOLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield to the gentle
man from New :York. 

Mr. DOOLEY. I rise to commend the 
distinguished gentleman from New York 
for his very penetrating delineation of 
the character of J. Edgar Hoover which 
is known to all of us, and to the quality of 
his leadership. I think that J. Edgar 
Hoover has rendered a great service to 
the public in writing this book, Masters 
of Deceit. It is a warning to us and a 
very valuable document. 

I would like to associate myself with 
the statements of the distinguished gen
tleman. 

Edgar Hoover has been a bulwark of 
strength against the evil forces of com
munism for more than half of his own 
life. Since the twenties he has served 
faithfully and well in a constant effort to 
counteract the persistent and penetra
ting forces of subversion. 

His book, Masters of Deceit, might well 
be made required reading for high school 
and college students everywhere. It 
outlines with clarity the methods of chi
canery and base deceit used by Commu
nists against their fellow workers who 
have seen the light and endeavored tore
form. 

Mr. KEATING. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield. 
Mr. PELLY. I think the gentleman 

from New York has done a great service 
in calling our attention to this publica
tion. I know that the gentleman from 
New York has considerable knowledge of 
the matters which are in that book 
through his position as ranking member 
of the Committee on the Judiciary. 

I wonder if the gentleman from New 
York will agree with me that it is very 
fitting in this time that the American 
people have such a high esteem of the 
Director of the FBI and the organization 
which he heads. 

Mr. KEATING. I think that the high 
esteem of the American people is very 
important to the performance of his 
task in the dedicated way in which he has 
performed it, and I know that he would 
be the first to say that he could only 
have done what he has done because he 
has so universally enjoyed the under
standing and backing of the people of 
the country. 

Mr. PELLY. I wonder if the gentle
man would not also agree that it is 
equally unfortunate that the citizens of 
this country do not have a full knowledge 
of communism and the ways in which the 
Communists work; and that, therefore, 
this book is must reading for every 
American. 

Mr. KEATING. I think no one, after 
reading this book, could have much 
doubt about the situation in this country. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield to the gentle
woman from New York. 

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I also would like 
to join my colleagues in commending the 
gentleman from New York on having 
brought to our attention this splendid 
book, Masters of Deceit. I am sure that 
all of us who have heard the gentleman 
today will feel inspired to go out and get 
this book. 

I also hope that the book will be cir
culated among the youth of this country. 

· That is another thought the gentleman 
has brought out, and I think it is most 
important. Just as Mr. Hoover is the 
ideal of every youth, so they should in
form themselves of what he has really got 
to say by reading this book. 

I want again to tell the gentleman how 
deeply I appreciate his having brought 
it not only to our attention but also to 
the attention of the Nation. 

Mr. KEATING. I thank the gentle
woman from New York. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak
er, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr. Speak
er, it is especially gratifying to me that 
the gentleman from New York has asked 
for this time in order to acquaint us with 
this book by Mr. J. Edgar Hoover, Direc
tor of the Federal Bureau of Investiga
tion. 

It is gratifying to me because for seven 
years I served as an agent of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation. I shall be for
ever grateful to Mr. Hoover for having 
had the opportunity to work under and 
serve with him. . 

I think Mr. Hoover is the greatest, 
most dedicated public servant we have 
in the United States Government today. 
For over 30 years he has been the Direc
tor of the Bureau and he is most qualified 
to present this book to us on the Com
munist Party, for back in 1919, I believe 
it was March 2 to 6 of 1919, the Com
munist Party held the Third Internation
ale, the world congress in which the 
present form of the Communist Party 
was set out. It was in 1919 that Mr. 
Hoover as then a Special Assistant to the 
Attorney General wrote the first legal 
brief on the Communist Party. Since 
that time he has been completely familiar 
with the Communist Party and its activ
ities, and in this book he shows us how 
it works, what it means to us, and tells 
every American what he or she can do in 
order to fight this terrible menace which 
is still a threat to us and intent on 
attacking us today. 

So I want to join the gentleman in his 
remarks and am very proud indeed to be 
associated with the gentleman from New 
York in his remarks. I appreciate the 
opportunity to say a few words in behalf 
of this great American, J. Edgar Hoover. 

Mr. KEATING. I particularly appre
ciate the remarks of the gentleman from 
California because he is peculiarly well 
equipped to speak of the accomplish
ments of Mr. Hoover and the value of his 
book because of his years of able and 
conscientious service in the FBI. 

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield to the distin
guished majority leader. 

Mr. McCORMACK. I am sure my 
good friend, J. Edgar Hoover, would not 
want this to be a Republican monopoly 
by any means, because the esteem for 
J. Edgar Hoover exists in the minds of 
all persons as Americans without regard 
to political party. 

It was my pleasure to first meet J. 
Edgar Hoover shortly after I was first 
elected to this body in December of 1928. 
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I found him to be the type of man who 
made a profound impression upon me. 
He was an American imbued with the 
spirit and the depth of American life and 
tradition. 

I remember well his vigorous de
nouncement of the unfortunate cam
paign of 1928 when the religious issue 
was injected into that campaign. My 
admiration for him was so strong that 
in 1933, then a comparatively new Mem
ber of the House, I urged his reappoint
ment by President Franklin D. Roose
velt. An older Member, one of the 
grandest men I ever served with, my late 
friend, Buck Oliver, of Alabama, who 
was a very prominent member of the 
Committee on Appropriations and chair
man of the subcommittee that the Bu
reau of Investigation appropriation 
came before, was deeply impressed, as I 
was, with- J. Edgar Hoover in his ap
pearance before the subcommittee. He 
and I on three occasions went to the late 
Franklin D. Rosevelt and urged his re
appointment and also to the then Attor
ney General, Homer Cummings. Frank
lin Roosevelt told us at that time that if 
Homer Cummings sent his name over to 
him he would reappoint Mr. Hoover. 
We went to Homer Cummings and there 
was perfect teamwork. Throughout the 
years the relationship between J. Edgar 
Hoover and myself has been very close. 

I might say also that I know some
thing about communism when it was un
popular to attack communism. I know 
something about communism becal.:Se I 
was chairman of a special committee in 
1934 that investigated communism when 
everybody thought that myself and other 
members of the committee were just 
seeking the headlines. I suggest that 
the gentleman read the report of that 
special committee made in February 
1935, the kind of a report that you would 
expected to be made today or tomorrow. 
We found it to be an international con
spiracy at that time. We made certain 
recommendations. The Smith Act came 
out of my special committee. I intro
duced a bill but I could not get a hear
ing for 4 or 5 years because it was 
claimed by some that it violated States 
rights. I also introduced the Foreign 
Agents Registration Act which my spe
cial committee recommended. That be
came law. There was also the power 
given the Army, Navy, and Air Force to 
control Communist activities in Army 
camps and in Navy installations. That 
all came out of the special committee of 
which I was chairman. 

The one man who fought shoulder to 
shoulder with me against the power of 
propaganda, and it is powerful when 
used, was Mr. J. Edgar Hoover. He knew 
communism. I have read his book. He 
conferred the honor of sending me an 
autographed copy o~ his book. It is one 
of the greatest contributions to Ameri
can literature and to American contem
porary history. I thoroughly agree with 
my friend, the gentleman from New 
York, that it should be must reading for 
everyone. 

Everything that has been said about 
J. Edgar Hoover I subscribe to. I could 
go further if it were possible to do so by 
any words I might be capable of express-

ing. He has been a citadel of American
ism. 

May I say that it has not been so many 
years ago when certain types of col
umnists used to attack him. I and some 
others would take the floor and defend 
him, showing that J. Edgar Hoover had 
friends who were willing to fight for 
him. I remember on several occasions 
of concentrated attacks being made on 
him and we would take the fioor to break 
up the attr.ck. Those were the days 
when they were leveling off on some of 
us here. 

There were some of us who 30 years 
ago had to fight for him in those days 
because of the powerful enemies who 
were trying to destroy him through the 
use of the smear and through the use of 
the innuendo. It is well that we pay trib
ute to him today, because J. Edgar 
Hoover, in my opinion, is one of the 
great living Americans of his day and 
age. 

Mr. KEATING. I thank the gentle
man from Massachusetts for his elo
quent words. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield to the gentle
man from Kentucky. 

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr. 
Speaker, in the more than 30 years .that 
I have had the opportunity to personally 
learn of the great services rendered to 
the United States by J. Edgar Hoover, I 
know of no one during this period who 
has rendered greater and more effective 
service to his country than he has. It is 
a privilege and a pleasure for me to join 
the gentleman from New York in this 
tribute to a great American, J. Edgar 
Hoover. 

Mr. KEATING. I thank the gentle- . 
man. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield to the gentle
woman from Massachusetts. 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, I am delighted that this sub
ject has been brought to the attention 
of the House, I will say to the 3'entleman 
from New York. It is only one of the 
many fine things that he brings to our 
attention. I think those of us who were 
fighting communism in the early days 
and who were attacked and smeared, 
and still are attacked and smeared, ha.ve 
a special appreciation for what he has 
done. J. Edgar Hoover is admired and 
beloved not only in this country; he is 
admired and beloved in other countries 
in the world, in Latin America and in 
Europe, for the great work that he has 
done. I would like to pay tribute to his 
humanitarian ideals. He has helped me 
in my District in meeting some very seri
ous problems where, strictly speaking, 
the FBI could not take over, but they 
could give advice. They gave me advice 
that enabled me, I think, to save the 
lives of some people, and also enabled 
other people in the State to go ahead. 
J. Edgar Hoover is a very great man. I 
pay my tribute to him and I also pay 
tribute to the gentleman. 

Mr. KEATING. I thank the gentle
woman. 

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield to the gentle
man from New Jersey. 

Mr. CANFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I have 
a profound regard for J. Edgar Hoover 
and all he means to our American way 
of life. I also have profound regard for 
the distinguished gentleman from New 
York [Mr. KEATING] and for the distin
guished majority leader [Mr. McCoR
MACK] for all that they have done to 
promote legislation inspired by Mr. 
Hoover. No one can say that J. Edgar 
Hoover is partisan. His history negates 
the very thought. With him and the 
FBI we in the Congress of the United 
States backed by patriotic citizens 
everywhere are going to defeat com
munism in this country not by working 
as Democrats, not by working as Re
publicans, but working together as Re
publicans and Democrats. 

Now, reference has been made, Mr. 
Speaker, to an article that appeared in 
the New York Times. May I read just 
briefly two paragraphs· from yesterday's 
New York Herald Tribune book review 
by Harry W. Baehr, who is an editorial 
writer on that great newspaper. Dis
cussing this new book by Mr. Hoover 
entitled "Masters of Deceit," Mr. Baehr 
said: 

This is a practical manual of the commu
nist conspiracy and how to fight it, prepared 
by a sane, dedicated and experienced public 
official. J. Edgar Hoover is primarily re
sponsible for the development of an organ
ization-the Federal Bureau of Investiga
tion-which represents what is probably the 
best possible answer, within the framework 
of American institutions, to the problem of 
subversion. He has access to a vast amount 
of detailed information about the workings 
of communism; he does not indulge in wish
ful thinking about the failure of the Com
munist Party in the United States, but 
neither does he vent panic-stricken cries for 
a vigilante-type response to the continuing 
threat. 

How is the Communist attack, in its pro
tean forms, to be repelled? Mr. Hoover 
urges that the first and most important task 
of the citizen is to malte sure that we do not 
permit the Communists to fool us into be
coming innocent victims-to be able to rec
ognize the falsity of Red claims and the 
techniques of Red penetration. Given that 
knowledge, it is possible-and essential-to 
resist infiltration into unions, civic, frater
nal and social organizations. And against 
illegal subversive activity the citizen should, 
if information on the subject comes his way, 
cooperate with the FBI. "Stick to the 
facts," Mr. Hoover urges. "The FBI is not 
interested in rumor or idle gossip." He 
warns against smears, character assassina
tion, and the scattering of irresponsible 
charges-but hard facts, even when they 
appear trivial, can be of great importance 
in the hands of trained and responsible 
investigators. 

May I say to my friend, the gentleman 
.from New York [Mr. KEATING], that I 
have not yet read Masters of Deceit but, 
like him, I agree that it is must reading 
for every Member of Congress and for 
freedom-loving people who- can obtain 
the book. Let us be about it. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield to the gentle
man from Utah. 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, it is most 
appropriate and fitting for the gentle
man from New York, my colleague, Mr. 
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KEATING, and my colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle, to pay tribute to this great 
American patriot, J. Edgar Hoover, and 
to his monumental work, Masters of De
ceit. This book will leave a lasting im
pression upon America and help to mold 
the American mind. I believe that we 
can learn to survive. A work of this kind 
is a tool in helping us to learn to sur
vive. J. Edgar Hoover calls this his 
primer of communism. It is exactly 
that. I hope it becomes a textbook. 

It is written in language that is under
standable to everyone. It reduces the 
menace of communism to its simplest 
terms so all can understand and see its 
insidiousness. 

It is very important to do something 
about communism, so one chapter, . 
chapter 22, is devoted to "What the Aver
age Person Can Do To Combat Com
munism." One warning is that everyone 
should be able to spot the Communist 
front, so as to recognize it when he sees 
it operating. 

Mr. Hoover also makes an appeal to 
report to the FBI all information be
lieved to be in the best interest of the 
American cause. He thinks, and says, 
that the American people have not 
only a right but an obligation to protect 
their institutions and freedom against 
atheistic communism. 

The book traces the Community Party 
from the days of Lenin and Stalin to the 
present as it operates -in the United 
States and tells why people become 
Communists. 

The lessons found in Masters of 
Deceit are lessons which all Americans 
must learn. We must learn to survive. 
J. Edgar Hoover's name will go down in 
history as a great American patriot and 
a defender of freedom wherever it is 
found. 

Mr. KEATING. I thank the gentle
man from Utah. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield to the gentle
man from Illinois. 

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, over this 
past weekend I had occasion to read 
about 150 pages of Mr. Hoover's new 
book, Masters of Deceit, and found it 
very absorbing reading. As a matter of 
fact, it will have a lasting place on my 
library shelf and will be "must" reading 
for my children. I certainly want to 
commend the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. KEATING] for bringing it to the at
tention of the House and to all of the 
American people as he has so ably done 
on a number of other occasions when
ever there was something of real im
portance that needed to be brought to 
the attention of the people. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for those kind remarks. 

Mr. NIMTZ. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield to the gentle
man from Indiana. 

Mr. NIMTZ. Mr. Speaker, I commend 
the gentleman from New York, my dis
tinguished colleague on the Committee 
on the Judiciary, who is so well ac
quainted with and well versed in matters 
of justice and its administration, for 
bringing to the attention of Members of 
the House this new powerful and monu-

mental work entitled "Masters of De
ceit." 

J. Edgar Hoover, Director of the Fed
eral Bureau of Investigation has by his 
leadership of the FBI, his personal in
tegrity and his cooperation with the law
enforcement officials throughout the 
United States, exemplified the highest 
ideals of a law-enforcement adminis
trator. 

In the 33 years the Honorable J. 
Edgar Hoover has been Director of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation he has 
contributed immeasurably to raising the 
standards and promoting the growth of, 
and obtaining public support and respect 
for, law enforcement through the provi
sion of training, laboratory, identifica
tion, and administration of the uniform
crime-reporting program. He has con
tinued his efforts in opposition to the 
nationalization of the police forces of 
America, and has greatly strengthened 
law enforcement at all levels of govern
ment. 

As has been stated by the gentleman 
from California [Mr. SMITH], the field 
in which Mr. Hoover now writes is not 
a new one to him. He is well qualified 
to speak and write about the influence, 
evils and dangers of communism. As 
has been said here today by many, I also 
hope that all Americans, particularly the 
youth of this country, will read this 
book, Masters of Deceit. Because Mr. 
Hoover is an ideal and an example to 
our youth, his words should and will 
have force and -influence with them. 

Mr. Speaker, J. Edgar Hoover is truly 
one of the great men of our times. No 
one in the history of this or any other 
country has contributed so much to the 
safety and security of property and hu
man life as has Mr. Hoover and the effi
cient organization he has constructed 
and so ably directed. This work, Mas
ters of Deceit, adds to Mr. Hoover's 
already great contributions to the secu
rity of our country and the American 
way of life by acquainting us with and 
warning us about the dangers of com-
munism. · 

Mr. KEATING. I thank the gentle
man. In addition to what the gentle
man said, and I should have emphasized 
it more in my remarks, Mr. Hoover has 
built around himself a remarkable staff, 
so well exemplified by the gentleman 
from California, a former member of it, 
a group as dedicated as he is. He has 
been able to inculcate that feeling into 
them. He would be the first to say, I 
am sure, that he could not have done his 
task without that kind of staff. 

Mr. LOSER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield to the gentle
man from Tennessee. 

Mr. LOSER. I want to join with the 
distinguished gentleman from New York 
[Mr. KEATING] and the other Members 
of the House on both sides of the aisle, 
in paying tribute to that great American, 
Mr. J. Edgar Hoover. For more than a 
quarter of a century I was privileged to 
call upon him. I was a public prose
cutor in my community for more than 
25 years, and down through the years 
I have seen that agency of our Federal 
Government gro.w into the greatest police 
organization on the face of the eare1. 

It is directly attributable to the skill, the 
knowledge, the energy, and the integrity 
of that great American who has brought 
that police organization to the front in 
the history of civilization, in my judg
ment. 

I have called upon him down through 
the years for technical advice, finger
printing, ballistics, and identification of 
all types of material that might be used 
in the prosecution of a criminal case. 
His advice down through the years, and 
his expert testimony, as offered through 
the agents of the Federal Bureau of. In
vestigation, have been of inestimable 
value to the people of America. 

The great Committee on the Judiciary 
has made great contributions to the suc
cess of Mr. Hoover in his work down 
through the years, so I am happy to join 
with the gentleman from New York, the 
ranking minority member of the Com
mittee on the Judiciary, and my other 
colleagues here in paying tribute to this 
great American and to say that his book 
will be a must on my library shelf. 

Mr. KEATING. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr. DELLAY. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield. 
Mr. DELLAY. Mr. Speaker, American 

history is replete with many great 
heroes. Unfortunately, commendation 
and praise were not accorded many of 
these individuals until after they had 
passed from the scene. 

Today we honor a living American 
hero, one who has made a contribution 
to the present that will list him in history 
with the many American great. It is 
with an enormous amount of respect and 
admiration that I salute J. Edgar Hoover, 
Director of the FBI, for what he has 
done, for what he is doing, ancl for what 
we can anticipate from him. 

International communism is still the 
greatest threat to the free countries of 
the world and is the cause of many of 
the problems that our country is faced 
with today. The relentless fight carried 
on by the Federal Bureau of Investiga
tion against subversivism and its move
ment, which to a large extent now lives 
in underground fashion, is a program of 
work that not too many Americans are 
conscious of or appreciate because of the 
silent, qui'et and efficient way the FBI 
has of operating. Yet it is one of the 
mainstays to our being able to exist as 
a free nation· and continue to be the 
leading free nation that other countries 
can look up to and depend upon for 
guidance. 

I deem it a great honor and personal 
privilege to help in honoring one of to
day's great Americans. 

Mr. KEATING. I thank the gentle
man from New Jersey. 

Mr. MEADER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr.KEATING. !yield. 
Mr. MEADER. Mr. Speaker, I am 

happy to join with my colleagues and 
the gentleman from New York in paying 
tribute to the contribution of J. Edgar 
Hoover to the development of our Ameri
can democracy. As a former prosecuting 
attorney I am familiar with the impetus 
which J. Edgar Hoover has given to law'! 
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enforcement techniques generally . . The 
modern science of detecting crime is 
much greater today than it would have 
been if we had not had a J. Edgar 
Hoover. His other great contribution to 
which his book is directed is, perhaps, 
less well known to the American people. 
What J. Edgar Hoover and the FBI have 
done in combating subversion and infil
tration has not, in my judgment, been 
as widely known as the G-man activities 
generally. I might say from having 
spoken with him personally that Mr. 
Hoover paid great tribute to the Con
gress of the United States in combating 
subversion and infiltration. I know that 
he is aware that the Congress under its 
investigative authority has done a great 
deal to prevent the growth of subversive 
groups and cells. I think the gentleman 
from New York has done well to take 
this time today to point up the contri
butions of this great American. 

Mr. KEATING. I appreciate the re
marks of the gentleman from Michigan. · 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield to the distin
guished delegate from Alaska. 

Mr. BARTLE'IT. Mr. Speaker, as 
these remarks are being made here this 
afternoon about Mr. Hoover, I recall an 
experience of some years ago. It has 
been said and written about Mr. Hoo:v.er, 
as it would be said and written about 
anyone in his position, that he desires 
power for power's sake. I should like 
to offer here some rather direct per
sonal evidence to the contrary. The 
Federal Government has a primary re
sponsibility for law enforcement in the 
Territories through the office of the 
United States marshal. On this occa
sion, years ago, a rather high-ranking 
official made the suggestion that there 
be established in Alaska a Federal con
stabulary similar to the Northwest 
Mounted Police. A meeting was held 
with the then Attorney General and 
others of his s.ta.ff. Mr. Hoover attended 
this meeting. The proposal for this 
Federal police force was made. 

Mr. Hoover said-! do not pretend to 
quote his exact words, but this. was the 
effect of what he said: "I am absolutely 
against any such organization. It 
would be perhaps a start on the road 
to a Federal police system which I am 
against. I do not want it. I do not 
think we should do any such thing in 
Alaska." 

His remarks sq-:.Ielched the idea at its 
very inception. I have thought how 
many times how wise he was and how 
mindful of the characteristics of our 
Government in not having the Federal 
Government dominate. He could have 
gone in there and taken over without 
any trouble, but because he is devoted 
to the ideals of democracy, the. ideals of 
our police system throughout the Union, 
he declined to do so. I, for one, will be 
forever grateful to him for his stand on 
that day. 

Mr. KEATING. I thank the gentle
man. 

Mr.' TOLLEFSON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. KEATING. I yield. 
Mr. TOLLEFSON. I want to join 

with my colleagues in complimenting 

the gentleman from New .York for tak
ing time to pay tribute to the distin
guished gentleman, J. Edgar Hoover, 
and calling attention to his book. The 
gentleman has pointed out how Mr. Hoo
ver has . rendered great service to our 
people. As a previous prosecutor, I am 
familiar with his field, and on more than 
one occasion my office as prosecuting 
attorney has benefited from his office. 

With reference to his combating in
ternational communism, perhaps Mr. 
Hoover has alerted the people to the 
danger of international communism 
more than anybody else. This book will 
render distinguished service in that 
same way. In fact, there is a tendency 
on the part of the American people to 
become complacent from time to time, 
and it has been my impression that it 
is timely for a publication of this kind 
to be brought to the attention of the 
American people again. I want to say 
to the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
KEATING] that I believe he has rendered 
a distinc.t service to the American peo
ple in discussing this matter on the :floor 
today. 

Mr. KEATING. I appreciate there
marks of the gentleman from Washing
ton. 

I yield at this time to the distin
guished minority leader [Mr. MARTIN]. 

Mr. MARTIN. Mr. Speaker, the· book 
recently published by Edgar Hoover is 
Il1-0St enlightening and an illustration of 
the dangers which confront the people 
of America. Communism, as Director 
Hoover points out, is still actively work
ing to infiltrate our life and we can pro
tect our way of life only through eternal 
vigilance. Mr. Hoover has performed a 
patriotic service in sounding the alarm. 

Mr. KEATING. I yield to the distin
guished gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
TEWES]. 

Mr. TEWES. Mr. Speaker, in a world 
and in an era, when national police 
power is so often synonomous with polit
ical maneuvering, suppression of indi
vidual freedoms, and public terror, 
America's Federal Bureau of Investiga
tion stands in distinct contrast. That 
the FBI has become not merely an ac
cepted agency but an institution in 
which the American people have pride, 
not fear, is due in great measure to the 
hard work of its leader, J. Edgar Hoover. 
His integrity, courage, sincerity, and 
competence have become so well known 
that they are taken for granted. De
spite their bold role in so many fields of 
interest, the FBI and its Director have 
the approval and cooperation of our peo
ple. I join my distinguished colleagues 
today in voicing the thanks all America 
feels. 

Mr. KEATING. I yield at this time to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Bowl. 

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, the oppor
tunity to know J. Edgar Hoover and to 
work with him has been one of the most 
rewarding experiences of my service in 
Congress. It is a privilege to join with 
my colleagues today in tribute to this 
outstanding American. 

Since his early manhood J. Edgar 
Hoover has been devoted to the fight 
against communism. Long before the 
threat of' Communist imperialism was 
generally recognized he was actively 

fighting it and building the Federal Bu
reau of Investigation into our strongest 
bulwark against subversion. 

But for his foresight we might have 
been defenseless against the far-reaching 
plots of Communist agents during and 
after World War II. 

J. Edgar Hoover is well aware that 
this threat is still with us. His new book, 
Masters of Deceit, will give Americans 
great insight into the operations of the 
conspiracy. More than that, it tells us 
what we can and should do about it. We 
should heed its message. 

Mr. KEATING. I yield at this time to 
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. AYRES]. 

Mr. AYRES. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
add my congratulations to Mr. J. Edgar 
Hoover on not only the great service he 
has rendered to his country through his 
deeds but what he has done through his 
words by writing his book, Masters of 
Deceit. 

I hope all our citizens will heed the 
advice of Mr. Hoover and heed the warn
ing his experience has taught him. 

Although the Communists are cur
rently smiling, we cannot take their 
smiles seriously until through their ac
tions they prove their sincerity. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. 
EDMONDSON]. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
appreciate this opportunity to join in a 
well-deserved salute to J. Edgar Hoover 
and his new book, Masters of Deceit. 

All AmericS~ns owe a great debt of 
gratitude to Mr. Hoover, and to the dedi
cated corps of agents whom he leads. 

All Americans will read with profit 
anything Mr. Hoover writes on the .sub
ject of the menace of communism. 

No American citizen has done more to 
alert our Nation to the great danger of 
this insidious conspiracy against free
dom. 

No American is more deserving of this 
tribute from both sides of the aisle in 
the House. 

I hope Sind trust that J. Edgar Hoover 
will continue to serve America for many 
years to come. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, I at this 
time ask unanimous consent that the 
following gentlemen may extend their 
remarks at this point in the RECORD: 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
REED]. 

Mr. REED. Mr. Speaker, outstanding 
instances of public service by the distin
guished Director of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation, the Honorable John Ed
gar Hoover, hS~ve become almost com
monplace and therefore accepted with
out appropriate public acclaim. Over 
the weekend an event has come to my 
notice that requires the attention of 
every American citizen and prompts my 
remarks in the House of Representatives 
at this time. I refer to the publication 
of a book written by Mr. Hoover entitled 
''Masters of Deceit" which is the story of 
communism and how to fight it. . In this 
ably written book Mr. Hoover has in a 
readable and understandable manner 
told us what communism is, its danger, 
how it works, and how to combat it. 
This book is of such considerable sub
stance in the message it contains for the 
American people that a brief sm.nmS~ry 
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describing the book is difficult. How- Hoover has led his agency in fighting 
ever I believe that its paramount corruption, racketeering, professional 
thou'ght is that our Nation and its citi- criminals, espionage, saboteurs, and sub
zens-must be vigilant in guarding our in- _ versive groups, Fascist and Communist. 
stitutions of Government, our ideals of Because of his determined support of 
Government, and our way of life against · right and justice, J. Edgar Hoover, in his 
insidious encroachment by imperialistic position of responsibility and trust, has 
communism. contributed greatly in preserving the 

To anyone who is privileged to know moral and ethical standards of our com
Mr. Hoover and to be acquainted with munities and Nation, created respect for 
his patriotic devotion, his tireless ca- our laws, and made it possible for all of 
pacity, and his remarkable intellectual us to enjoy greater happiness and free
ability, the product of his endeavors as · dom. 
evidenced by the writing of this book will Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
come as no surprise. unanimous consent that all Members 

Mr. Hoover entered the Department of may have 5legislative days within which 
Justice in 19i 7 and his outstanding abil- to extend their remarks at this point in 
ity brought him success and promotion the RECORD, to pay tribute to Mr. Hoover 
almost from the very beginning. In the and to comment on his work for our 
period from 1921 to 1924 he served as country and his recent book. 
Assistant Director in what was then The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
known as the Bureau of Investigation. objection? 
In 1924 he became Director of that Bu- There was no objection. 
reau, which had less than 30 agents. Mr. HILLINGS. Mr. Speaker, prob-
Today that Bureau is known as the Fed- ably no American knows more about the 
eral Bureau of Investigation, with 6,000 threat of communism to the United 
agents. The Bureau's reputation for States than J. Edgar Hoover, Director 
effective law enforcement is recognized of the Fed~ral Bureau of Investigation. 
throughout the world. Under the lead- I highly recommend that every American 
ership of Mr. Hoover, it is safe to say read Mr. Hoover's book, Masters of Deceit, 
that his agency and the men and women a masterful picturization of what commu
employed in it have a singular claim to a nism is, what its aims are, the real dangers 
reputation for integrity and service to it poses, and what loyal American citizens 

must know to protect their freedom. country. 
Mr. Hoover's service is not limited to I am in complete agreement with Mr. 

that rendered in his official capacity as Hoovel''s opening statement in his fore
Director of the Federal Bureau of Inves- word and that is: 
tigation. Mr. Hoover has maintained a Every citizen has a duty to learn more 
constructive and active interest in the about the menace that threatens his future, 
youth of our Nation, and he is, indeed, his home, his children, the peace of the 
a fitting inspiration to our youth. Mr. world. 
Hoover finds time in his busy schedule Mr. Hoover's book details the. day-to
to serve as a member of the board of day operations of the Communist Party 
directors of the Boys' Clubs of America in the United States, the persons in
and to serve on the national committee volved in this conspiracy against free
on public relations of the Boy Scouts of dom and liberty, and what would happen 
America. He has received countless if the Communists succeeded in over
honors from the American Bar Associa- throwing the Government of the United 
tion and from other professional and States. 
similar groups. On May 27, 1955, here- There is no doubt that Mr. Hoover has 
ceived the National Security Medal for more complete knowledge of the Com
outstanding service in the field of intel- munist threat in this country than any
ligence. More recently, on January 27, one else. 
1958, the President of the United States This great American has performed 
presented to him the President's award another tremendous service for his coun
for distinguished Federal civilian service. try in writing this book, giving us a 

Mr. Speaker, I commend to every crystal-clear picture of the modus ope
American citizen and to every individual randi of the American Communist and 
who believes in freedom and justice a first-class lesson on how we can meet 
Mr. Hoover's book, Masters of Deceit, as this menace on our home grounds . . 
required reading. Mr. YOUNGER. Mr. Speaker, I wish 

Mr. KEATING. The gentleman from to join with the gentleman from New 
Michigan [Mr. MciNTOSH]. York in his remarks about the service 

Mr. MciNTOSH. Mr. Speaker, I wish which J. Edgar Hoover has rendered to 
to join the gentleman from New York the citizens of the United States. He 
[Mr. KEATING] in his tribute to FBI Di- has developed a bureau in our Federal 
rector J. Edgar Hoover. During the Government which has conducted its 
more than 30 years under his guidance very sensitive investigations in a manner 
the FBI has achieved a reputation for that has never brought unfavorable 
alertness, fairness, and competence un- comments. 
surpassed by any other agency of the In doing so, he has trained thousands 
Federal Government. of FBI investigators who have been im-

Under Mr. Hoover's leadership, the bued with such a fine esprit de corps 
FBI has stood as the Nation's bulwark that after they have left the Government 
against lawlessness, immorality, and service they have continued their asso
subversion. The FBI has grown in ciations together with other investiga
strength and respect through changes tors who have left the service in the 
in administration, during depression and form of an association of former FBI 
prosperity, during war and peace. Mr. agents. 

I have had the pleasure of meeting 
with the group in northern California 
and it is both surprising and gratifying 
to see how they continue to help each 
other in their chosen civilian fields and 
at the same time take a leading part in 
their community for better and more 
effective government. 

Mr. LANE. Mr._ Speaker, we in the 
United States have been most fortunate 
in being served for so many years by 
such a skilled and devoted public servant 
as J. Edgar Hoover, Director, Federal 
Bureau of Investigation. 

No wonder that the Communists see 
red at the very mention of his name. No 
man in the United States has done more 
to anticipate their plays and break them 
up before they got started, than the very 
able Director of the FBI. 

Due to the efficiency of the Agency and 
the exceptional qualifications of its per
sonnel, the Communists have been out
witted -at every turn. The Communist 
Party in the United States has become 
demoralized, as its members suspect and 
distrust one another-because they never 
know which of their comrades are FBI 
undercover agents, planted in their ranks 
to keep tabs on every conspiratorial and 
subversive move. 

It is no exaggeration to say that the 
FBI is J. Edgar Hoover, for he has im
bued every member with his own pas
sionate faith in freedom, and with the 
necessity of thoroughly understanding 
the way that the Communist mind twists 
and turns, in order to frustrate this men
ace, no matter how it may try to disguise -
itself. . 

His diagnosis of the Communist Party 
in the United States is complete. 

There is no hidden symptom that 
escapes his experienced search. 

Now, out of his vast practical knowl
edge, he brings to the people of the 
United States the opportunity to detect 
the devious ways of communism, so that 
we may know how to spot it and combat 
them. 

If J. Edgar Hoover had done nothing 
more than to develop the Agency which 
he heads, into the most effective counter
intelligence weapon against communism 
in the whole world, we should be eter
nally grateful to him. 

But he has done more, and in the best 
tradition of our democracy, by enabling 
us to arm ourselves with his knowledge, 
and, let us hope, with a part of his skill. 

It is a foregone conclusion that the 
book which is the fruit of his rich and 
varied experience, is going to become a 
best seller. 

But, more than that, it is going to 
render a ereat public service by its ex
pose of the enemy that lurks in the 
shadows. 

Masters of Deceit, by J. Edgar Hoover, 
throws the spotlight on the secret 
treachery which is basic to communism. 

After reading its revealing chapters, 
there will never be any excuse for anyone 
to underestimate, or to fall victim to, the 
tricks and stratagems of atheistic com
munism. 

J. Edgar Hoover has ripped the mask 
from the Red conspiracy. 
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UNITED STATES ARMY BAND 

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker I ask unanimous consent to 
address 'the House for 1 minute and to 
revise and extend my remarks . . 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentlewoman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Speaker, I would like to pay tribute to 
the leader of the United States Army 
Band, Maj. Hugh Currie, of Cambridge, 
Mass. Cambridge at one time was a 
part of my District, and Major Currie 
as leader of the band, is a friend of every 
man, woman, and child in the United 
States. I will place in the RECORD an 
appraisal of this great patriot and band
leaaer and the Army Band. 

INTERNATIONAL LAW SHOULD EM
BODY PRINCIPLE OF ABSTENTION 
AND CONSERVATION OF FISH
ERIES 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Washington [Mr. PELLY] is 
recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, I have just 
introduced a concurrent resolution that 
is of utmost importance to the United 
States fishing industry. This resolution 
would express the sense of the Congress 
as being that President Eisenhower, 
through such agency and by such means 
as may be appropriate, should take 
necessary action to insure, to the extent 
practicable, that the United States Con
ference on the Law of the Sea should 
consider, adopt, and implement the 
principle of abstention and conservation 
in any revision of the Articles on the 
Fisheries or in any other appropriate 
agreement with respect to fishing and 
fisheries which is concluded at such 
conference. 

Immediate consideration of this con
current resolution is urgent because the 
Conference on the Law of"the Sea is now 
in session at Geneva, Switzerland, and 
seeking to deal with world fisheries prob
lems. Meanwhile for the past 3 years 
the United States fishing industry has 
been holding meetings on recommenda
tions made by the International Law 
Commission. · The industry has pro
posals for changes in these recommenda
tions in the interest of conservation and 
to safeguard the industry which should 
be insisted upon. · 

The abstention principle which is rec
ommended is the only safeguard against 
complete destruction of certain >Alaska 
and Pacific Northwest salmon resources. 
Obviously, treaties are the only solution 
to fishery problems between neighboring 
nations, and other nations which con
cern joint fishery interests. 
· The importance of the abstention 
principle is pointed up by House Resolu
tion 451 which recently was reported 
favorably by · the House Merchant Ma
rine and Fisheries Committee and will 
soon c.ome before the House. Having 
introduced a similar resolution, I am in 
strong· support of House Resolution ·451 
which would request the Secretary of the 

Interior and all Departments of Govern
ment to 'protect Alaska-spawned salmon. 
It should be recognized that the greater 
part of the life cycle of the west coast 
salmon is spent in· the ocean before their 
final return to their native waters and 
streams to plant their eggs and then die. 

On the basic principle of abstention 
the United States has a treaty with Can
ada and Japan which is supposed to pro
tect on the high seas those salmon origi
nating in Alaska. The North Pacific 
Salmon Fisheries Commission, under the 
assumption that no Alaska-spawned sal
mon were to be found east of the 175th 
parallel, implemented our treaty by an 
agreement whereby the Japanese would 
take no fish in the high seas east of this 
line. But subsequently it was found that 
the Alaska-spawned salmon penetrate 
west of the 175th parallel in large num
bers and certain runs of Alaska red sal
mon, as a result of Japanese fishing in 
the North Pacific Ocean are under im
mediate menace of extinction. 

Mr. Speaker, I trust the House will 
pass House Resolution 451 when it is 
considered and our proper Government 
o:tlicials would thus be instructed to take 
steps necessary to protect our Alaska 
salmon. But let me say in all frankness, 
that such a resolution does not go nearly 
far enough. The abstention principle 
must be adopted as the international 
means of conservation. Right now the 
Japanese instead of conforming to ab
stention are indicating their intention to 
curtail the size of their fishing :fieet. 
The solution does not lie in an agreed 
number of boats, but the problem is 
concerned with the location and where 
the fish are taken. Our great resource 
will be destroyed unless our historic 
rights are protected. 

Bear · in mind on the high seas the 
Japanese fish 7 days a week and do 
not conform to our conservation meth
ods and regulations. Bear in mind, on 
the other hand, American and Canadian 
fishermen are prevented entirely from 
catching any fish by use of nets in the 
North Pacific ·Ocean and in those inter
national waters as House Resolution 451 
pointsout. · · 

Because of my conviction that our 
State Department will never reach a 
satisfactory agreement with the Japa
nese, I introduced H. R. 10244. This bill 
recognizes that the United States is a 
substantial market for the products of 
indiscriminate and uncontrolled net 
fishing for salmon by Japanese na
tionals. It recognizes this country is 
the market for the very salmon of Amer
ican origin caught by means and 
methods denied our own citizens and in 
competition with the catch of American 
fishermen under strict regulations for 
conservation. 

H. R. 10244, my bill, would make it 
unlawful to import for market and dis
tribution within the United States 
salmon taken on the high seas of the 
North Pacific Ocean by nets or other 
means, or at times, places and under 
conditions or methods of fishing which 
would be unlawful if practiced by our 
own citizens. 

In the near future, Mr. Speaker, it Is 
my intention to offer extensive evidence 

as to the support for H. R. 10244 but 
today that proposed legislation is simply 
used by me as an illustration of the 
critical nature of the fishery crisis and 
the urgency of expressing support for 
the policy · of abstention. Our repre
sentatives at international discussions 
must be made to understand that we 
stand firm on the principle that all na
tions on the high seas should respect 
and abstain from fishing and depleting 
stocks of fish, the origin of which is in 
the inland waters and streams of an
other nation. 

I repeat, abstention is the only prac
tical means of conservation and the only 
proper solution of disputes between Na
tions over the limits of territorial water 
rights. 

Our fishing industry which is o~ 
should be, such a valuable resource and 
means of gainful employment and 
source of healthy food is in a critical 
economic condition. The ·bottom-fish 
industry which once contributed so 
greatly to the standard of living of this 
country is an example of this deplorable 
situation. Legislation to assist in restor
ing this industry likewise deserves sup
port. 

But to return to the subject of absten
tion, I should like Mr. Speaker to con
clude with a simple reminder to my col
leagues that in international discussions 
our fishermen and fishing industry have 
no representatives other than those of 
the United States to protect their inter
ests. Foreign nations, through their 
delegates, outnumber and can outvote us. 

Therefore, as I see it, the Congress 
should spell out our position, and if that 
principle does not prevail and an agree
ment embodying it with respect to fish
eries is not adopted, then other nations 
should be on notice that our markets will 
not be open to fish taken by foreign 
nationals illegally by our American .con
ser'vation standards and principles. 

In other words, I urge now immediate 
adoption of an abstention-principle res
olution. In due course, and on the basis 
of what transpires at Geneva-and also 
during the forthcoming fishing season 
in the north Pacific Ocean--considera
tion of restrictive import legislation can 
be considered. 

Finally, let me thank the membership 
of the House of Representatives for its 
interest in this important subject. 

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

;Mr. FELLY. I am very happy, Mr. 
Speaker, to yield to the gentleman from 
Washington [Mr. TOLLEFSON] WhO is the 
author of the resolution I refer to, H. R. 
451. 

Mr. TOLLEFSON. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman has touched upon a very im
portant subject. It may not be as im
portant as the matter of communism 
which we discussed earlier on the floor 
today, but it is important to many thou
sands of fishermen. It is important to 
the economy of this Nation. Take the 
Alaska salmon fisheries alone, it is esti
mated that they are worth $100 million 
annually. Other fisheries of the Nation 
are equally valuable. The entire fisher
ies resource of the Nation runs into the 
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hundreds of millions of dollars in value 
to the economy of the United States. 

I am familiar with the good work that 
the gentleman from Washington now 
addressing the House has done in con
nection with the welfare of the fisheries 
of the United States. He has worked 
hard and diligently in the years he has 
served in the Congress and has made a 
great contribution to the welfare of the 
industry. 

The gentleman made mention of a 
resolution which I have introduced, H. R. 
451. I agree with him it is not as strong 
as his own r-esolution, H. R. 10244. I 
may say to the gentleman I shall sup
port, as I have already, the resolution 
which he has introduced. I think it 
does go further. 

The purpose I had in introducing my 
resolution was that I felt it would ob
tain earlier a-ction than perhaps would 
be the case in .connection with the gen
tleman's resolution. I am glad he has 
touched u,pon this Law of the Sea Con
ference now taking place in Geneva. 
The g-entleman, of course, is aware of 
the contacts members of our committee 
have had with the State Department in 
connection with the Law of the Sea Con
ference. He is familiar also, I am sure, 
with our effort to convince those people 
who represent us at the conference and 
whe work hard for our point of view in 
connection with protecting the Ameri
can domestic fisheries. I am hopeful 
that Congress as a whole will give a 
.sympathetic ear to the plea that the 
gentleman has just made and to the 
pleas of other Members of Congress 
who seek to do something in the direc
tion of obtaining greater protection and 
greater consideration for our American 
fisheries. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Speaker, wUI 
the gentleman 'Yield? 

Mr. PELLY. I will be very happy t0 
yield to the Delegate from Alaska who 
represents that area in which these salm
on spawn. I believe that this industry 
is the largest industry in the area. 

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. Speaker, the 
_gentleman from Washington [Mr. 
PELLY), is to be congratulated upon a 
penetrating, analytical, and logica1 
statement and one which was badly 
needed to be made. This is. indeed, a 
serious problem, in my opinion, for the 
Nation. It is a vital one for Alaska, as 
the gentleman who has the fioor well 
knows, as does his colleague, the gentle
man from Washington I Mr. ToLLEFSON]. 
They have been interested in this matter 
and have been helpful over a long period 
of time. .I should like to point out that 
nothing illegal is being done by the J ap
anese in their high-seas fishing at this 
time. The gentleman, I know, agrees 
with that. 

Mr. PELLY. I .have made that state
ment on the fioor before. 

Mr. BARTLE'IT. Yes. But, not-
. withstanding, the consequences are that 
this resource, which otherwise would be 
annually renewable and would be a 
source of w-ealth and food forever, may 
be exhausted .soon. The fact is that 
over the years from 1.921 through . 1.9.56 
over 33 million cases of red salmon have 
been packed in Bristol Bay, the richest 

red salmon fisheries in the world. That 
pack was valued-and I think this is 
important-at close to $450 million. 
The g-entleman from Washington [Mr. 
PELLYJ and the gentleman from Wash
ington [Mr. TOLLEFSON] am~ I know that 
if something is not done soon, imme
diately, this year, there may be no more 
red salmon returning to the streams of 
Bristol Bay to spawn. · The fact is that 
this last season in Bristol Bay 20 per
cent of the fish caught by American 
packers showed that they had been pre
viously in Japanese nets and had escaped 
from those nets, meaning that most of 
the fish out on the high seas, originating 
in American waters, had been caught. 
And, the pity of it is, further, that most 
of those fish caught by the Japanese are 
small, immature, and have not been per
mitted to reach their full growth. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
for having called the attention of the 
House and the country to this matter~ 
because something not only should 
but must be done about it and must 
be done about it this spring, because 
if the Japanese are aliowed to fish on 
the high seas, taking our fish, our red 
salmon, for one more summer, this great 
resouree may be gone forever. I am 
grateful to the gentleman as well as the 
gentleman from Washington [Mr. ToL
LEFSON] for their assistance. 

Mr. PELLY. I thank the Delegate 
from Alaska. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to conclude 
by emphasizing that the importance 
right now of our standing firm on our 
fisheries policy is one of support to the 
principle of abstention and conservation. 

GOVERNMENT SECRECY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. ED

MONDSON) . Tinder previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Michigan 
[Mr. MEADER] is recognized for 60 min
utes. 

Mr. MEADER . .Mr. Speaker., I ask 
unanimous consent to revise and extend 
my remarks and include extraneous 
matter. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mich
igan? 

There was no -objection. 
Mr. MEADER. Mr. Speaker, last 

Thursday. the Attorney General of the 
United States, the Honorable William P. 
Rogers, appeared before the Senate Ju
diciary Subcommittee on Constitutional 
Rights to present his views on the power 
of Congress to obtain information from 
the executive branch of the Governm-ent. 
His statement asserted a privilege in the 
executive branch of the Government to 
withhold information from the Congress 
in such broad terms that .it should not 
go unanswered. 

Increasingly in recent years_, as the 
executive bureaucracy has ,grown in 
power and in numbers of officials, there 
has been a parallel tendency to assert 
limitations and restrictions upon the 
investigative power of the Congress and 
its committees with respect to docu
ments, papers,. and information jn the 
possession of the executive branch of the 
Government. 

I fully realize that silence on the part 
of the Congress has no legal significance 
in fortifying these executive assertions. 
Yet such statements often enough re
peated, create a public impression of 
Co1;1gressional acquiescence. 

The Congress should be jealous of its 
constitutional powers, and Members in 
both Houses should be alert to strike 
down assertions of limitations upon Con
gressional powers and should resist en
croachments by the executive branch 
into legislative authority vested by the 
Constitution in the Congress. 

For that reason I am impelled to repu ~ 
dia te the doctrine announced by the 
Attorney General to the Senate Judi
ciary Committee, to deny that it is a 
valid statement of constitutional law and 
to urge the Congress and its committees 
to disregard his doctrine in the exercise 
of their legislative and investigative 
funethms. 

For 29 pages of his prepared state
ment the Attorney General cites unilat
eral acts and pronouncements by Presi
dents, editorials from newspapers, Con
gressional debates, and textbooks and 
asserts that a number of principles have 
been established. The court cases cited 
in this portion of the statement deal only 
with the doctrine of the separation of 
powers. ·Tnen~ for the ·first time in his 
statement we learn from the Attorney 
General that "there is no judicial prece
dent governing this question." 

Subsequently in his statement the At
torney General, quoting his predecessor 
and enlarging somewhat on the quota
tion, concludes that the so-called inde
pendent regulatory agencies, as well as 
the executive departments, come within 
the executive privilege from Congres
sional inquiry as to their administrative 
functions; that as to their judicial func
tions they should be just as free of any 
demand from. Congress or the executive 
branch as a court would be; and that 
as to the legislative functions of the in
dependent agencies, Congressional in
quiries should be .subject to restraining 
considerations. 

The net effect of the Attorney Gen
-eral's statement is that the executive 
branch of the Government will give to 
the Congress or its committees such in~ 
formation as the executive branch 
'Chooses to give and no more. 

I wonder if' the American people and 
their elected representatives in Congress 
appreciate the significance of this latest 
pr-Onouncement of the executive branch 
of the Government. If this is sound 
.constitutional doctrine, then it is per
missible, without amending the Con
stitution, for the huge exeeutive bu
reaucracy we have built up over the years 
to become the master, not the servant, 
of the people. n 'Places within the 
sole and unfettered discretion of an .or
ganization of well over 2 minion persons 
i.n the executive branch of the Govern
ment the power either wholly to deny 
Congress access to facts about the pub
lic business, or to make known, only on 
such terms, at such times and under 
such conditions as the Ex<ecutive sees fit, 
those portions of the total picture. which 
the Executive wants the public or the 
Congress to know. The latter cour,se 
makes possible · a rigged, distorted, 
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slanted factual foundation for the for
mulation of public opinion and thus 
grants the Executive greater power over 
policymaking than is healthy under a 
system of self -government by the people. 

Mr. Speaker, I recall as a law student 
listening to an address by the famous 
lawyer, Clarence Darrow. He said, in 
substance, that he did not care who made 
the decision if only he could write the 
facts. The unlimited discretion in the 
executive branch of the Government 
over access to information in its posses
sion asserted by the Attorney General, 
would vest in the departments the power 
by ex parte presentations of half truths 
to build a record which would permit of 
only one conclusion. Under such cir
cumstances, what has become of the 
proud principle of self-government 
through elected representatives? Sol
emnly elected representatives under 
such circumstances became mere figure
heads, performing no substantive func
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, having called attention 
to the importance of the right of Con
gress to obtain information from the · 
executive branch of the Government and 
the fundamental unsoundness of the po
sition taken by the Attorney General, let 
us now examine in greater detail the 
Attorney General's statement and an
alyze the principles he stated as well as 
the logic and precedents upon· which 
they purport to be founded. 

·so-CALLED PRECEDENTS 

The Attorney General recites instances 
in which the Congress asked the Execu
tive for documents and information. 
Some of the requests were granted, some 
were denied. He also recites statements 
made by Presidents concurrent with the 
granting or denying of Congressional 
requests. He asserts that those events 
establish a great number of principles 
which he asserts are founded upon exec
utive privilege. 

In opposition to the instances cited by 
the Attorney .General where the . execu
tive branch of the Government has re
fused Congressional requests, there are 
countless instances where Congressional 
requests for information from the exec
utive branch of the Government have 
been fulfilled. Records and testimony 
frequently have been obtained by Con
gressional committees from officials in 
the executive branch of the Government 
by subpena. It might be illuminating to 
refer specifically to some of these. 

One of the most notable examples of 
Congress' forcing the production of rec
ords from the executive was the order of 
Senator Truman, as chairman of the 
Special Senate Committee Investigating 
the National Defense Program, to serve 
subpenas duces tecum on two members of 
the President's Cabinet, as a result of 
which documents were delivered to the 
possession of the Truman committee. 

On May 20, 1944, a subpena duces 
tecum was served upon the Honorable 
Francis Biddle, Attorney General of the 
United States, commanding him to ap
pear before the Truman committee on 
Thursday, May 25, 1944, at 10 o'clock 
a. m., in room 318, Senate Office Build
ing, and to produce a file of papers and 
documents kept by Comdr. John D. Cor-

rigan in his office at the Navy Depart
ment. 

On the same date a subpena duces 
tecwn was served upon the Honorable 
James V. Forrestal, Secretary of the 
Navy of the United States, to appear be
fore the Truman committee on Thurs
day, May 25, 1944, at 10 o'clock a. m. in 
room 318 of the Senate Office Building 
and to produce certain papers and docu
ments kept by Commander John D. Cor
rigan in his office at the Navy Depart
ment. 

It is also interesting to note that when 
the present Attorney General served as 
Chief Counsel for the Senate Permanent 
Subcommittee on Investigations, a sub
pena was issued by ·that committee and 
served August 1, 1949, on one Frank 
Udoff, a courier at the Department of 
State, and on August 22, 1949, a subpena 
duces tecum was served on Darrell St. 
Clair, a legislative and liaison official in 
the Department of State. 

Another noteworthy series of subpenas 
were served on March 30, 1955, by the 
Senate Permanent Subcommittee on In
vestigations on various officials of the 
Foreign Operations Administration. 

On April 1, 1955, a subpena duces 
tecum was served on the Honorable Har
old E. Stassen, Administrator of the For
eign Operations Administration. 

On November 1, 1955, a subpena duces 
tecum was served on Hugh W. Cross, 
Chairman of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission. 

Another interesting reference to the 
use of the subpena of a Congressional 
committee to obtain information from 
the executive branch of the Government 
is contained in the hearings on the ac
titvities of Gen. Bennett E. Meyers 
held by the Special Committee Investi
gating the National Defense Program of 
the United Sta~es Senate. These hear
ings were conducted when the present 
Attorney General was the chief counsel 
of that committee. On pages 27018-19 
of part 43-1947-of that committee's 
hearings occurs the following: 

Senator FERGUSON. Right there, we might 
clear up t}+e matter. It is your contention 
that the committee could not have found 
this directive and reply without your aid? 

Mr. MEYERS. The committee had so in
formed me that they were unable to get the 
directive; and, furthermore, after I had 
brought the directive to-the committee's at
tention on several occasions, I was informed 
by the committee counsel that there wasn't 
any such directive, that they had even sub
penaed this directive from the War Depart
ment and the War Department had advised 
the committee there was no such directive. 

It is interesting to note the testimony 
of Mr. Hugh Fulton, first chief counsel 
of the Truman committee, before the 
Special Subcommittee on Government 
Information of the Committee on Gov
ernment Operations of the House of 
Representatives on May 9, 1956. In a 
prepared statement Mr. Fulton said: 

Several times during the proceedings be
fore the Truman Senate committee, the At
torney General refused us information, sub
penas were issued to him, and he complied 
with the subpenas under protest. _ 

The authority of the Congress is, I think, 
crystal clear. The di.!llculty is that this prob
lem has not risen as the great constitutional 
problems did in England by a clearcut dis-

pute between the Stuart kings and Parlia
ment (House Government Operations Com
mittee Hearings on Availability of Informa
tion from Federal Departments and Agencies. 
part 3, p. 525) • 

Subsequently, Mr. Fulton amplified 
this statement in a colloquy with com
mittee counsel as follows: 

Mr. MITCHELL. What we are particularly 
interested in is: Did the Truman committee 
withdraw its subpena after serving or was it 
in effect a real subpena where he complied 
because of the subpena? 

Mr FuLTON. It was never withdrawn. It 
was complied with. And the Attorney Gen
eral complied with the subpena rather than 
bring the question to an open breach be
tween the two agencies, the Senate and the 
Department of Justice. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Therefore, there is legal 
status then to the fact that a subpena has 
been served and has been recognized by the 
head of a department? 

Mr. FULTON;. There never was any state
ment that I know of on behalf of the At
torney General during discussion of any of 
these subpenas to the effect that the Senate 
did not have the authority to issue the sub
pena to the Attorney GE-neral as an individ
ual. He did raise questions as to his alleged 
privilege but he did not assert that privilege 
when it was necessary for him either to be 
in a position where our committee might 
have cited him to the Senate for contempt 
or to drop his privilege. In other words, he 
dropped his privilege but at the same time 
stated he had had it if he had wanted to 
exercise it (House Government Operations 
Committee Hearings on Availability of In
formation from Federal Departments and 
Agencies, part ~· p. 541). 

It will serve no good purpose ·to de
velop further the multitude of instances 
in which, in the exercise of its investiga
tive power the Congress has required and 
obtained information from the executive 
branch of the Government through the 
issuance of subpenas, or otherwise. The 
point of reciting those instances is to 
show that if a series of events never 
tested in a judicial controversy 'is to be 
regarded as precedents for a principle. 
it is just as easy to establish the right 
of Congress to obtain information from 
the executive branch of the Government 
as the right of the Executive to with
hold information from the Congress. 

Forebearance does not make law. The 
fact that Congress, in instances where 
the President has refused to comply with 
a Congressional request for information. 
took no action does not prove that there 
was my Executive privilege. It proves 
nothing at all except that Congress chose 
not to assert its authority or to test its 
powers. 

The reasoning of the Attorney General 
as contained in the section of his state
ment on precedents may very well come 
home to roost. If this reasoning is sound 

-law, a company charged with violation 
of the antitrust laws could very well as
sert that over a course of years in re
peated instances the company had en
gaged in a course of conduct and had 
made pious pronouncements concerning 
its right to do so and that no action had 
been taken by the Department of Justice 
to enforce the law. On subsequent in
dictment for the same offense which re
peatedly had been committed previously. 
the defendant company, using the Attor
ney General's logic, could assert that a. 
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long llne of precedents had established the Government can destroy the investi-
its right to engage in such conduct. gative power of the Congress. 

The simple fact is that as a matter Perhaps it is well that between two 
of legal logic a course of conduct and ex great coordinate branches of Govern .. 
parte pronouncements do not make law ment the controversy has never arisen in 
and are not precedents for anything. such a way as to be passed upon by the 
Neither the historic occasions cited by third great coordinate branch of the 
the Attorney General in his statement Government. Under our tripartite sys .. 
and the pronouncements of Presidents tern comity, cooperation and teamwork 
and others, nor the long history of the between the three branches of Govern.: 
successful use of Congressional subpenas ment are the best assurance of the sue .. 
to procure information from the Execu.. cessful functioning of a democratic Gov .. 
tive, establish any rule of law at all. The ernment of limited powers. 
unquestionable fact is that the question The growing tendency, however, on the 
never has been adjudicated. part of the executive branch of the 'Gov .. 
. Mr. LIBONATI. Does the gentleman ernment to disregard the investigative 
feel that a eommittee of the Congress authority of the Congress, such as is evi .. 
has an absolute right to issue subpenas denced by the statement of the Attorney 
indiscriminately regardless of the sub- General last Thursday, may well, how .. 
ject matter they are investigating or ever, lead to an impasse where this his .. 
does the gentleman feel that the Con- toric constitutional question will have to 
gress in its entirety reserves that power? .be resolved. I, for one, hope this can be 

Mr. MEADER. The gentleman, 1 avoided and that discretion, restraint, 
hope, might wait for that question to and statesmanship will be displayed by 
be answer.ed later in my remarks, but both the executive and the legislative 
I wiil advance to that part of my re- branches of the Government so as to 
marks to say this. The Constitution make unnecessary such a constitutional 

showdown. vests in the Congress all legislative 
}lOWer. The lawmaking power haS With.. SEPARATION OF POWERS 

in it the power to know the necessary In his discussion of the doctrine of 
facts upon which to found intelligent the separation of powers between the 
policy. The House of Representatives legislative, judicial, and executive 
and the Senate operate through com.. branches of the Government, the Attor
mittees. The committees are the agent ney General cites decisions and state
of the parent body and they have only ments -of principle with which no one 
the authority given them .by the parent will' quarrel. Every eighth grade stu
body. So that if the House or the Sen- dent knows we have three branches of 
ate authorizes a committee to engage in government and that the foundation for 
'Rn inquiry, the committee has the power this unusual tripartite system was the 
given to it by the House and the legis- fear of the tyranny of an absolute mon
lative authority and the investigative archy. Herice, we established a Govern
authority given to it by the parent body. ·ment of limited powers, with adequate 
For that reason, it is difficult to say that checks and balances. 
all committees can ask all kinds of ques- Yet under the Constitution the three 
tions--and I understood that is what the branches are not entirely watertight 
gentleman is asking me. I recognize no compartments. No one department pos-

11imit to the legislative authority of the sesses all the executive power. No one 
Congress or the investigative authority -department possesses all the legislative 
that it needs to exercise that legislative power and no one department possesses 
authority. all the judicial power. Each has author-

Mr. LIBONATI. Would you not say, ity and functions in the field of the 
sir, that the Speaker of the House in this other· 
instance would have the power to de- Article I of the Constitution vests all 
termine whether or not they exceeded legislative power in the Congress. Yet 
the authority under which they were under article II the President has the 
holding their hearings, the Speaker of ,power, first, to make treaties, with the 
the House, of course, being "the supreme advice and consent of the Senate; sec
officer of the legislative body involved'? ond, to give Congress information on 
Does the gentleman not feel that under the state of the Union and recommend 
those circumstances the Speaker would measures; third, convene both Houses 
have the power to call it to the attention of Congress; and fourth, veto bills. All 
of the committee when they exceeded of these are legislative powers expressly 
such powers in accordance with the pur- vested by the Constitution in the Presi
poses their investigation was conducted? dent. In addition, it may be noted that 
Mr~ MEADER. The gentleman is at.. statutes have delegated legislative au

tempting to draw me into an area which thority to the executive branch of the 
is not the subject of my discourse. I am Government and to the so-called inde
not discussing the parliamentary rules pendent agencies which, although they 
of · the House of Representatives or the are said not to be within the executive 
manner .in which the House works its branch of the Government, are subject 
will. _The Speaker of the House obviously in some degree to the control of the 
has very great power as the chief officer President. In addition of course, the 
of the House. President by reason of his powers, his 

Whether or not the Speaker should · _prestige, and his position as the leader 
of his party and the head of the execu

arbitrate aU disagreements within a tive branch of the Government wields 
committee or whether the committee immeasurable influence on the course of 
should settle those matters itself I think public policy. 
is a wholly different matter. I am ad.. Likewise, the Congress by the Constf .. 
dressing myself to the question of tution is vested with executive and judi .. 
whether or not the executive branch of cial powers: First, important positions in 

the pu.blie service can be filled only with 
the consent of the Senate; second, the 
Senat-e must advise :and consent to trea .. 
ties and the appointment of ambassa .. 
dors; third, without funds which only the 
Congress can appropriate, the executive 
department could not exist; fourth, the 
Congress can impeach the President, 
Supreme Court Justices, and subordinate 
officials in the executive and judicial 
branches of the Government; fifth, in 
extraordinary situations the House of 
Representatives elects the President· 
sixth, the Congress has the power to reg~ 
ulate and make exceptions to the appel .. 
late jurisdiction of the Supreme Court.; 
to ordain and establish inferior courts 
of the United States; to fix the compen .. 
sation for judges-except that it may 
"not be diminished during their continu .. 
ation in office"-and provide funds for 
the operation of the judiciary.· 

The judicial branch of the Govern .. 
ment reviews and passes judgment upon 
the constitutionality of the acts of both 
the legislative and executive branches of 
the Government. 

The foregoing are cited not as a com .. 
plete list of mixed powers but only to 
dispel the inference drawn .by the Attar .. 
ney General from the doctrine of the 
separation of powers that there are three 
tightly compartmentalized branches of 
government and that their functions are 
not in any way intermingled. From the 
foregoing examples drawn from the Con .. 
stitution itself and the basic Supreme 
Court decisions interpreting it, it is clear 
that the checks and balances devised by 
the founders of the Constitution wisely 
provided not only three great areas of 
governmental power, but within each 
devised relationships and cross authority 
&o that each department, even within its 
own sphere, is not wholly autocratic. 

What bearing, then, does the doctrine 
of the separation of powers have upon 
the right of the Congress to obtain in
formation in the possession of the exceu· 
tive branch of the Government? 

In considering whether or not the 
power of the Congress to obtain infor
mation from the executive branch of the 
Government conflicts with the doctrine 
of separation of powers, we must dis
tinguish between those executive powers 
which are derived from the Constitution 
and those created by statutes. 

As to the latter it is clear that what 
the Congress created by statute, it may 
destroy or modify. Frequently in stat
utes creating agencies, a provision is in .. 
eluded that reports be made to the Con
gress from time to time. The validity 
of such provisions has never been chal
lenged to my knowledge. If the Con
gress may create an agency in such form 
as it desires, it obviously can provide as · 
a feature of the agency it creates that 
the files, records, and papers in its pos
session should be available to the Con .. 
gress and its committees upon such terms 
as the Congress may specify. The Con
gress can repeal or amend any statutes 
creating agencies and specifically pro .. 
vide for Congressional access to informa .. 
tion in the agency's possession. I see 
no reason why, if it should be necessary, 
Congress could not pass a general stat
ute applicable to all agencies created 
by statute specifying that, and the terms 
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upon which, the Congress and its com
mittees should have access to informa
tion in the possession of sucb ~encies. 
This power resides in the Congress 
wholly aside from its power through sub
pena or otherwise to make inquiries. 

It should be observed that the Legis
lative Reorganization .Act of 1946 signed 
by the President on August 2, 1946, con
tains provisions for the subpena power 
of all committees of the Senate and sev
eral committees of the House of Repre
sentatives. No exclusion of persons 
within the executive branch of the Gov
ernment is mentioned. None could rea
sonably be inferred from the language 
.authorizing the issuance of subpenas. 
The bill was signed by the President and 
no claim of Executive immu]lity or Exec
utive privilege was made. 

The foregoing reasoning, ·of course, 
does not apply to the important consti
tutional powers of the President, his 
-power to execute the laws, his powers as 
Commander in Chief of the Armed 
Forces, and his power to conduct diplo
matic relations. As to any powers grant
ed to the President by statute, however, 
there would seem to be no difference, on 
-the basis of logic, between such activ
ities and those of agencies created by 
Congress with .respect to Congressional 
access to information. 

The doctrine of separation of powers 
can have no relationship to the problem 
at hand unless it is asumed that the 
power of Congress to obtain information 
is an invasion of the powers and prerog
atives of the executive branch of the 
Government. Congressional access to 
information within the possession of the 
executive branch would not seem in and 
of itself to interfere in any way with 
the orderly discharge of the responsibil
ities and duties of officials of the execu
tive branch. The mere possession of 
information is not tantamount to mak
ing administrative decisions, directing 
and supervising officials in the executive 
branch, . employing or discharging sub
ordinates or performing any of the fun-c
tions commonly associated with execu
tive or administrative authority. It is 
difficult to see how mere knowledge of 
facts within the possessien of the exec
utive branch-not associated with any 
further action whatever on the part of 
Congress--could constitute legislative 
invasion of executive power. 

Mr. Speaker, I have been as zealous 
as anyone in keeping the Congress from 
injecting itself into the performance of 
executive and administrative duties and 
responsibilities. I disapprove of the 
practice which has grown up lately of 
requiring the consent of a Congressional 
committee before administrative action 
can become effective. This, it seems to 
me, is an unconstitutional invasion by 
the legislature into the execution of the 
laws. But certainly this is a far differ
ent matter from mere knowledge of the 
public business. 

Marbury against Madison established 
that the Executive has political power 
which is purely discretionary and that 
the courts have no power to review and 
overrule such a decision. 

Though the court did not .say so--the 
question was not before it-let us agree 
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that Congress ·likewise could not over
rule Executive decisions even those made 
under authority given to the Executive 
by Congress through legislation. Never
theless, there are sound reasons why 
Congress should have knowledge con
cerning such a decision. The . power. to 
legislate includes the power to unleg
islate or to amend. How can an ex
perimental public policy be improved if 
Congress is unable to observe its opera
tion? 

Even actions taken by the Executive 
under his constitutional authority 
should be open to Congressional observa
tion since the Congress has the power to 
propose to the States amendments to 
the Constitution including amendments 
to those provisions vesting power in the 
President. 

There is no reason why the judicial 
branch should inform itself about the 
decisions under the political power of 
the Executive since his discretion in the 
exercise of that power is not reviewable 
in a court case. 

But there is every reason why the Con
gress should know about the exercise of 
such discretionary power since it can 
take action, not perhaps to reverse a 
Presidential decision, but either to 
amend existing statutes, pass new ones, 
'Or propose constitutional amendments 
to the States. It is noteworthy that the 
Constitution excludes the President 
from any part in the proceedings by 
which the Constitution is amended. 

No case has been made that the doc
trine of separation of powers in any 
way conflicts with the power of Con
gress to investigate. It therefore should 
not impair or limit in any way the pow
er of Congress to obtain facts from cit
izens or from the executive branch of 
the Government which it needs as a 
foundation for a sound and intelligent 
determination of public policy. 

POWER OF CONGRESS TO INVESTIGATE 

The central and unmistakable consti
tutional fact is that a part of the legisla
tive power which the Constitution vested 
in the Congress is the power to inquire 
and to compel the production of informa
tion necessary or helpful in the formula
tion of public policy. 

The power of legislative inquiry is so 
well established that it is amazing that 
the Attorney General gave it scant no
tice. It comprises one sentence in his 
entire statement. He mentioned the 
classic case of McGrain v. Daugherty 
(273 U. S. 135 (1927)) only in a foot
note. He preferred to quote extensively 
and rely heavily upon Kilbourn v. 
Thompson 003 U. S. 190). That case 
was decided in 1881, did not relate to 
the right of Congress to obtain informa
tion from the executive branch of the 
Government, and is probably one of the 
most unskillful decisions in the field of 
constitutional law ever written by the 
Supreme Court. 

It is obvious from the heavy reliance 
the Attorney General placed on this dis
credited case that he was completely 
unaware of the brilliant law review ar
ticle written by Gerald D. Morgan, now 
the Special Counsel to the President of 
the United States, in the California Law 
Review for December 1949, entitled 

-''Congressionai Investigations and Judi
cial Review.'' Mr. Morgan, who for 10 
-years "Served a'S assistant legislative 
counsel to the House of Representatives, 
contributed one of the most thoughtful 
discussions of the investigative power of 
the Congress I have ever read. The sub
title of his article was "Kilbourn Versus 
Thompson Revisited." 

Because of its bearing upon the reli
ance the Attorney General has placed on 
Kilbourn against Thompson for the PO· 
sition he has taken in his statement, I 
quote a few paragraphs from Mr. Mor
gan's excellent discussion: 

"A legislative committee of inquiry vested 
'With power to summon witnesses and com
pel the production of records and papers is 
an institution rivaling most legislative insti
tutions in the antiquity of its origin. • • • 
Prior to the adoption of our Constitution 
colonial assemblies frequently assumed au
thority to punish for contempt any person 
who refused to appear in answer to a sum
mons or who f~iled to disclose information 
required for the effective administration of 
Gov-ernment" (Fields v. United States (App. 
D. C. 1947) ) • 

For almost 100 years following the adop
tion of the Constitution this institution of 
.inquiry flourished virtually free from judi
cial supervision or control. Indeed, in 1821., 
Chief Justice Marshall's court, in Anderson 
v. Dunn, intimated that the institution was 
not subject to control by the judiciary, and 
a similar intimation is found in Ex parte 
Nugent, decided in 1848 by the circuit court 
of the District of Columbia, in which it was 
held by the court, after an exhausting re
view of the English authorities, that the 
court had no power in a habeas corpus pro
ceeding to go behind a warrant of the Sen
ate ordering a witness committed for con-
tempt. · 

It was not until 1881 in Kilbourn v. 
Thompson that the Supreme Court under
took to pass upon the validity of a judg
ment of the House of Representatives adju
dicating a witness to be in contempt of the 
authority of the House, and to do so in a 
proceeding (false imprisonment) that con
stituted a .collateral attack upon that judg
ment. The judgment was held void on 
the ground that the subject matter of the 
inquiry was one on which Congress could 
not validly legislate. Thus began the doc
trine whose effect was to treat the Senate 
and House of Representatives, when exerc!s
ing an iRherent power at the very thresh
hold of the legislative process, as having a 
status analogous to that of an inferior court 
of limited or special jurisdiction. 

Indeed for some 46 years following Kil
bourn v. Thompson, because of the broad 
.sweep of its reasoning (and also, as has since 
been shown, by reason of an incorrect view 
taken by the Court as to the origin of the 
inquisitorial power possessed by the British 
Parliament).. the very existence in this 
country of a power in the Senate and House 
of Representatives to compel testimony and 
punish for contempt in aid of the legislative 
function was in grave doubt. And this 
doubt was not finally resolved until a short 
22 years ago when the Court in McGrain v. 
Daugherty-upon review of a decision of a 
d'istrict court in a habeas corpus proceed
ing-held that the Senate was acting within . 
its lawful authori,ty in arresting the brother 
of former Attorney General Daugherty for 
refusing to respond to a subpena directed 
to h.im b-y a Senat·e committee iRvestigating 
the administration of the Department of 
Justice. 

• • • • • 
The Court in Kilbourn v. Thompson merely 

.held tha.t Congress had no jurisdiction to 
legislate on the subject matter into which 
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the committee of the House of Representa
tives was inquiring, and that hence the com
mittee had no jurisdiction to inquire on that 
subject matter. 

• • • • 
But more important, Kilbourn v. Thomp

son indicates a lack of understanding as to 
just what the legislative function is. Legis
latures exist not merely to enact laws. They 
have the equally important function of de
termining that laws should not be enacted 
and their decisions in the performance of 
this latter function must in the nature of 
things frequently be influenced by consider
ation of whether or not the power to legis
late exists. Yet Kilbourn v. Thompson 
would prevent the legislature from gathering 
the information that it believes will enable 
it to make such decisions, to make them in
telligently, and to persuade others that such 
decisions are correct. 

• • • • • 
Kilbourn v. Thompson sought to treat the 

legislative branch of the Government, when 
exercising a power (punishment for con
tempt) like that which courts exercise, as if it 
were an inferior tribunal in the judicial hier
archy, confined in its jurisdiction to the con
sideration of a limited number of easpy de
fined "cases" or subject matters. The Okla
homa Press case, as well as the nature of the 
legislative function itself, shows that the leg
islative power of inquiry cannot be so con
fined. Would dire consequences result if we 
should abandon Kilbourn v. Thompson and 
return the workings of the legislative process 
to the exclusive jurisdiction and control of 
the legislature? · Perhaps the consequences 
would be beneficial. Legislators, like other 
members of the human race, are subject to 
the common human failing of being careless 
if someone else is available to review and cor
rect their mistakes. "Interference by the 
courts is not conducive io the development 
of habits of responsibility." Full and final 
responsibility for power, on the other hand, 
induces care in its exercise. 

I believe it is also helpful to quote 
from a speech ex-President, and former 
Senator, Truman made on August 7, 
1944, on the floor of the United States 
Senate at the time he announced his 
resignation as chairman of the Special 
Senate Committee Investigating the Na
tional Defense Program. He said: 

In my opinion, the power of investigation 
is one of the most important powers of 
the Congress. The manner in which that 
power is exercised will largely determine 
the position and prestige of the Congress in 
the future. An informed Congress is a wise 
Congress; an uninformed Congress surely 
will forfeit a large portion of the respect and 
confidence of the people. · 

The days when Webster, Clay, and Calhoun 
personally could familiarize themselves with 
all the major matters with respect to which 
they were called upon to legislate are gone 
forever. No Senator or Representative, no 
matter how able or diligent, can himself 
hope to master all the facts necessary to 
legislate wisely. 

The accomplishments of the Truman com
mittee--and I am referring now to the other 
members of the committee and its staff, 
rather than to myself-present an example 
of the results that can be obtained by mak
ing a factual investigation with a good staff. 
Similar accomplishments can be made by 
other special committees, as well as the 
standing committees of the Congress, and I 
particularly urge upon the Senate that it 
be liberal in providing ample funds for the 
prosecution of proper investigations. The 
cost of a good investigation is negligible 
when compared with the results which can 
be obtained. 

Mr. Hugh Fulton, :first chief counsel 
for the Truman committee, the excel
lence of whose performance in that ca
pacity is widely credited for the rise in 
prestige which led to Senator Truman's 
becoming President of the United States, 
made this comment on the investigative 
power of the Congress: 

Second, the Congress not only should as
sert and maintain but should vigorously ex
ercise its power to investigate. 

No one has the temerity to challenge the 
right of Congress to exercise the powers ex
pressly granted to congress by the Constitu
tion, although, in my opinion, there is an 
ever growing tendency on the part of bureau
crats generally to assume that it is too bad 
that matters which they think would be 
handled best by experts such as they consider 
themselves to be should have to be explained 
to politicians who are not experts and whose 
opinions may reflect what they consider to 
be the desire of their constituents (House 
Government Operations Committee hearings 
on "Availability of Information from Fed
eral Departments and Agencies," pt. 3, 84th 
Cong., 1956, pp. 523-524). 

Curious things seem to happen to in
dividuals who move from one end of 
Pennsylvania Avenue to the other. The 
Attorney' General, whose statement I am 
now analyzing, succeeded me as chief 
counsel for the Senate War Investigat
ing Committee and th~n st.ayed on with 
the Senate after the expiration of that 
spvcial committee and served as Chief 
Counsel for the Investigations Subcom
mittee of the Committee on Expendi· 
tures in the Executive Departments. 

We all know of the important role a 
committee counsel plays in the prepara
tion of committee reports. 
·. While Mr. Rogers, the present Attor
ney General, was chief counsel for the 
Investigations Subcommittee a repo:ct 
was filed September 4, 1948, on an in .. 
v.estigation of Federal employees loyalty 
program. On page 19 of that report-
Senate Report No. 1775, 80th Congress, 
2d session-is the following interesting 
passage: 

NONDISCLOSURE POLICY OF THE EXECUTIVE 
BRANCH ON LOYALTY INFORMATION 

Under our constitutional form of govern
ment Congress has the duty to enact laws 
for the public welfare. To perform this duty 
intelligently it must have the complete facts 
upon which to base its judgment. Congress 
is entitled to learn by direct investigation 
whether present laws are satisfactory or, if 
not, then in what respects they fail. Under 
our system of checks and balances Congress 
should not be placed in the position of en
actmg legislation merely at the request of 
the executive branch of the Government and 
solely for reasons advanced by it. Congress 
is entitled to know the facts giving rise to 
the requests and to satisfy itself by first
hand information that the reasons furnished 
are valid. Any other course blinds the leg
islative branch and permits action only when 
the President provides a "seeing-eye dog" in 
the form of a request for legislation desired 
by the Executive. Good legislation and ig
norance of the facts are incompatible. Pres
ident Truman, in discussing the importance 
of Congressional investigations on the floor 
of the Senate when he retired as chairman 
of the War Investigating Committee, force
fully emphasized this basic fact by saying: 
"An informed Congress is a wise Congress; 
an uninformed Congress surely will forfeit 
a large portion of the responsib111ty and 
confidence of the people." 

The Attorney General appears to 
agree that the Congress does have in· 
vestigative power but maintains that 
with respect to the executive branch 
of the Government that investigative 
power extends only as far as the Execu
tive determines. 

Thus, the Congress is in the ludicrous 
position of having full authority to in· 
quire into the business of private citi· 
zens, but is impotent when it comes to 
inquiry about the public business. The 
main responsibility of the Congress is 
the public business, the formulation of 
public policy and dealing with problems 
of the operation of the Government. 
Yet according to the theory of the At· 
torney General, the Congress is entitled 
to know about this subject only what 
the Executive condescends to allow it to 
know. 

Referring again to the Legislative Re· 
organization Act of 1946, a Committee 
on Expenditures in the Executive De· 
partments-later changed to Govern .. 
ment Operations-was created in each of 
the Houses of the Congress with the duty 
of "studying the operation of Govern· 
ment activities at all levels with a view 
to determining its economy and effi
ciency." Those committees were given 
the subpena power to enable them to 
make that study. 

Is it possible that the intent of the 
Legislative Reorganization Act was that 
those committees should study the op .. 
erations of the Government but only 
have access to information outside the 
possession of the executive branch of the 
Government? The great bulk of infor· 
mation on which any such study must 
be based naturally would be in the pos
session of the executive branch of the 
Government. 

Is it possible that when the President 
signed the Legislative Reorganization 
Act of 1946, he had some mental reserva· 
tion, which he did not express, that be
cause of Executive privilege the Congress, 
in the provision cited was doing a mean· 
ingless thing? 

Similarly, section 136 of the Legisla· 
tive Reorganization Act of 1946 provided: 

26. To assist the House in appraising the 
administration of the laws and in develop
ing such amendments or related legislation 
as it may deem necessary, each standing 
committee of the House shall exercise con
tinuous watchfulness of the execution by 
the administrative agencies concerned of any 
laws the subject matter of which is within 
the jurisdiction of such conimittee; and, for 
that purpose, shall study all pertinent reports 
and data submitted to the House by the 
agencies in the executive branch of the Gov
ernment. 

How can this duty be performed if 
Congressional committees are denied 
access to the files and records of the 
agencies? 

Frequently when commissions have 
been created, such as the Hoover Com
mission, the Randall Commission, the 
Kestnbaum Commission, and others, pro
vision is made that each department and 
agency, and so forth, furnish estimates, 
statistics, and information to the Com
mission or any committee thereof upon 
request. Has the doctrine of Executive 
privilege ever been raised as a basis for 
vetoing bills creating commissions with 
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these powers? . If the Congress itself~ in 
its own rightJ does not have access to 
information and statistics in the posses
sion of the executive branch of the Gov
ernment, how can it delegate such au
thority to a commission? 

Mr. Speaker, one of the things which 
disturbs me most about the assertion of 
Executive discretion to withhold infor
mation from the Congress . and the de
nial of the existence of the investigative 
power of the Congress is the implication 
that the elected representatives of the 
people are not to be trusted. Those 
making .such an assertion, and unfor
tunately all too frequently we see .among 
them Members of the Congress, and even 
Congressional leaders, seem to take the 
attitude that officials in the executive 
branch are wise and trustworthy and 
that Senators and Representatives are 
irresponsible. 

Of course, Mr. Speaker, the plain fact 
is that officials in both branches are but 
human beings. Certainly, with respect to 
the preservation of the classified char
acter of information regarding the na
tional defense~ the record of the 
Congress is a good one. Indeed, it is 
far better than that of the executive 
branch in which many instances have 
been exposed where classified informa
tion has found its way into the hands 
of unauthorized persons to the public 
detriment. 

Mr. Speaker, the investigative power 
is .said to be auxiliary to or an adjunct 
to the legislative power. . I prefer to 
think of the investigative power of the 
Congress as · an integral part of its leg
islative power. Laws are not made like 
the declarations of the oracle at 
Delphi. The policymakirig process "is 
a long and involved one, oniy the last 
portion of which is the biH which be
comes a law. No sound judgment can 
be picked out of the air. It must be 
preceded by extensive and thorough 
study and consideration of the facts, 
arguments, conflicting views, confiicting 
interests and calculations as to probable 
future effects, all measured against the 
standard of the general puplic good. 
That study is the investigative part of 
the legislative process and may well . be 
said to be the major part of it. 

When, therefore, there is an attempt 
to destr-oy, impair or weaken the in
vestigative power of the Congress, theca
pacity to legislate intelligently is under
mined. Asserting an Executive privilege 
to deny to Congre.ss facts and informa
tion which Congress in its legislative 
judgment believes it needs, is to attack 
the legislative power itself. 

It is amazing to me that a non
existent, imaginary so-called Executive 
privilege, nowhere recognized in the 
Constitution, in statutes or in court de
cisions. can seriously be advanced to 
destroy the expressly vested legislative 
power, as well as the investigative power 
which inheres in it, so clearly established 
in the Constitution and in an unbroken 
line of court decisions through-out the 
entire history of our Government. 

There is no question that the power 
to investigate is subject to abuse. The 
same is true of the power to execute the 
laws or the power to adjudicate cases. 

But as the court so well said in McGrain 
ag~inst Daugerty: 

The contention is earnestly made on behalf 
of the witness that this power of inquiry, if 
sustained, may be abusively and aggressively 
exerted. If this be so, it affords no ground 
for denying 'the power. The same contention 
might be directed against the power to legis
late, and of course would be unavailing. 

Mr. Speaker, there may be limits to 
the investigative power of the Congress. 
There may come a time when those limits 
will be defined with respect to access to 
information in the executive branch of 
the Government. As we all know, they 
have already been defined in some re
spects as to private ·citizens where the in
vestigative power comes into conflict with 
rigqts guaranteed by the Bill of Rights, 
such as the right against self-incrim
ination. I think it would serve little 
purpose at this time, however, to attempt 
to speculate and map out in advance the 
limits of the investigative power of the 
Congress with respect to the executive 
branch of the Government. Certainly 
there are areas where unusual restraint, 
sound discretion, and forbearance on the 
part of Congress are needed. I refer to 
such areas as the conduct of our diplo
matic relations and matters affecting the 
national security. It is ~to be hoped that 
the statesmanship both in the executive 
branch and in the Congress is of such 
caliber that there never will have to be 
an adjudicated controversy involving 
these sensitive areas. 

But, Mr. i3peaker, let me make it as 
clear as I can that the discretion on 
matters of legislative inquiry must re
main in the Congress. 

In this view I am fortified by a clear 
statement by the Vice President of the 
United States when he was a Member of 
the House of Representatives. Mr. 
NIXON said in debate on House Resolu
tion :522, 80th Congress, 2d session: 

I am now going to address myself to a 
second issue which is very important. The 
point has been made that the President of 
the United States has issued an order that 
none of this information can be released to 
the Congress and that therefore the Congress 
has no right to question the Judgment ,of 
the President in making that decision. 

.I say that that proposition cannot stand 
from a constitutional standpoint or on the 
basis of the merits for this very good rea
son: That would mean that the President 
could have arbitrarily issued an Executive 
order in the Meyers case, the Teapot Dome 
case, or any other case denying the Congress 
of the United States info:rmation it needed 
to conduct an investigation of the executive 
department and the Congress would have no 
right to question his decision ( CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD, Vol. 94, pt. 4, p. 4783). 

Vice President NIXON referred to the 
Meyers and Teapot Dome cases. Today 
we have fresh in our minds the inquiry 
of the House Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce Subcommittee on Legislative 
Oversight into the Operations of the Fed
eral Communications C0mmission and 
other regulatory agencies. If the doo
trine asserted by the Attorney General is 
sound, the power rests in the executive 
branch of the Government, if Executive 
privilege is exercised, to deny Congress 
access to_ information concerning faets 
bearing UPOn possible improper influence 
in the discharge of public authority. 

The ·Attorney General asserted the in
dependent regulatory agencies, with re
spect to their judicial functions, "should 
be just as free of any demand from Con
gress or the executive branch as a court 
would be." 

Let us test this: 
First. The Federal Communications 

Commission is an independent regula
tory body. 

Second. The licensing of Channel 10 
in Miami, Florida, was a judicial de
termination. 

Third. The Federal Communications 
Commission enjoyed privilege from in
quiry either by Congress or the executive 
branch with respect to this deter
mination. 

Fourth. The Legislative Oversight 
Subcommittee of the Committee on In
terstate and Foreign Commerce of the 
House and the grand · jury established 
by the Justice Department are without 
power to inquire into this determination 
of the FCC or the matters which led to it. 

Fifth. The FCC, and presumably all 
subject to its jurisdiction, should invoke 
privilege and refuse to divulge any 
facts relating to the judicial determina
tion or anything that led up to it. 

It is quite apparent that the Attorney 
General has chosen the wrong word. 
What he advocates is not ''Executive 
privilege" but ''Executive license." 

If ever there was a time when the in
vestigative - part of legislative power 
should be strengthened rather than 
weakened, it is today. The American 
economy and the United States Govern
ment have grown huge and complex. 
More .study, not less, i·s r.equired for in
telligent policymaking in these days. 
Because of the size and complexity of the 
proble.ms of modern :society, Congress 
has delegated vast policymaking author
ity to ag-encies such as the Federal Com
munications Commission. If the par
ticular system Congress ·chose to meet 
a pub1ic need is not functioning effec
tively, or even honestly, if a new .and bet
ter way of meeting the public need must 
be found, how could the Congress ever 
hope to :solve the pro·blem if its power of 
inquiry~ its ability to assemble the facts 
and consider the arguments, is stripped 
from it? 

EXECUTIVE PRIVILEGE 
Mr. Speaker, it is difficult t0 prove 

that a nonexistent thing does not .exist. 
That is the dilemma with the so-called 
Executive privilege. The burden of proof 
should be upon those who assert that 
there is Executive privilege which. of 
course, is nowhere · mentioned in the 
Constitution or in any ·court decision in 
any oontr<Jversy concerning the investi
gative power of the Congress. 

Mr. SpeakerJ I wish to comment briefly 
on another question discussed by the 
Attorney General before the Senate 
Judi.ciary Committee last Thursday. 
Although a different subject, it is related 
to this discussion. The Attorney Geh
eral opposed S. 921 of the 85th Congress, 
identical with H. R. 2767, which would 
amend .section 1.61 of the Revised Stat
utes by &eiding at the end thereof the 
following: 

This 'Seetion does not autnorlze Withhold
ing information from "the public or limiting 
the availability of records to the public. 
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The Attorney · General asserted the 

Department of Justice was unable to de
termine the effect of this legislation with 
any degree of certainty. The Attorney 
General said, however, that-although he 
thought the bill was meaningless, he 
would have no objection to it if an 
amendment made clear that the bill "in 
no way intended to impair the Executive 
privilege.'' 

I suggest that this latter statement is 
the understatement of the year. If the 
Attorney General could get Congress in 
any statutes to recognize the existence of 
the nonexistent Executive privilege, he 
certainly would have achieved a lot. The 
Congress shortly will consider this legis
lation and I believe a warning should be 
issued at the earliest moment to be on 
guard against including any words in 
this or any other law which would give 
Congressional sanction to Executive priv
ilege to withhold information, either 
from the Congress or the public. 

Mr. Speaker, I have not tried to make 
an exhaustive analysis of all of the weak
nesses and fallacies and erroneous con
clusions contained in the Attorney Gen
eral's statement to the Senate Judiciary 
Committee. I believe, however, I have 
demonstrated sufficiently that its legal 
reasoning is unsound and that its as
sertion of unbridled Executive authority 
is unfounded. 

MARKHAM FERRY DAM 
The SPEAKER. Under previous order 

of'the House, the gentleman from Okla
homa [Mr. EDMONDSON] is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, 
when the House meets tomorrow for 
the reading of the bill S. 497 for amend
ment and for amendments thereto, a 
committee amendment known as the 
Markham Ferry Dam amendment will 
be offered. This amendment was 
adopted on March 6, 1958, in the com
mittee by the overwhelming vote of 21 
to 6, with the purpose of correcting lan
guage in a 1954 act which appears to 
open the door to a serious misinterpre
tation of Congressional intent and a 
grave injustice to the State of Okla
homa. 

Because the situation is somewhat 
complicated, I wanted to get the full 
facts before the House in advance of 
tomorrow's consideration. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent 
to place in the RECORD at this point the 
language of the amendment and a letter 
from the general counsel of the Grand 
River Dam Authority in Oklahoma ex
plaining the reason for the amendment. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 
is so ordered. 

There was no objection. 
The matter referred to is as follows: 
That the following amendment be added 

at the end of line 6 on page 89 of S. 497, 
Union Calendar No. 428, Report No. 1122, as 
follows: "and the third section of said act 
is amended by striking out after 'all claims 
heretofore or hereafter' the words 'asserted 
of whatever nature including but.not limited 
to' and inserting in lieu thereof the follow-
ing: 'arising from or out of the'." · 

GRAND RIVER DAM AUTHORITY, 
Vinita, Okla., February 5, 1958. 

In re amendment, Public Law 476, 83d Con
gress, 2d session, Markham Ferry project. 

Ron. ED EDMONDSON, 
Member of Congress, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR En: You will recall that the subject 

act was passed July 6, 1954, which act au
thorized the Markham Ferry project on 
Grand River in Oklahoma to be constructed 
by the Grand River Dam Authority, and 
thereafter Public Law 163, 84th Congress, 
appropriated funds in the amount of $6,300,-
000 as a contribution for the fiood control 
portion of the project. 

Public Law 476, as finally enacted in sec
tion 3, contained this provision: 

"That the acceptance by the Grand River 
Dam Authority of the foregoing amount 
shall constitute the agreement of the Grand 
River Dam Authority to hold. and save the 
United States free and harmless from all 
claims heretofore or hereafter asserted of 
whatever nature, including but not limited 
to acquisition of land, relocation, construc
tion, operation and maintenance of. the dam 
and reservoir." 

The above quoted provision was inserted 
in this bill after we had had public hearings 
before a subcommittee of the Committee on 
Public Works of the United States Senate on 
August 20, 1951. This provision might be 
construed that the authority waives all 
claims whatever arising from any source. It 
was the intention in our discussions with 
the various governmental agencies that the 
authority, by accepting the appropriation, 
would release the Government from any 
claims that the authority may have arising 
out of or in connection with the Mark
ham Ferry project. In other words, the 
Government had filed condemnation pro
ceedings to acquire lands owned by the au
thority in the Markham Ferry reservoir and, 
of .course, the authority should release the 
Government from these claims, but it was 
never the intention that the authority waive 
any claim or rights that it may have arising 
outside of the Markham Ferry project. 

The thing that has brought this to my 
attention at this time is the case of the 
Grand River Dam Authority v. United States 
of America (No. 226-256) in the United States 
Court of Claims. The authority has sued 
the Government for usurping its franchise 
and water rights to generate electric power 
at the Fort Gibson project, and the De
partment of Justice has set up as a defense 
that Public Law 476, under the provision 
above quoted, released any claim the au
thority may have against the Government. 

I am herewith enclosing a copy of Public 
Law 476, and copies of the Government's 
motion and defenses filed in the Court of 
Claims. I have talked to Don McBride in 
Senator KERR's office about this matter. Of 
course, Don is familiar with the history of 
this legislation. having worked on it 4 or 5 
years before it was enacted, and he suggests 
that you might be able to get the proper 
amendment to Public Law 476 when Senate 
bill 497, . Rivers and Harbors, is being con
sidered by the House. 

You will recall that in Senate 497, under 
Arkansas River Basin on pages 88 and 89, 
there is an amendment amending section 1 
of Public Law 476 to provide for raising 
the power pool and fiood pool elevations. It 
appears to me that this bill might be fur
ther amended by adding an amendment in 
section 3 of the same. I am herewith en
closing a proposed amendment, which I 
think will carry out the intention and un
derstanding had between the authority and 
the Corps of Engineers. . 

It is my-opinion that the authority can
not afford to accept the $6,300,000 ap
propriated 1f it is required to release the 

Government and hold it harmless from all 
claims heretofore or hereafter asserted. As 
you probably know, the authority has 
operating agreements with the Government 

. relating to the Pensacola project, also the 
Oklahoma Ordnance Works and other opera
tional and joint use arrangements, and the 

· authority should not be required to waive 
any claim or right that it may have arising 
outside of the Markham Ferry project and, 
in fact, I doubt if the authority, under the 
State law (Grand River Dam Authority Act), 
can be bound by any such provision as is 
contained in Public Law 476 involving any 
claim that may arise independently of the 
Markham Ferry project. 

It .will be appreciated if you will give this 
matter your attention and at the proper 
time endeavor to get the suggested amend
ment in the Rivers and Harbors bill. I am 
sure that Mr. McBride will give you any as
sistance that he can in this matter. 

Yours very truly, 
Q. B. BOYDSTUN, 

General Counsel. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to place in the 

. RECORD three further pieces of corre
spondence, one of which is a letter to the 
Attorney General of the United States 
seeking his comments upon this particu
lar amendment. I might say that the 
answer to that letter has not yet been 
received. Also a telegram from officers 
of the Grand River Dam Authority; and 
a further letter dated March 7, 1958, 
explaining the background of this par-

. ticular amendment and the need for it. 
The SPEAKER. Without objection, it 

is so ordered. 
There was no objection. 
The matter referred to is as follows: 
CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., March 6, 1958. 

Mr. WILLIAM P. RoGERS, 
Attorney General of the United States1 

Department of Justice, 
Washington, D. C. 

DEAR MR. RoGERs: The House Committee 
on Public Works today adopted at my request 
the attached amendment to S. 497, and it 
will be offered as a committee amendment 
when the bill is considered by the House 
next week. The reasons for its enactment 
are set forth in a letter to me from the Hon
orable Q. B. Boydstun, general counsel for the 
Grand River Dam Authority, and a copy of 
Mr. Boydstun's letter is attached herewith. 

In order to place this matter. fairly and 
squarely before the House, I would appre
ciate a letter from you commenting upon 
this amendment and stating your views on 
it. I will see that this letter is made known 
to the House membership during debate of 
this amendment. 

It is my understanding from conversations 
which staff members of the committee have 
had with your Department that you are op
posed to this amendment, and I assure you 
that I will make this fact known during 
debate if you do not have the time to pre
pare a detailed statement of your views. 

Sincerely, 
ED EDMONDSON, 

Member of Congress. 

VINITA, OKLA., March 6, 1958. 
En EDMONDSON, 

Member of Congress, . 
Washington, D. C.: 

We, the undersigned, France Paris, as gen
eral manager, Q. B. Boydstun, as general 
counsel, and W. R. Holway as _consulting 
engineer, represented the Grand River Dam 
Authority in negotiations with the Corps of 
Engineers for the amount of contribution 
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to be made for flood control in the Markham 
Ferry Dam and Reservoir project in connec• 
tion with the passage of . Public Law 476, 
approved July 6, 1954, and we had the agree
ment and understanding that if the Gov· 
ernment would contribute $6V2 million to 
the construction of the Markham Ferry 
project for the flood-control benefits and 
would grant to the authority all of the 
lands that the Government owned within 
the boundaries of the project, and would 
transfer to the authority such engineering 
data and plans that would be useful to the 
authority, the authority would release the 
Government from any claim of whatsoever 
nature arising out of or from the Markham 
Ferry project. At no time was it the 
understanding that the authority would 
waive any claim that it may have or that 
it would have in the future arising out of 
any other project or matter and at the time 
public hearings were held before the Public 
Works Subcommittee of the Senate in 
August 1951 the provision of Public Law 
476 purporting to relieve the Government 
from any claim of whatsoever nature there
tofore or thereafter arising was not in the 
bill. 

FRANCE PARIS. 
Q. B. BOYDSTUN. 
W. R. HOLWAY. 

GRAND RIVER DAM AUTHORITY, 
Vinita, Okla., March 7, 1958. 

Han. En EDMONDSON, 
Member of Congress, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR En: Pursuant to our telephone con

versation yesterday, I will briefly outline the 
litigation that we have against the United 
St&tes and which may be affected by Public 
Law 476. 

The Oklahoma Legielature created the 
Grand River Dam Authority in 1935 and 
specifically authorized it to build the Pensa
cola, Markham Ferry and Fort Gibson Dams, 
and granted to the Grand River Dam Author
ity the exclusive franchise to develop and 
use the waters of Grand River and its tribu
taries for the production of electric power 
and energy. At that time the United States 
bad expressly declared no Federal interest 
in Grand River (House Document 308). The 
authority built Pensacola, the first unit of 
its comprehensive plan, in 1939 and 1940 and 
had plans and specifications near comple
tion for the construction of Markham Ferry 
and Fort Gibson when Congress, by the Flood 
Control Act of August 18, 1941, authorized 
the development of the Grand River and the 
construction of all three dams by the War 
Department, which effectively· took and ap
propriated the authority's franchise right to 
develop and generate electric power and 
energy at the Markham Ferry and Fort Gib
son sites. 

The Government took over the possession 
of the authority for war emergency from 
November 1941, until September 1, 1946, and 
during that time the Government actually 
started construction of the Fort Gibson· proj
ect, and, as you know, Public Law 476 
deauthorized the Corps of Engineers as to 
Markham Ferry. At the time we negotiated 
with the Corps of Engineers for the $6V2 mil
lion appropriation for the flood control in 
Markham Ferry, there were two lawsuits 
pending in the United States District Court 
for the Northern District of Oklahoma be· 
tween the Government and the authority in
volving lands that the authority had acquired 
for the Markham Ferry project, and it was 
agreed that if the Government would con
tribute $6V2 million for flood control bene
fits in Markham Ferry that the authority 
would release any and all claims that it 
might have against the Government arising 
out of the construction of the Markham 
Ferry Dam and Reservoir project by the Gov
ernment and the authority, and that the 
authority would operate the flood control 

features of the Markham Ferry Dam and 
Reservoir for the Government free of cost 
and would hold and save the United States 
free and harmless from all claims thereto
fore, or thereafter, arising out of the con
struction, maintenance and operation of the 
flood control features of the Markham Ferry 
Dam. 

The authority filed a suit in the United 
States Court of Claims against the United 
States (copy of petition enclosed) seeking a 
$10 million money judgment. This case is 
still pending. The authority's claim is 
based on the 5th and lOth amendments to 
the Constitution of the United States. We 
claim that the Grand River Dam Authority 
had the exclusive franchise arid right to de
velop and generate electric power and energy 
from the waters of Grand River at the Fort 
Gibson site long before Congress authorized 
the Government to develop the site, and 
that the same was a taking of property right 
owned by the Grand River Dam Authority for 
which it must be compensated. We do not 
contend that we could prevent the Gov
ernment from building the Fort Gibson 
project, but we think the Government should 
pay just compensation for the property and 
property rights taken. 

The authority's plan of development, 
which was initiated long before Government 
authorization, was to construct Pensacola 
with a large power storage reservoir and to 
build the Markham Ferry and Fort Gib· 
son plants as run of the river plants and 
to use the power storage of Pensacola three 
times, first · through Pensacola, second 
through Markham Ferry and third through 
Fort Gibson, and the authority spent large 
sums of money to provide these headwater 
improvements. Now the value of the head
water improvements at Pensacola has been 
materially reduced by the Government 
usurping the authority's right to generate 
electric power at the Fort Gibson site. 

In this lawsuit in the Court of Claims, 
the Department of Justice now contends that 
Public Law 476 releases the Government 
from any liability on this Fort Gibson claim. 
Under their construction of this provision, 
the authority is forever barred from assert
ing any claim of whatsoever nature against 
the United States. 

The consideration between the authority 
and the Government disproves the conten
tion of the Department of Justice. The au
thority is spending approximately $28 million 
of its money to build the Markham Ferry 
project. The Government is contributing 
$6 V2 million ($6,300,000 in cash, lands val
ued at $200,000) and engineering plans and 
data that the Corps of Engineers have, which 
may be of value to the authority, and the 
Government, for their consideration, is re
ceiving at least 233,000 acre-feet of flood
control storage in the Markham Ferry Reser
voir. In addition to the flood-control stor
age, the Authority operates and maintains 
the flood-cpntrol features of the project for 
the United States free of cost to the United 
States for the entire life of the project, which 
I am informed is a lower cost per acre-foot 
of storage than any of the flood-control res
ervoirs constructed by the Corps of Engi
neers. In flood-control projects constructed 
and owned by the United States they not 
only have the capital investment but they 
have a continuing operating expense. They 
have nothing in the Markham Ferry project 
except $6% million for which they receive 
233,000 acre-feet of flood control free of op
erating costs for, at least, 100 years. No 
reasonable thinking person would conclude 
that the Authority would release the United 
States from all claims in perpetuity arising 
outside of the Markham Ferry project for 
such small consideration. 

With kindest personal regards, I remain, 
Yours very truly, 

Q. B. BoYDSTUN, 
General Counsel. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House. following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

Mr. DAVIS of Georgia, for 90 minutes, 
on Wednesday, March 19. 

Mr. FELLY, for 15 minutes, today. 
Mr. BENTLEY, for 10 minutes, on 

Thursday next. 
Mr. MEADER, for 60 minutes, today. 
Mr. BAILEY, for 30 minutes, on Monday 

next. 
Mr. EDMONDSON, for 5 minutes, today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, or to revise and extend :o:emarks, 
was granted to: 

Mr. PoRTER and to include extraneous 
matter. 

Mr. DORN of South Carolina and to in
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois and to include 
extraneous matter. 

Mr. HuLL and to include a speech. 
Mr. MclNTE>SH. 
Mr. HIESTAND in two instances and 

include extraneous matter. 
Mr. KILBURN (at the request of Mr. 

MARTIN) and include extraneous matter. 
Mr. HARRIS. 
Mr. CELLER and to include extraneous 

matter. 
Mr. PASCELL in two instances. 
Mr. MAcK of Washington, to revise 

and extend his remarks made in Com
mittee and to include extraneous mat
ter. 

Mr. SCHERER, to revise and extend his 
remarks made in Committee and to in
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. BALDWIN, to revise and extend his 
remarks made in Committee and to 
include extraneous matter. 

Mr. CRAMER, to revise and extend his 
remarks made in Committee and to in
clude extraneous matter. 

Mr. ToLLEFSON and to include extrane
ous matter. 

Mr. McCoRMACK and to include ex
traneous matter. 

Mr. CHRISTOPHER, his remarks in Com
mittee of the Whole today and to in
clude an editorial. 

Mr. VAN ZANDT (at the request of Mr. 
SILER). 

Mrs. RoGERS of Massachusetts and in
clude an appraisal of the United States 
Army Band. 

(At the request of Mr. LIBONATI:) 
Mr. EDMONDSON, his remarks in Com

mittee of the Whole today and to in
clude extraneous matter. 

SENATE BILLS REFERRED 
Bills of the Senate of the following 

titles were taken from the Speaker's 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. 803. An act for the relief of Claudio 
Guillen; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 1380. An act to authorize the imposition 
of civil penalties for violation of the security 
provisions of the Civil Aeronautics Act of 
1938, and for other purposes; to the Commit· 
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 
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s. 1438~ An act to amend s.ectlon 544 of 

title 28, United States COde, relating to the 
bonds of United States Marshals; to the 
Commi tt.ee on the Judiciary. 

s. 1749. An act to amend section. 610 (a.) 
of the CivU Aeronautics Act of 1938, as 
amended, to provide for the imposttion ot 
civil penalties in certain additional cases, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Intersta.te and Foreign Commerce. 

S. 1875. An act" for the relief of Chllistos 
Athanase Bellairs; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 2099. An act for the relief of. Irene B. 
Moss; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

s. 2239. An act for the relief of Wadiha 
Salime Hamade; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

s. 2493. An act for the relief of Maria G. 
Aslanis; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

s. 2499. An act for the relief of Ilona Agnes 
Ronay; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2538. An act for the relief of Florica. 
Bogdan; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

s. 2613. An act for the relief of Cedomilj 
Mihailo Ristic;. to the> Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

s. 262.i. An act for the relief of Olive V. 
Rabiniaux; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

S. 2650. An act for the relief of Tokiyo 
Nakajima and her child, Megumi (Kathy) 
Nakajima; to the Committee on the- Judici
ary. 

S. 2657. An act for the relief of Jesus 
Romeo Sotelo-Lopez.; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

S. 2691. An act for the relief of Hiroko 
()zaki; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2712. An act for the relief of Milosav 
Mares; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2718. An act for the relief of Hasee.p 
Milhem Esper; to the Committee· on. the 
Judi.ciary. 

s. 2733. An act for the relief of Natalia. 
Kutowyj; to the Committee on the Judi.ciary. 
· S. 2818. An act for- the relief of Ester Tra
bout; to the Committee on the Judiciary~ 

S. 2819. An act for the relief of Mrs. Her
mine Melamed; to. the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

s. 2833. An act 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 Alamanee, 
State of North Carolina; to the Committee 
on Government Operations. 

S. 2849. An act for the relief of Moo Wah 
Jung; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 2919. An act to amend the Civil Aero
nautics Act of 1938 in order to authorize free 
or reduced rate transportation :for retired 
employees of air carriers; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

S. 3124. An act tor the relief of Tommy n
ton Chatterton (Tommy Kim); to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

S. 3262. An act to authorize certain activi
ties by the Armed Forces in support of the 
VIII Olympic Winter Games, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Armed Serv
ices. 

S. Con. Res. 64. Concurrent resolution ac
eepting the statue of Maria Sanford, pre
sented by the State of Minnesota, to be placed 
in Statutory Hall; to the committee on House 
Administration. 

S. Con. Res. 6'5. Concurrent resolution to 
place temporarily in the rotunda of the Capi
tol a statue of Maria Sanford, and to hold 
ceremonies on such occasion; to the Com
mittee on House Administration. 

S. Con. Res. 67. Concurrent resolution fa
voring the suspension of deportation in the. 
cases of ' certain aliens~ to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
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, which were thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

ff. R. 6182.. An act to provide for the con
veyance of certain real property of the 
United States to the former owners thereof; 

H. R. 6.623. An act to provide for the con
veyance of certain real property of the
United Stat!i)s in Massachusetts to the Woods 
Hole Yacht Club; 

H. R. 6710~ An act relating to CanaL Zone 
money, orders which remain unpaid~ 

H. R. 6744. An act to amend Public Law 
472, 81st Congress, as amended, relative to 
the attendance of professional personnel of 
the National Advisory Committtee .for Aero
nautics in graduate schools; 

H. R. 7912. An act to authorize, in case of 
the death of a member of the uniformed 
services, certain transportation expenses for 
his dependents; and 

H. R. 8139. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Ca th.erine Poch.on Dike. 

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 
The SPEAKER announced his signa

ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of 
the following title: 

S.1086. An act granting the consent of 
Congress to a Bear River Qompact, and for 
related purposes. 

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported that 
that committee did on this day present 
to the President, for his approval, bills 
of the House of the following titles: 

H. R. 6182. An act to provide for the con
veyance of certain real property of the United 
States to the former owners thereof; 

H. R. 6623. An act to provide for the con
veyance of certain real property of the United 
States in Massachusetts to the Woods Hole 
Yacht Club;-

H. R. 6710. An act relating to Canal Zone 
money orders which remain unpaid; 

H. R. 6744. An act to amend Public Law 
472, 8lst Congress, as amended, relative to 
the attendance of . professional personnel of 
the National Advisory Committee for Aero
nautics in graduate schools; 

H. R. 7912. An act to authorize. in case of 
the death of a member of the uniformed 
services, certain transportation expenses for 
his dependents; and 

H. R. 8139. An act for the relief of Mrs. 
Catherine Pochon Dike. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. LmONATI. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accordingly 

(at 5 o'clock and 55 minutes p. m.), the 
House adjourned until tomorrow Tues
day, March 11, 1958, at 12 o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS~ 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV. execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

1693. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense (Supply and Logistics) , trans
mitting reports on Army, Navy, and Air Force 
prime-contract-procurement awards to small 
and large business firms for work in the 
United States during the first 6 months of 

:flscal year 1958, pursuant to Public Law 268, 
84th Congress; to the Committee on Bank
ing and Currency. 

1694.. A letter from the Deputy Secretary 
of Defense, transmitting a draft of proposed 
legislation entitled "A bill to govern the 
salaries and personnel practices for teach
ers, certain school officers, and other em
ployees of the dependents' schools of the De
partment of Defense in foreign countries, 
and for other purposes"; to the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service. 

1695. A letter from the Commissioner, 
Immigration and Naturalization Service, De
partment of Justice, relative to the case of 
Hideichi Yoshida, A-3687302, involving sus
pension of' deportation under the Immigra
tion and Nationality Act of 1952·, and re
questing that it be withdrawn from those 
before the Congress and returned to the 
Jurisdiction of this Service; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

1696. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Anny, transmitting a letter from the Chief 
of Engineers, Department of the Army, dated 
February 10, 1958, submitting a report, to
gether with accompanying papers and an 
illustration, on a review of reports on Green
wich Cove, R.I., requested by a resolution of 
the Committee on Public Works, House of 
Representatives, adopted August 16, 1950; to 
the Committee on Public Works. 

1697. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Army. transmitting a letter from the Chief 
of Engineers, Department of the Army, dated 
February 6, 1958, submitting a report, to
gether with accompanying papers and an il
lustration, on a letter report on Browns. Bay, 
Gloucester County. Va .• authorized by the 
River and Harbor Act approved March 2, 
1945;. to the Committee on Public. Worksr 

REPORTS OF COMMI'ITEES ON PUB
LIC Bil.JLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. O'BRIEN of New York~ Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. H. R. 9543. A 
bill to provide for the conveyance of certain 
real property used by the University of Ha
waii to the board of regents of such uni
versity, for the use and benefit of such uni
versity; with amendment (Rept. No. 1484). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the· Union. 

Mr. ASPINALL: Committee on Interiottand 
Insular Affairs. S. 2037. An act to amend 
the act of June 28, 1946, authotizing the per
formance of necessary protection work be
tween the Yuma. project and Boulder Dam 
by the Bureau of Reclamation; without 
amendment (Rept., No. 1485}. Refeued to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mrs. PFOST: Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. H. R. 8250. A bill to au
thorize the establishment of the Petrified 
Forest National Park, in the State of Arizona, 
and for other purposes:. with amendment 
(Rept. No. 1486). Referred to the Committee 
of the Whole House an the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. SPENCE: Committee on Banking and 
Currency. H. R .. 10127. A bill to extend for 
an additional period of 2 years the authority 
to regulate exports contained in the Export 
Control Act of 1949; without amendment 
(Rept. No. 1487). Referred to the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. DAWSON of Illinois: Committee on 
Government Operations. H. R. 10009. A bill 
to provide for the reconveyance of certain 
surplus real property to Newaygo, Mich.; 
wlth amendment (Rept. No. 14.88). Re
ferred to the Committee o;r the Whole HoUM 
on the State of the Union. · 
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Mr. MILLS: Committee on Ways and 

Means. H. R. 2783. A bill to amend the 
Tariff Act of 1930 to provide for the free im
portation of amorphous graphite; with 
amendment (Rept. No. 1489). Referred to 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union. 

Mr. MILLS: Committee on Ways and 
Means. H. R. 7516. A bill to amend the 
Tariff Act of 1930 so as to permit the im
portation free of duty of religious vestments 
and regalia presented without charge to a 
church or to certain religious, educational, 
or charitable organizations; with amend
ment (Rept. No. 1490). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the State 
of the Union. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports 

of committees were delivered to the 
Clerk for printing and reference to the 
proper calendar, as follows: 

·Mr. LANE: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H. R. 1466. A bill for the relief of Dr. Thomas 
B. Meade; with amendment (Rept. No. 1481). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House. 

Mr. CRAMER: Committee on the Judi
ciary. H. R. 2763. A bill for the relief of 
Hong-to Dew; with amendment (Rept. No. 
1482). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House. 

Mr. BURDICK: Committee on the Judi
ciary. H. R. 4073. A bill for the relief of 
Peter James O'Brien; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 1483). Referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public 
bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follow~: 

By Mr. BENTLEY: 
H. R. 11243. A bill to repeal the manufac

turers' excise tax on passenger automobiles 
and trucks; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. BERRY: 
H. R. 11244. A bill to amend section 613 of 

the Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to change 
the percentage depletion allowance for gold 
mines; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

H. R. 11245. A bill to authorize the coin
age of 50-cent pieces in commemoration of 
the 100th anniversary of the birth of Theo
dore Roosevelt; to the Committee on Bank
ing and Currency. 

By Mr. BROYHILL: 
H. R. 11246. A bill to amend the act of 

July 1, 1902, to exempt certain common car
riers of passengers from the mileage tax im
posed by that act and from certain other 
taxes; to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

By Mr. CELLER: 
H. R. 11247. A bill to amend section 112 

of title 1, United States Code; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CHIPERFIELD: 
H. R. 11248. A bill establishing the time 

for commencement and completion of the 
reconstruction, enlargement, and extension 
o::' the bridge across the Mississippi River at 
or near Rock Island, Ill.; to the Committee 
on Public Works. 

By Mr. CRAMER: 
H. R. 11249. A bill to prohibit the using 

of improper methods to infiuence the acts 
or decisions of certain Federal regulatory 
agencies engaged in regulating activities or 
transactions in or related to interstate or for
eign commerce and to repeal authority of 
the Federal Communications Commission 

members to receive certain fees; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. DO.RN of South Carolina: 
H. R. 11250. A bill to amend the Tariff Act 

of 1930, as amended; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DAVIS of Georgia: 
H. R. 11251. A bill to provide that certain 

retired officers of the Armed Forces of the 
United States who were advanced one grade 
in rank at the time of or after their retire
ment shall receive retired pay of the rank to 
which advanced; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. DOOLEY: 
H. R. 11252. A bill to amend the Interna

tional Cultural Exchange and Trade Fair 
Participation Act of 1956 by providing for 
exchanges of athletes; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. ENGLE: 
H. R. 11253. A bill to authorize the Secre

tary of Agriculture to exchange land and im
provements with the city of Redding, Shasta 
County, Calif., and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. FOGARTY: 
H. R. 11254. A bill to provide for the tem

porary supplementation of State unemploy
ment insurance benefits; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GRANT: 
H. R. 11255. A bill to provide for payments 

to persons who operate cotton gins to com
pensate such persons for losses incurred by 
them in the operation of such gins which 
have resulted from programs reducing cot
ton production administered by the Secre
tary of Agriculture; to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

By Mr. HALE: 
H. R. 11256. A bill to amend title II of the 

Social Security Act to facilitate the extension 
of social-security coverage to certain State 
employees in the State of Maine; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HARRIS: 
H. R. 11257. A bill to amend the National 

Science Foundation Act of 1950, as amended, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. IKARD: 
H. R. 11258. A bill to provide a program 

of tax relief for small business and for per
sons engaged in small business; to the Com• 
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. JONAS: 
H. R. 11259. A bill for the relief of certain 

members of the Fleet Reserve and Fleet 
Marine Corps Reserve; to the Committee on 
Appropriations. 

By Mr. JONES of Missouri: 
H. R. 11260. A bill to provide for emer

gency credit to farmers and stockmen in 
certain disaster areas to refinance certain 
indebtedness, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. KEATING: 
H. R. 11261. A bill to establish a self-liqui

dating scholarship loan fund to enable high· 
ly qualified high-school graduates in finan
cial need to receive a college education; to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. LANE: 
H. R. 11262. A bill to increase from $600 to 

$800 the personal income-tax exemption of a 
taxpayer (including the exemption for a 
spouse, the exemption for a dependent, and 
the additional exemptions for old age and 
blindness); to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. McMILLAN: 
H. R. 11263. A bill to amend the District of 

Columbia Income and Franchise Tax Act of 
1947, as amended, to exclude from that act 
the spouse of an elective officer of the Gov
ernment of the United States; to the Com
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

By Mr. MACDONALD: 
H. R. 11264. A bill to amend the Federal 

Trade Commission Act, as amended, so as to 

equalize rights in the distribution of identi
fied merchandise; to the Committee on In· 
terstate and Foreign Commerce. 

!By Mr. MONTOYA: 
H. R. 11265. A bill providing for the sus

pension or amiual assessment work on min
ing claims held by location in the United 
States, including the Territory of Alaska; to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

By Mr. MOULDER: 
H. R. 11266. A bill to suspend the manu

facturers' excise tax on passenger automo
biles and trucks; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. RABAUT: 
H. R. 11267. A bill to provide that during 

the 1-year period beginning as of March 1, 
1958, the manufacturers' excise taxes on pas
senger automobiles and on parts and acces
sories shall be suspended and the tax on 
trucks and buses shall be reduced to 5 per
cent; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RAINS: 
H. R. 11268. A bill to amend part VIII of 

Veterans Regulation No. 1 (a) and the Vet
erans' Readjustment Assistance Act of 1952 
to provide that World War II and Korean 
confiict veterans entitled to education under 
such provisions of law who did not utilize 
their entitlement may transfer their entitle
ment to their children; to the Committee on 
Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. ROGERS of Florida: 
H. R.11269. A bill to amend the Tariff Act 

of 1930 to place certain pumice stone on the 
free list; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mrs. ST. GEORGE: 
H. R. 11270. A bill to provide for averaging 

the tax on the income of individuals through 
the purchase of noninterest bearing tax-de· · 
ferment bonds; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. ULLMAN: 
H. R. 11271. A bill to provide for the estab

lishment of the Bureau of Older Persons 
within the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare; to authorize Federal grants to 
assist in the development and operation of 
studies and projects to help older persons; 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Education and Labor. 

By Mr. RAINS: 
H. R. 11272. A bill to establish an emer

gency community facilities and public works 
program in the Community Facilities Ad· 
ministration of the Housing and Home Fi
nance Agency; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

By Mr. PATMAN: 
H. R. 11273. A bill to establish an emer• 

gency community facilities and public works 
program in the Community Facilities Ad· 
ministration of the Housing and Home Fi
nance Agency; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

By Mr. MULTER: 
H. R. 11274. A bill to establish an emer

gency community facilities and public works 
program in the Community Facilities Ad· 
ministration of the Housing and Home Fi
nance Agency; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

By Mr. ADDONIZIO: 
H. R. 11275. A bill to establish an emer

gency community facilities and public works 
program in the Community Facilities Ad· 
ministration of the Housing and Home Fi· 
nance Agency; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

By Mr. BARRETT: 
H. R. 11276. A bill to establish an emer .. 

gency community facilities ~nd public works 
program in the Community Facilities Ad· 
ministration of the Housing and Home Fi• 
nance Agency; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

By Mrs. SULLIVAN: 
H. R. 11277. A bill to establish an emer• 

gency community facilities and public works 
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program in the Community Facilities Ad
ministration o:f the Housing and Home Fi
nance Agency; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

By MIT. REUSS: 
H. R. 11278. A bill to establish an emer

gency community fac11ities and public works 
program in the Community Facllities Ad
ministration of the Housing and Home Fi
nance Agency; to the Committee on Bankin~ 
and Currency. 

By Mrs. GRIFFITHS: 
H. R.11279. A bill to establish an emer

gency community facilities and public works 
program in the Community Facilities Ad
ministration of the Housing and Home Fi
nance Agency; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

By Mr. ASHLEY: 
H. R. 11280. A bill to establish an emer

gency community facilities and public works 
program in the Community Facilities Ad
ministration of the Housing and Home Fi
nance Agency; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

By Mr. VANIK: 
H. R. 11281. A bill to establish an emer

gency community facilities and public works 
program in tfi.e Community Facilities Ad
ministration of the Housing and Home Fi
nance Agency; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

By Mr. HEALEY: ' 
H. R. 11282. A bill to establish an emer

gency community facilities and public works 
program in the Community Facilities Ad
ministration of the Housing and Home Fi
nance Agency; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

ByMr. COAD: 
1 

H. R. 11283. A b111 to establish an emer
gency community facilities and public works 
program in the Community Facilities Ad
ministration of the Housing and Home Fi
nance Agency; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency~ · 

By Mr. ANDERSON of Montana: 
H. R. 11284. A bill to establish an emer

gency community facilitie& and public works 
program in the Community F'aclUties Ad
ministration or the Housing and Home Fi
nance Agency; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

By Mr. BREEDING: 
H. R. 11285. A bHl to establish an emer

gency community facilities and pul.)Iic works 
program fn the Community Facilities Ad
ministration or the Housing and Home Fi
nance Agency; to the Committee on Banking 
and Currency. 

By Mr. BOSCH~ 
H. R. 11286. A bill to provide registration, 

reporting, and disclosure of employee wel
fare and pension benefit -plans; to the Com
mittee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. MULTER: 
H. R. 11287. A bill to amend section 5210 

of the Revised Statutes to provide that lists 
of the shareholders of national banks shall 
be available for inspection by committees 
of Congress, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Banking and CUrrency. 

H. R. 11288. A bill relating to the estab
lishment of national mutual savings banks; 
to the Committee on Banking and Currency. 

By Mr. ADDONIZIO: 
H. R. 11289. A bili to prohibit the introduc

tion, or manufacture for introduction, into 
interstate commerce of switchbiade knives, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee 
on Interstate and Foreign_ Commerce. 

By .Mr. TEAGUE" of Texas: 
H. R. 112.90. A bill to amend the Service

men's Readjustment Act of 1944 to stimu
late the veterans' housing program; to the 
Committee on Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. BOGGS: 
H. J. Res. 570. Joint resolution for the pres

ervation for posterity of the archives estab
lishing the fundamental hiStory of. America 
made by the heroic men and women who 

emigrated from foreign lands to establish: 
tha plantation and colonies of America~ 
to the Committee on House Administra
ti.on. 

By :Mr. McCABTKY ~ 
H. Con. Res. 287. Concurrent resolution to 

provide for printing of proceedings in con
nection with the unveiling of Maria L. San
ford statue; to the Committee on House
Adm.inis~ation. 

By Mr. PELLY: 
H. Con. Res. 288. Concurrent resolution to 

express the sense of the Congress that at the 
present United Nations Conference on the 
Law of the Sea, at Geneva, Switzerland, the 
United States should endeavor to conclUde 
an agreement embodying the principle of 
abstention and conservation with respect 
to fishing and fisheries; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. SCHWENGEL: 
H. Con. Res. 289. Concurrent resolution au

thorizing the printing as a House docu
ment of the First Annual Report of the 
Civil War Centennial Commission; to the 
Committee on House Administration. 

By Mr. SMITH of Mississippi: 
H. Con. Res. 290. Concurrent resolution fa

voring the acceleration of milltary con
struction projects for which appropriations 
have been made; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

H. Con. Res. 291. Concurrent resolution fa
voring the acceleration of civil construc
tion projects for which appropriations have 
been made; to the Committee on Public 
Works. 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo
rials were presented and referred as 
follows: 

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis
lature of the State of Georgia, memorializ-
ing the President and the Congress of the 
United States that the Generar Assembly of 
Georgia expresses its deep regret at the death 
of Hon. Henderson L. Lanham and extends 
its sincerest sympathy to the members of his 
family; to the Committee on House Admin
istration. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of Massachusetts, memorializing the 
President and the Congress of the United 
States &gainst certain legislation commonly 
referred to as right-to-work legislation; to 
the Committee on Education and. Labor. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of Michigan, memoralizing the Presi
dent and the Congress of the United States, 
to alleviate unemp-loyment and to counter 
the growing industrial recession in Michigan 
and other industrial States by repealing the 
Federal excise tax. on motor vehicles; to . th.e 
Committee on Ways and M.eans. 

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the 
State of South Carolina, memorializing the 
President and the Congress of the United 
States, to refrain from the passage of legis
lation increasing the cost of out-of-town 
mall; to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rple XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. BOYKIN: 
H. R. 11291. A bill for the relief or Ben 

Chassin; to the Committee on the JudiciarJ'. 
By Mr. F'ARBSTEIN: 

H. R . 11292. A bill !or the relief of Leong 
Lun Do; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BILLINGS~ 
H . R.11293 . A bill for the relief of Thirza 

Skoff; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HORAN: 
H. R. 11294. A bill for the relief of Mutsuo 

Shiosaki; to the committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. HUDDLESTON: 

H. R. 11295. A bill for the relief. of William 
Shikle; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MciNTIRE: 
H. R. 11296. A bill for the relief of Austin 

L. Knowlton; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. McMILLAN: 
H. R. 11297. A bill for the relief of Gordon 

S. Pate; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. ROGERS of. Florida: 

H. R. 11298. A bill for the relief of Edward 
L. Jenkins; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. WALTER: 
H. R. 11299. A bill for the relief of Mrs. 

Maria Tarsi Priori; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H. R. 11300. A bill for the relief of Maria 
Stella LiDestri; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

H. R. 11301. A bill for the relief of 
Dimitrios Kondoleon (also known as James 
Kondolous); to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. ZABLOCKI: 
H. R. 11302. A bill for the relief of Petar 

Tomasevic; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitio.ns 
and papers were llllid on the Clerk's desk 
and referred as follows: 

458. By Mr. HORAN: Petition of 32 citi
zens of Davenport and Harrington, Wash .. 
urging the Congress to pass legislation pro
hibiting alcoholic· beverage advertising on 
television and radio programs; to the Com
mittee on Interstate and' Foreign Commerce. 

459. Also, petition of Mrs. Lynn Gunning 
and 29 other citlz.ens of Davenport and Har
rington, Wash., urging the Congress to pass 
legislation prohibiting alcoholic beverage 
advertising on television and radio broad
casts; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce. 

460. Also, petition of Mrs. Irene E. Doty 
and 15 other citizens of Spokane. Wash., urg-
ing the Congress to pass legislation prohibit
ing alcoholic beverage advertising on tele
vision and radio broadcasts; to the Commit
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

461. By Mr. HOSMER: Petition of certain 
residents of the 18th Congressional District 
of California, who request enactment by 
Congress of legislation to prohibit the trans-
portation o-r alcoholic beverage advertising 
in interstate commerce, and its broadcasting 
over the air, a practice which nullifies the 
rights of the States under the 2!st ame.nd
ment to control the sale of such beverages; 
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

46"2. By Mr. TI:::OMPSON of New Jersey: 
Resolution adopted by the commissioners of 
the city of Trenton, N. J., on March 6, 1958, 
relating to and in fa.vor of pay increases for 
postal workers of the United States;. to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

463. By Mr. WESTLAND: Petition of Mr. 
and Mrs. Harold Curtis, and members and 
friends of the Women's Christian Temper
ance Union of Ferndale. Wash., calling for 
the passage of legislation prohibiting the 
transportation of alcoholic beverage adver
tising in interstate commerce and its broad.
casting over the air; prohibiting the serving 
of alcoholic beverages to airline passengers 
while in flight; and prescribing alcohol tests 
for persons tried in the District of Columbia 
for certain ofienses committed while operat
ing vehicles; to the Comml.ttee- on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce. 

464. Als.o, petition of Mrs. Martha E. Neff 
requesting that the advertising of alcoholic 
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beverages be banned from radio, television, 
newspapers, and magazines: to the Commit
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

465. Also, petition of Mr. and Mrs. Harold 
Curtis, and members and friends of the 
Women's Christian Temperance Union of 
Ferndale, Wash., in support of legislation 
prohibiting the mailing of obscene literature 
to persons under 19 years of age; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

466. By the SPEAKER: Petition of the sec
retary, Governors' Conference, Chicago, Ill., 
relative to resolution adopted at the Western 
Governors' Conference held at Colorado 
Springs, Colo., February 26, 1958, recom-

. mending passage of legislation granting 
statehood for Alaska and Hawaii; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

467. Also, petition of the secretary, Gov
ernors' Conference, Chicago, Ill., relative to 
resolution adopted at the Western Governors• 
Conference held at Colorado Springs, . Colo., 
February 26, 1958, recommending highway 
mileage allocation for Hawaii; to the Com
mittee on Public Works. 

468. Also, petition of the city clerk, Tren
ton, N. J., relative to the Board of Commis
sioners of the City of Trenton, N.J., going on 
record as being in favor of pay increases for 
postal workers and all Federal employees 
recommended by the Senate Post Office and 
Civil Service Committee; to the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service . 

469. Also, petition of the chief clerk of the 
council, Philadelphia, Pa., requesting favor-

able consideration of the omnibus rivers, 
harbors, and :flood control authorization bill 
(S. 497), which provides for the improvement 
of anchorages between Philadelphia and the 
sea; to the Committee on Public Works. 

470. Also, petition of the clerk of the city 
council, Reno, Nev., requesting the Bureau 
of Public Roads to take necessary action to 
expedite the approval of the Third Street 
route so as to cause the survey and construc
tion of said highway to become a link in the 
chain of highways across the Nation; to the 
Committee on Public Works. 

471. Also, petition of the president, Alaska 
National Guard Officers' Association, Anchor
age, Alaska, urging the granting of immediate 
statehood to the Territory of Alaska; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

In Defense of Secretary Benson 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. EDGAR W. HIESTAND 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, March 10, 1958 
Mr. HIESTAND. Mr. Speaker, rarely 

has a Cabinet member been vilified as 
much as Ezra Taft Benson. 

As Secretary of Agriculture during one 
of the most critical periods in the history 
of American farming, Benson has been 
badgered constantly by pressure groups 
and free spenders who charge "he has 
not done enough for the farmer," while 

-at the same time housewives and wage 
earners blame him because their food 
bills are at sputnik levels. 

It is time to check the facts. 
First, we must realize that Congress, 

not the administration, makes the laws. 
The Secretary of Agriculture has a right 
to propose, or oppose, laws while they 
are being made, but Congress does not 
have to take his suggestions. Further
more, once the laws are on the books he 
has no choice but to enforce them. 

Congress has been tampering with the 
farm economy for years, ever since it 
passed the Agricultural Adjustment Act 
of 1933. Controls, rigid supports, acre
age allotments, conservation programs
all passed originally as "emergency pro
grams"-have been held over and each 
year Congress adds new variations and 
twists. 

The result has been hodgepodge legis
lation which has cost the overwhelming 
majority of Americans billions of tax 
dollars to support a farm minority which 
generally neither needs nor wants these 
farm laws and their modifications. 

The farm economy is so inseparably 
interwoven with the rest of the national 
production pattern that this constant 
meddling by Congress has gone too far 
to throw out the whole mess of laws and 
just start over, nice as that sounds. 

Instead, Benson has had to treat the 
effects of the laws rather than the 
causes. He has had President Eisen
hower's full blessing in trying to un
tangle the problems. 

But Congress under Democratic con
trol has been hostile m the extreme. A 
recent hearing before the Senate Agrt-

culture Committee was an example. 
Benson began to read a statement incor
porating the major part of his 1959 farm 
plans. He was set upon immediately by 
Me~bers of the majority side who seized 
this chance to belabor Benson and the 
administration. What they offered in 
return were the same outmoded, un
workable system of high, rigid price sup
ports which have been responsible for 
the overwhelming surpluses and for the 
climbing costs of farm products. 

With complete disrespect for the 
housewife and her husband's paycheck, 
these Senators lashed Benson with 
vicious personal attacks and smears be
cause of his program. Mobilized behind 
these Senators are farm pressure groups, 
spearheaded by the radical Farmers' 
Union, which to date have been so pow
erful that it was political suicide for a 
farm-State officeholder to oppose them. 

Nevertheless there are indications that 
in this session of Congress the farm bloc 
will not be so united as heretofore. 
Even with huge subsidies, the Democrats' 
farm program has forced poverty on a 
great segment of the farm population, 
especially the small farmer. The hard 
facts are that a large percentage of the 
money that is being paid out in subsi
dies is going to the wealthy farmer with 
large-acreage holdings. This goes to 
emphasize the inequity of the present 
laws. 

No one knows better than Benson thRt 
any Government subsidy is unsound. 
Where his proposals have gone into ef
fect through the years, they have 
worked. Surplus holdings in the hands 
of Government were reduced last year. 
Three-fourths of our farms are owned by 
those who operate them, the highest per
centage on record. Farm net income 
stabilized from a year ago, and farm real 
estate prices moved to the highest on 
record. But still the outmoded laws are 
being handed to him to enforce. 

There is hope that this year there may 
be a little change. The administration's 
farm program which was presented by 
President Eisenhower on January 16 has 
several first-rate features. And as men
tioned earlier, there are chinks in the 
solidity of the farm bloc. This may be . 
a year for the food buyer as well as the 
food grower. 

Ezra Taft Benson was a Mormon 
clergyman before taking office as Secre-

tary. He took the job only on assurance 
from President Eisenhower that it was a 
spiritual duty to restore the faith of the 
American people in the integrity of their 
Government and the farm economy. 

If he fails in this duty, it will not be 
for lack of trying but for lack of votes on 
the Democratic side of the aisle. 

Allan E. Pestcoe, Science Talent Search 
Award Winner 

EXTENSION OF REMA~KS 
OF 

HON. DANTE B. F ASCELL 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, March 10, 1958 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, Allan 
E. Pestcoe, 17, a high-school senior from 
Miami Beach, Fla., has been in Washing
ton February 27 through March 3, as 
one of 40 most promising research scien
tists in America's high schools selected in 
the 17th annual science talent search 
conducted for the Westinghouse science 
scholarships and awards by science clubs 
of America. He was invited to Washing
ton for an · all-expense trip along with 
other winners from 19 States and the 
District of Columbia chosen by judges 
from among 25,039 contestants. 

As his qualifying scientific projects, 
he investigated the effects of 2,4-D, a 
commonly used plant spray, on the ab
sorption of sulfur in plants and has de
termined the movement rates of sulfur 
and phosphorus in leaves. Both projects 
were carried out in the radioisotopes 
laboratory in his high school and are 
reported in his required. search paper. 
As student director of the laboratory, he 
has helped to design and build a gamma
ray chamber and to adapt Atomic En
ergy Commission handbook procedures 
to the equipment available to the stu
dents. He is now planning the construc
tion of a small heavy-ion linear accel
erator. 

The son of Mr. and Mrs. Harry Pest
coe, 6375 Indian Creek Drive, Miami 
Beach, Allan would like to attend the 
California Institute of Technology fol
lowing his graduation this year from 
Miami Beach High School. 


		Superintendent of Documents
	2017-06-21T16:47:30-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




